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EDITOR’S NOTES

This issue of the Wesleyan Theological Journal brings together an array of
articles representing several recent trends in Wesleyan scholarship and
the academic study of religion more broadly. First, Jacob Lett’s article
combines two areas of recent interest in theology, namely, the doctrine of
theosis and the work of Hans Urs von Balthasar. Next, the articles by
Donahue-Martens and Giffin focus on race and racism in connection
with preaching and the early Holiness movement in Texas respectively.
These articles are followed by three articles focused on the work of
William Burt Pope, an area of ongoing emphasis and inquiry in the Wes-
leyan Dogmatics working group, which meets on the eve of the Wesleyan
Theological Society’s annual meeting. The issue is rounded off with arti-
cles representing current interests in biblical studies, Wesley studies, pas-
toral care, and disability studies.

Also, of note for this issue is a change in the assistant editorship of
the WTJ. For the past several years, Mr. Chad Clark has served faithfully
in this position. Ms. Laura Garverick has stepped into this role, and she is
already doing splendid work. I am delighted to welcome her publicly to
the team.

Finally, I would like to take a moment of privilege as Editor to say
thank you for the many emails, letters, texts, and prayers that I have
received over the past year from members of this society. I am delighted
to report that my treatments last fall for non-Hodgkin’s Lymphoma were
successful. I am cancer free and my long-term prognosis is excellent.

Jason E. Vickers, Editor
Wilmore, Kentucky






EMPLACED THEOSIS:
HANS URS VON BALTHASAR’S INCARNATIONAL
METAPHYSICS AND THE “PLACE” OF GOD

by
Jacob Lett

God is not in a place, for that which is in a place is contained in
that place. That which is contained in a place is a body, but God is
not a body. Therefore he is not in a place. And yet, since he is and

he is not in a place, all things are in him rather than he himself being
in some place, although they are not in him as if he himself were a place.
For a place is in space because it is defined by the length, breadth
and width characteristic of a body. God is not like this.
Everything, therefore, is in him, and he is not a place.

Yet in a loose sense God’s temple [1 Cor 3:16] is called God’s place—
not because he is contained in it but because he is present to it. This,
however, is understood to be nothing better than the pure soul.!
—St. Augustine

In St. Augustine’s reflection, we observe the contentious nature of eluci-
dating God’s relation to space. For, on the one hand, spatial categories are
descriptors of finitude that emphasize the distinction between creatures
and God. Creaturely place defines its particularity in a space—a creature
occupies a place here and not there—and is a marker of its limits and oth-
erness. By contrast, the Creator of space is infinitely beyond spatial con-
tainment. As Ian McFarland states, “To worship God truly entails the
realization that God can be assigned no place in creation, because God
claims every place . . . God resists containment.”2 Or, as T. E Torrance

1 Augustine, Responses to Miscellaneous Questions, pt. 12, vol. 1 of The
Works of Saint Augustine, ed. Raymond Canning; trans. Boniface Ramsey (Hyde
Park, NY: New City, 2008), 38. Regarding the relation between God, soul, and
place in the apophatic mystical tradition, Paul Fiddes notes that “There is a
‘place’ in which it is not possible to articulate in words the difference between
God and the soul” See, Paul S. Fiddes, “The Quest for a Place which is ‘not-a-
place’: the Hiddenness of God and the Presence of God,” in Silence and the Word:
Negative Theology and Incarnation, ed. Oliver Davies and Denys Turner (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 45.

2Tan A. McFarland, From Nothing (Louisville: Westminster John Knox,
2014), 132.

—7_



8 Jacob Lett

says, “The doctrine of creation out of nothing . . . asserted the absolute
priority of God over all time and space, for the latter arise only in and
with created existence and must be conceived as relations within the cre-
ated order. . . . God Himself, then, cannot be conceived as existing in a
temporal or spatial relation to the universe’”3 So, whereas it may be
appropriate in the Christian tradition to speak of the God-creature rela-
tionship using spatial metaphors—creatures are ontologically distant
from God, but not spatially distant*—God’s nature itself is beyond these
categories, as they disintegrate divine oneness and simplicity by depicting
God’s nature as comprised of “ontologically distinct entities.”

While one of the central ideas of the Nicene Creed is to affirm God’s
necessary presence to and inherent distinction from creaturely space,
another is to assert that “God himself in his own being is actively present
with us as personal Agent within the space and time of our world”¢ The
doctrine of creatio ex nihilo may provide warrant to reject any literal place
claims for God (Augustine, McFarland, Torrance), but the doctrine of the
incarnation locates God’s omnipresence within the particularities of space
and time. Furthermore, Thomas Aquinas clarifies that while it is true that
God is in everything as their created cause, “God exists in a special sense
in a rational creature who knows and loves Him either actually or habitu-
ally. And since . . . a rational creature has this condition by grace, it is in
this way that God is said to be in the saints by grace”” Thus, on the basis
of the doctrine of the incarnation and the Thomistic adage that grace per-
fects nature and does not destroy it (gratia naturam non tollit), God may
be said to have a “place” in creation that is more particular than God’s
general presence to creation qua “omnipresent.”$

3Thomas E. Torrance, Space, Time, and Incarnation (London: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1969), 11.

4Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.8.1, in “New English Translation of St.
Thomas Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae,” trans. Alfred J. Freddoso, n.p. [cited 9
September 2019]. Online: https://www3.nd.edu/~afreddos/summa-translation/
TOC.htm/.

Slan A. McFarland, “Present in Love: Rethinking Barth on the Divine Per-
fections,” Modern Theology 33:2 (April 2017): 249-250; Katherine Sonderegger,
The Doctrine of God, vol. 1 (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2015), xxiii, 480-481.

6Torrance, Space, Time, and the Incarnation, 1.

7Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.8.3.

8Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 1.1.8. As Robert Jenson asks, “Does God have
a body?” He responds, “An unexamined presupposition of God’s nonobjectivity
or nonembodiment runs through much of the tradition. . . . But, of course, God
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In this paper, I shall consider how Hans Urs von Balthasar accentu-
ated divine “place” in his theo-dramatic portrayals of God’s immanent
and economic activities. In regard to his spatialization of the inter-trini-
tarian life, Balthasar is accused of moving beyond the tradition.® Matthew
Levering states, “Balthasar strains the doctrine of analogy and the biblical
revelation of the Trinity to the breaking point. The spatio-temporal
analogies by which Balthasar fills out the inner life of the Trinity are inad-
equate to their subject matter, and they can even frighten”10 With the
same spatial imagery at work in Balthasar’s construction of the God-crea-
ture relationship, related concerns arise if his imagery is understood liter-
ally. While Balthasar adheres to the tradition’s understanding of God’s
transcendent relation to space, he is keen to emphasize that God imma-
nently inhabits concrete places. Constructing from the incarnational
metaphysics of Balthasar, I will argue that if the traditional apophatic
assertation regarding God’s transcendent relation to space is regulated by
the Christological structure of being, then it invites a positive-cataphatic
consideration of God’s relation to creaturely space.!l After reviewing the
function of spatial imagery in Balthasar’s Theo-Drama, I will develop my
argument in three steps: 1) the infinite distance between God and cre-
ation actually establishes a positive relation of God to creaturely place,
2) the logic of Balthasar’s Christological analogia entis, particularly its
emphasis on Christ’s incarnation and the deification of humanity, shows

does in fact have a body, the body born of Mary and risen into the church and its
sacraments. . . . If there is converse in God, there is also appearing and seeing, for
free converse demands embodiment and bodies appear and are seen” Robert
Jenson, Systematic Theology, Volume I: The Triune God (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1997), 228-229.

9Nicholas J. Healy, The Eschatology of Hans Urs Von Balthasar: Being As
Communion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 133-34; Karen Kilby,
Balthasar: A (Very) Critical Introduction (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 107-
109. Kevin J. Vanhoozer, Remythologizing Theology: Divine Action, Passion, and
Authorship (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 243.

10Matthew Levering, Predestination: Biblical and Theological Paths (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2011), 175. Levering also critiques Balthasar’s notion of
distance in Matthew Levering, Scripture and Metaphysics: Aquinas and the
Renewal of Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004), 131-32.

1Ppaul S. Fiddes makes a similar claim to this, but it is in regard to the
human search for divine wisdom, a wisdom that “is a place which is ‘not-a-
place.”” He notes that “Job 28 offers an apophatic approach to the divine wisdom,
but not one based on an absolute transcendence.” See, Fiddes, “The Quest for a
Place which is ‘not-a-place,” ” 38.



10 Jacob Lett

how creaturely spatiality is incorporated into the divine life, and 3) theosis
is emplaced, highlighting God’s theo-dramatic relation to the concrete
places, times, and people of the body of Christ.

Drama, Salvation, and Spatial Analogies in Balthasar’s Theology

In his typical way of utilizing the suppleness of the tradition, Balthasar
readily employs spatial imagery in his trinitarian metaphysics, Christol-
ogy, and soteriology. Place (Stelle) becomes a dominant category in
Balthasar’s theology in the 1970-1980’s, when Balthasar writes the Theo-
Drama (TD). During this time, Balthasar becomes especially concerned
with rehabilitating the category of Stellvertretung, which he believes
“stands at heart of Christian dogma?12 Stellvertretung is a combination of
the German vertreten, meaning to ‘stand in for’ and Stelle, which means
‘place’ It is often translated as ‘representation’ or ‘substitution” in
English—we will use ‘representation’ in this article. In the Theo-Drama,
Balthasar seeks to provide a metaphysical and theological foundation for
representation in his mission Christology and his trinitarian theology. To
fulfill this aim, Balthasar begins to make “place”—a spatial category—
central to his theological project. The centrality of the inherent “placed-
ness” of soteriological Stellvertretung and the role it plays in Balthasar’s
more dogmatic and metaphysical claims cannot be overestimated.

Along with “place” (Stelle) and “representation” (Stellvertretung), a
third category is also integral to Balthasar’s theology: distance (Trennung,
Distanz, innergottliche absolute Differenz, Raum, and Gottferne).!3 Bal-
thasar uses distance to express the interpersonal relations of the divine
Persons, the metaphysical relationship between God and creation, and the
problems introduced by sin. By summarizing how place, representation,
and distance are intertwined, we will come to grasp the role of spatial cat-
egories in Balthasar’s theology. First, in the economy of redemption,
Christ represents humanity—he acts in humanity’s place. The place of
Christ’s representative action in the divine economy of salvation is
included in Balthasar’s triune framework of distance. Creation is located

12Hans Urs von Balthasar, “Stellvertretung: Schliisselwort christlichen
Lebens,” Leben im Geist 4 (1976): 4. Freiburg: Informationszentrum Berufe der
Kirche. [“Der Gedanke der Stellvertretung, so sagten wir anfangs, steht im
Herzpunkt des christlichen Dogmas”]

13Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theodramatik, 4 vols. (Einsiedeln: Johannes Ver-
lag, 1973-1983), 3:302, 310-311, 337.
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within the distance or difference of the three divine Persons, and, conse-
quently, creation’s unholy distance of sin is also located in the “place” of
intra-divine distance or difference.l4 Therefore, when Christ acts in the
place of the creation’s unholy distance, he does not need to alter his own
place. “He can do this on the basis of his place within the absolute, divine
difference from the bestowing Father;” states Balthasar.l> Finally, in the
eschatological fulfilment of the created order, the Spirit will welcome
humanity into the roominess of the triune life, into the infinite and ever-
greater place Christ has prepared for humanity (John 14:2-3).16

We can see here how Balthasar ascribes “place” to God in four corre-
lated ways: 1) there is a place of difference or distance between the triune
Persons, 2) creation’s location is ultimately its place in Christ, 3) when the
Son represents humanity, he acts in its place, and 4) Christ ascends and
prepares a place in the triune life for humanity to participate in. What
concerns us here is the final category, human divinization or theosis,
which is also one of the five motifs of Balthasar’s dramatic soteriology.l”

When Balthasar addresses humanity’s participation in the triune life,
he typically leaves its eschatological dimensions a mystery of faith and
instead speaks of creaturely and ecclesial action and fruitfulness in the
present. The distance between humanity’s eschatological place in Christ
and the spatio-temporal dimensions of its concrete historical places is tra-
versed by the Spirit. Because the ascension of the Son and the descent of
the Spirit at Pentecost are tacitly paired,!® we need not limit deification to
a forensic or purely futuristic sphere, but can look for it in the places,
times, and people of a pneumatically indwelled human history.1? This is
seen most unequivocally in Theo-Drama volume 5. In a section entitled,
“Embedded in God,” humanity’s place in the triune life extends directly to

14Hans Urs von Balthasar, Theo-Drama: Theological Dramatic Theory, 5
vols. (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1988-1998), 5:375-385; Balthasar, Theo-
Drama, 4:333-334.

15Balthasar, Theodramatik, 3:310. [“Er kann es aufgrund seines topos
innergottlicher absoluter Differenz vom schenkenden Vater”’]

16Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 5:375-385.

17Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 4:240-244, 317.

18Eugene Rogers, After the Spirit: A Constructive Pneumatology from
Resources outside the Modern West (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 200-207.

19Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, trans. Edward T.
Oakes, S.J. (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1992), 386-389; Theo-Drama, 4:367-388,
406-423.
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the church becoming a place for others, which includes sacramental
mediation and action on their behalf.20

We see, then, that for Balthasar God does have an ontological place
in creation: in the agency of Christ’s body. One key aspect of Balthasar’s
theological import of drama is to resist the employment of universal the-
ological categories to the extent that they minimize the particular. As Jen-
nifer Newsome Martin argues of Balthasar, “Any system that privileges
the universal at the expense of the personal and particular, flattening out
individual freedom, ‘signals the abdication of drama in favor of a narra-
tive philosophy of history, an epic story of the Spirit or of mankind.” ”21 In
the same way that dramatic language stands between the universal factu-
ality of epic and the individual subjective of lyric—a typology of genre
that Balthasar borrowed from Hegel—so a dramatic conceptualization of
God’s relationship to creaturely spatial dimensions suggests that God’s
relationship to the stage of creaturely existence is concrete, dynamic, and
personal.22 This same mode of thought lies behind Balthasar’s critique of
Rahner’s “formal” depictions of the triune life. Drama not only applies to
creation but is primordially performed in the triune processions.23

This tension between the universal and the particular impels us to
develop the relationship between God and creaturely place further. With-
out the ability to speak of God’s ubiquity (be it a positive or negative
predicate) from within the intelligible structures of our particularity, it
bears little meaning for humans, and we risk locating God in an infinite
void beyond all space.2 In other words, our location in the order of
knowing puts pressure on our speech of God’s ubiquity in the order of
being. How can creatures relate to a God whose relation to space is uni-
versal without some correlate to their own experience, experiences which
are most realized in the drama of concrete characters, actions, and roles?2>
Can we conceive a relationship between God and creaturely space that, in

20Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 5:382.

2lennifer Newsome Martin, Hans Urs von Balthasar and the Critical Appro-
priation of Russian Religious Thought (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 2015), 95.

22Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 2:54-62; Ben Quash, “Drama and the Ends of
Modernity;,” in Balthasar at the End of Modernity, ed. Lucy Gardner (Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1999), 145-146.

23Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 4:321.

24Torrance, Space, Time, and the Incarnation, 10.

25Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 1:25-50.
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the words of Rowan Williams, “reconcile[es] a finite and an infinite spa-
tiality”26 Constructing from the dramatic and incarnational metaphysics
of Balthasar’s Theo-Drama, 1 will develop Balthasar further using some of
his key interlocuters and showing how the Christological structure of
being reconciles divine and creaturely spatiality.

The Analogia Entis and the Doctrine of Creation

First, it is precisely the ontological distance between infinite and finite
being that allows us to envision God’s relation to creaturely space a posi-
tive one. The analogia entis, as developed by Balthasar’s mentor Erich
Przywara, is the foundational metaphysic behind Balthasar’s dramatic
depiction of God and creation. Balthasar labelled Przywara an “unforget-
table guide and master” and one of the two most important theological
influences on his life. He also acknowledges that “none of [his] own
books should hide what it owes to him27 Although Przywara, whose
monumental work Analogia Entis has only recently been translated into
English, inextricably links space and making space to creaturely mutabil-
ity, he also believes creaturely space reveals an analogous form of divine
“supraspatiality” Supra does not simply mean an oppositional above, but
supra is the “in-and-beyond” of the analogia entis. Whatever similarities
there are between God and creation (the “in” of Przywaras “in-and-
beyond” formula), God is “beyond” them without failing to be “in” them.
Thus, Przywara speaks of a divine “super-space” and an “un-space.” Crea-
turely spatial dimensions—inner/outer, above/below, etc—reveal an “ulti-
mately incomprehensible . . . divine ‘ever inward, ever outward, ever
above, and ever below.’” God’s space has dimensions without contain-
ment, as it is infinite, a space of “plenum,” whereas creaturely space is
empty, a space of “vacuum.”?8 The maior dissimilitudo between divine
and creaturely space is the ontological possibility of God’s transcendent
and immanent relation to creaturely space. Przywara states, “The essen-
tially supraspatial and supratemporal God pervades the intraspatial and

26Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 164.

27Hans Urs von Balthasar, My Work in Retrospect, trans. Cornelia Capol
(San Francisco: Ignatius, 1993), 19, 89. The second influence is Adrienne von
Speyr, whose spiritual visions contribute greatly to Balthasar’s trinitarian depic-
tions (Theo-Drama, vol. 5).

28Erich Przywara, Analogia Entis, Metaphysics: Original Structure and Uni-
versal Rhythm, trans. John R. Betz and David Bentley Hart (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 2014), 426, 584-586, 590.
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intratemporal realm of the creature so thoroughly that, in relation to
space, he is the one who is “both interior to all things, because all things
are in him, and exterior to all things, because he is beyond all things”2°
Therefore, for Przywara, God in Christ is the infinite space of creaturely
space (Col 1:15-18, Eph 1:23, I Cor 15:18).30 The analogia entis enables us
to speak of God’s spatiality while remaining cognizant of the ever-greater
dissimilarity between the spatiality of God and creatures.

If a central tenet of the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo is God’s neces-
sary presence to and distinction from creation and we conceive this
through the lens of Przywara’s analogia entis, then we observe that God’s
transcendence from space allows him to be the possibility of every place.
As Torrance states, “It must be said that God is not contained by anything
but rather that He contains the entire universe, not in the manner of a
bodily container, but by His power. . . . It follows from this that space and
time, and indeed all the structured relations within the universe, have to
be understood dynamically, through reference to the creative and all-
embracing power and activity of God”3! God participates in all places
and times, but in a distinct manner from how creatures participate in
place. God relates to creaturely time and space not by the markers of fini-
tude but through perfection and excess. Thus, our first step towards
understanding God’s relation to place is to assert the infinite distance
between finitude’s “emplacement” and infinitude’s “emplacement.”

Without asserting this necessary difference between infinite and
finite spatiality, we are likely to project a receptable-container conception
of space onto God, which T. E. Torrance argues is the case with medieval
and Lutheran theology.32 Linn Marie Tonstad believes Balthasar does pre-
cisely this. She asserts that Balthasar’s physical-embodied-sexual divine
spatial analogies, like “distance,” “interpenetration,” “emptying,” and “fill-
ing,” are inappropriate to apply to God, as they are used in ways that “are
projectionist and incoherent and that illuminate the unexpected ways
divine difference gets gendered and sexed, grounding the ultimacy of het-
erosexuality in the Christian imaginary.’33 When divine Persons must

29Przywara, Analogia Entis, 589.

30Przywara, Analogia Entis, 593-595.

31Torrance, Space, Time, and the Incarnation, 11-12.

32Torrance, Space, Time, and the Incarnation, 11-12, 22-51.

33Linn Marie Tonstad, God and Difference: The Trinity, Sexuality, and the
Transformation of Finitude (New York: Routledge, 2016), 11.
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“make room for another,” which mirrors the “spatialization of the womb”
when a woman makes room for the other, we project the frangibility and
boundedness of human bodies onto God and tear asunder divine unity.34
While Tonstad is specifically focusing on Balthasar’s trinitarian theology,
the same concerns may apply to the way he conceives God’s relation to
creaturely place, especially since the same spatial analogies are so essen-
tial to the entire Theo-Drama. In the case of Balthasar’s trinitarian theol-
ogy, the inner space-making of God risks spatializing the divine life to the
extent that the divine Persons compete for space. In the case of the dra-
matic God-world relation, the outer space-making of God risks the onto-
logical collapse of finite and infinite freedom, either containing God in
the particular or absorbing the finite into the infinite. If either finite or
infinite spatiality are understood through a container conception of
space, they are bound to compete and are therefore unreconcilable.

However, Tonstad seems to assume a particular conception of space
that does not apply to Balthasar’s theology because of the underlying
analogia entis. Balthasar explicitly uses the analogia entis to distinguish
his doctrine of the Trinity from someone like Moltmann, who does pro-
ject a more univocal kind of space onto God’s.3> In a recent article, I have
article developed Balthasar’s spatial analogies of the divine life by inter-
preting his doctrine of the Trinity musically.3 In this article, I'm continu-
ing that piece of research, but focusing on God’s relation to creaturely
space in Balthasar’s Christology.

Although Rowan Williams believes Karl Barth corrects this issue in
later volumes of the Church Dogmatics in his analogia relationis, he notices
that the divine and human activities are often displayed “in competition
for one logical space.”37 Similarly, Balthasar believes that without affirming
an implicit analogia entis, Barth’s Christology, like Cyril of Alexandriass,
can be too easily mistaken as an Apollinarian form of monophysitism.38

34Tonstad, God and Difference, 11-13, 16, 48, 59, 62, 79, 82, 85-86, 99, 111,
136, 147, 156-157, 227, 231, 236, 239.

35Alan Torrance, “Creatio ex nihilo and the Spatio-temporal Dimensions,”
in The Doctrine of Creation, ed. Colin E. Gunton (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark),
90-91.

36“Divine Roominess: Spatial and Musical Analogies in Hans Urs von
Balthasar and Robert Jenson,” Pro Ecclesia 28/3, August (2019): 266-277.

37Rowan Williams, “Dialectic and Analogy: A Theological Legacy,” in The
Impact of Idealism: The Legacy of Post-Kantian German Thought, ed. Nicholas
Adams (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 280.

38Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 401; Theo-Drama, 3:213-215.
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Przywara, Williams suggests, offers explicitly what Barth does not, by
affirming “what might be called a non-rivalrous difference: not all differ-
ence must essentially be rendered in binary terms, with the one moment of
thought being understood only as its other’s other”3? Furthermore,
Williams notes how Balthasar’s incarnational metaphysics, which are con-
structed on the noetic and ontic resources of Przywara’s Analogia Entis,
proffers “a model of divine being-in-the-other that allows full scope for the
tension between the conditioned and the unconditioned and thus allows
us to see grace—and incarnation—as the proper crowning of creation and
created action, without compromising divine liberty”’40 In other words, it
is precisely the inherit difference between God and creation that allows us
to reconcile divine and human spatiality, and Balthasar ultimately defines
this inherit difference in his Christology, to which I now turn.

Balthasar’s Christology: The Incarnation and Humanity’s Deification

For Balthasar, the analogia entis not only provides the framework for how
Christian logic works, it is also a metaphysic, and the interrelation
between knowledge and ontology is ultimately “performed” in the “con-
crete analogia entis,” the Lord Jesus Christ.4! While Balthasar’s claim that
that “Przywara never produced a Christology” seems flawed,*? insofar as
a christological analogia entis is present in Przywara,*3 it is nonetheless
true that for Balthasar the analogia entis as a neutral theory is not what
governs the relationship between God and creation. It is the analogia entis
in Christ.#4 In other words, what preserves the inherent similarity and
difference between God and creation is God’s activity in Christ, not some
general structure by which God and creation are related. Christ, “the liv-
ing centrecenter of history;,” is the norm of history, anthropology, and

39Williams, “Dialectic and Analogy;” 288.

40Williams, “Dialectic and Analogy,” 288. Williams suggest that Balthasar’s
incarnational metaphysics is fruitful owing to the influence of Barth, Hegel, and
Przywara. Williams, “Dialectic and Analogy,” 288-289.

41Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:202-229.

42Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:221. Kenneth Oakes provides a strong overview
of the relationship between the cross and the analogia entis in Przywara’s
“exchange Christology” See, Kenneth Oakes, “The Cross and the Analogia Entis
in Erich Przywara,” in The Analogy of Being, ed. Thomas Joseph White (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2011), 147-171.

43Przywara, Analogia Entis, 301-306, 556-569.

44Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Theo-Logic: Theological Logical Theory, 3
vols., (San Francisco: Ignatius, 2001-2005), 2:211.
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ontology.#> Christ is not simply another actor in the theatrum mundi, but
transforms the world’s drama into a theo-drama, into the theatrum Dei.
Therefore, from the logic of the incarnation and humanity’s deification in
Christ, I will argue that creaturely spatial dimensions are included in its
sanctification and glorification, which requires that we attend more
closely to the role of place in God’s relation to humanity.

The unity-in-distinction logic of a Chalcedonian Christology is
impossible to hold if the divine and human are understood contrastively,
if they are competing for space. Balthasar uses Maximus the Confessor’s
Christology to argue that a non-contrastive and non-competitive maior
dissimilitudo between infinite and finite being is necessary to the “safe-
guarding” and perfection of humanity.4¢ Even as Christ “strides through”
the ontological distance between God and creation, incorporating
humanity into himself, humanity is safeguarded and ensheltered, being
both Christ's body—metaphysically one with Christ (Augustine’s Christus
totus)—and his bride—ontologically and differentiated other.#” No matter
the level of unity between the natures of Christ, they must remain
“unconfused,” even after humanity’s divinizsation.#8 Thus, if Christ is to
gather humanity into Himself, a grammar and ontology of non-competi-
tive difference is essential to avoid the “mystical absorption” of humanity
into God. Christ, the concrete analogia entis, redeems and perfects
humanity by establishing and maintaining a positive distance from it. As
a result, when Christ ascends to “prepare a place” with “many dwellings”
for his people (John 14:2), Balthasar speaks of it as humanity’s Einbergung
in Christ.# Nichols translates this “translation resistant German word” as
“sheltering engathering” and Gallaher as “ensheltered.”>® Corporeal
humanity’s bound and limited place exists in and is protected by the
incorporeal, boundless place of Christ.

45Hans Urs von Balthasar, A Theology of History (San Francisco: Ignatius,
1994), 24; Theo-Drama, 3:224; Theo-Logic, 2:281.

46Hans Urs von Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy: The Universe According to Max-
imus the Confessor, trans. Brian E. Daley (San Francisco: Ignatius, 2003), 208; The
Theology of Karl Barth, 271; Aaron Riches, Ecce Homo: On the Divine Unity of
Christ (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2016), 148.

47Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 107.

48Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:229; Theo-Logic, 2:280, 316.

49Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 4:373-374.

50Brandon Gallaher, Freedom and Necessity in Modern Trinitarian Theology
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 210; Aidan Nichols, No Bloodless Myth:
A Guide Through Balthasar’s Dramatics (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 224.
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Therefore, as creaturely existence moves towards its perfection in
Christ, God does not destroy its creaturely-ness, but divinizes it (Max-
imus the Confessor).>! As Torrance states, the doctrine of the incarnation
“confirms and illuminates™ the reality of finite space and

asserts the reality of space and time for God in His relations
with us and binds us to space and time in all our relations with
Him. Thus the miraculous activity of God in the Incarnation is
not to be thought of as an intrusion into the creation or as abro-
gation of its space-time structure, but as the chosen form of
God’s interaction with nature in which He establishes an inti-
mate relation between creaturely human being and Himself.
Here space and time provide the rational medium within which
God makes Himself present and known to us.52

Christ in his assumption and deification of humanity makes room in the
capaciousness of the divine life for the defining features of creatures, like
its spatiality.

Furthermore, humanity is not simply glorified as a nature. Accord-
ing to John of Damascus and Aquinas, natures do not exist in the
abstract, but as particular hypostases that subsist out of the nature.
Balthasar claims that this relationship between nature and hypostasis is
distorted in Logos-sarx Christology, stating, “It was possible to emphasise
this seizure of power over all flesh (Jn 17:2) through the Incarnation of
the Logos to such an extent that [Christ] seemed to adopt human nature
in its entirety”>3 To avoid monophysitism and monothelitism, Balthasar
believes that enhypostatic Christology needs coupled with a concrete
nature view of the incarnation,>* a coupling which is found in John of
Damascus and Maximus the Confessor.>>

5IMaximus the Confessor, Ambiguum 5, in Maximus the Confessor, ed. and
trans. Andrew Louth (London: Routledge, 1996), 175-177.

52Torrance, Space, Time, and the Incarnation, 24.

53Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:235. Though Balthasar promotes the “from
above” approach of Alexandrian Logos-sarx Christology, he also associates it
with Apollinarius’s denial of Jesus’s human soul (Theo-Drama, 3:234; Theo-Logic,
2:303). Grillmeier’s influence can be misleading though, as Athanasius’s emphasis
on the flesh (sarx) of Christ did not make him Apollinarian. See, Peter J. Leithart,
Athanasius (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2011), 120-121.

54Qliver Crisp, Divinity and Humanity: The Incarnation Reconsidered
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 75.

55Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:217, 236-237.
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The Son could not have assumed human nature in the abstract,
because abstract human nature does not exist. Aquinas explicitly follows
John of Damascus, insisting that human nature cannot exist on its own
but rather only exists in particular hypostases.’® Aquinas notes that it
seems the Son should have “assumed a nature abstracted from all individ-
uals” for his work to be universal. “On the contrary;” he responds,

Damascene says (De Fide Orth. iii, 11): “God the Word Incar-
nate did not assume a nature which exists in pure thought; for
this would have been no Incarnation, but a false and ficti-
tious Incarnation” But human nature as it is separated or
abstracted from individuals is “taken to be a pure conception,
since it does not exist in itself,” as Damascene says (De Fide
Orth. iii, 11). Therefore the Son of God did not assume human
nature, as it is separated from individuals.>”

For John of Damascus, Christ's human nature exists concretely, person-
ally, and individually in its mode of union with the divine Son.>8

Like Logos-sarx Christology, Balthasar believes that post-Hegelian
emphases on Christ as the “central individual” or “universal human
being” tend to abstract Jesus from the rest of humanity.>® Instead,
Balthasar follows John of Damascus, stating that “the definiteness of the
divine Sonship of Jesus is directly able to make him into a very definite,
individual human being”¢0 Whereas Gregory of Nyssa defines the “con-
crete universal” as the human species—thereby denying Jesus the “attri-

56 Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 111a.4.1-6.

57Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 11la.4.4. It should be noted that Balthasar
may be following Barth as well, given that Barth is also quite clear on this same
notion: Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics, 4 vols. in 14 parts, ed. G. W. Bromiley and
T. E. Torrance (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1936-1977), vol. 1.2, pp. 149-164.

58John of Damascus, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 3.7, 3.11, 4.4 (NPNF
9).

S9Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:236-237. Wolfhart Pannenberg also critiques
the “central individual” concept of post-Hegelian theologians for eschatological
reasons. Though the concept of a ‘central individual’ can be found in Hegel and
in Schleiermacher’s “prototype,” it is not until Goschel and Dorner that it is
developed in Christology, coming to its fullest realisation in Richard Rothe. See,
Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus, God and Man, trans. Lewis L. Wilkins and Duane A.
Priebe (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1977), 388-390.

60Balthasar, Theodramatik, vol. 2.2, 217. [“Ddass die Bestimmtheit der got-
tlichen Sohnschaft Jesus ihn gerade zu einem sehr bestimmten einzelnen Men-
schen zu machen vermag.”]
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butes of individuality”¢l—Balthasar prefers Maximus the Confessor’s
Christology, which locates the concrete universal in the individual. Given
that there is no human nature without a concrete will and activity, then
Jesus must be said to have both divine and human energies.®? “This idea of
the balance and reciprocity of universal and particular is perhaps the most
important in the whole of Maximuss thought,” states Balthasar.63 Ulti-
mately, in monophysitism and monothelitism the divinity of Christ is in
competition with his humanity—the universal competes with the particu-
lar. Instead, Balthasar suggests that the eternal Word makes space for and
personalizes the humanity of Jesus by uniting its concrete particularity to
the eternal mission of the divine Son. For Balthasar, divine and human
agency are united at the level of personal mission.®* Balthasar’s formula-
tion, though adding the concept of mission, is broadly compatible with the
way that Riches describes the Chalcedonian Christ, complemented with
the language of the analogia entis: “In Jesus, because the verus Deus estab-
lishes and ‘is’ the possibility and reality of verus homo, the ‘et’ in the for-
mulation signifies a perfect unio of maior dissimilitudo wherein maior dis-
similitudo is internal to the unitas of his incarnate being.”6>

Consequently, as God deifies humanity in Christ, he glorifies persons
who subsist out of a deified nature. The humanity of the Lord Jesus Christ
is no longer a specific, particular, and “closed-off object in a world of
objects” but once ascended and glorified is united to the universal and
infinite agency of God and, therefore, incorporates other finite agents in

61Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:212-214, 236.

62Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 160-162, 261-263.

63Balthasar, Cosmic Liturgy, 161.

64Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:156-157. Nestorianism may seem to arise here
in Balthasar’s Christology, as Bruce McCormack argues in “Atonement and
Human Suffering,” in Locating Atonement: Explorations in Constructive Dogmat-
ics, ed. Oliver D. Crisp and Fred Sanders (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2015), 202-
203. However, a dialectical reading of Balthasar’s Christological anthropology
can prevent it. Since an individual is only a true person by being assigned a mis-
sion, and the human Jesus only exists within the movement of the divine Son’s
mission and is perfectly obedient to that mission throughout his life, then he
genuinely exists. Yet, the human Jesus is always in perfect unity with the divine
Son, as Jesus’s human nature is personalized in the divine Son’s mission. The dis-
tinction-in-relation of Christ’s divine and human natures is possible because his
human individuality and divine personhood are not understood contrastively or
competitively, but are unified in the one mission of the Lord Jesus Christ.

65Riches, Ecce Homo, 7.
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their particularity to full participation in the divine.%¢ The incarnation is
the assertion that divine agency that is “beyond all categorization and
analysis unites with and actualizes the ‘most specific, the most particular,
act of being that is a finite individuality. And in doing so—for John of
Damascus as much as for Maximus—the divine allows the finite to
become the means by which unlimited communion, transforming partic-
ipation in the divine, is opened up to other finite agents’®” This is why in
his incarnational theology of deification, Maximus states, “For the Word
of God, who is God, wishes always and everywhere to effect the mystery
of his embodiment.”%8 Thus, according to the logic of the incarnation of
Christ and the deification of humanity in Balthasar’s Christological analo-
gia entis, the particularities of human persons are not only incorporated
but glorified.® The room-making act of the triune processions is capa-
cious and polyphonic enough to make space for those categories that
make human life what it is.70

Emplaced Theosis: Reconciling Infinite and Finite Spatiality

The relationship between universal and the particular in Balthasar’s
Christology clarifies how God’s relation to humanity’s place is theo-dra-
matic and elicits a way to reconcile infinite and finite spatiality. For
Balthasar, the place or “sphere” of humanity is ultimately its ontological
existence in-Christ. Paul’s “all-encompassing and many-faceted [in-
Christ] formula” is “held together by a single centrecenter” What is this
centrecenter? Balthasar responds, “This centrecenter is nothing other
than the sphere of life and action created by the extension of the universal

66Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 114.

67Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 114.

68Quoted by Tan McFarland, The Word Made Flesh: A Theology of the Incar-
nation (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2019), 206.

69While employing Maximus® theology and the Orthodox emphasis on
deification (The Word Made Flesh, 88-98, 202-212), McFarland doubts, except in
the case of Christ, if divine-human participation is normative prior to glorifica-
tion, “especially given deep-seated Christian convictions regarding the persuasive
character of sin in human life” (93). Furthermore, McFarland is keen to stress
that a serious focus on Jesus’ humanity recognizes its “invisibility” post-ascen-
sion. Instead, McFarland focuses on how humanity is “in” Christ, but not how
Christ is “in” us (208). McFarland states, “There is no more to be said about
[Christ] in terms of events in time and space” (168). In contrast to this, we are
arguing that Maximus™ Christological theology of deification gives warrant to say
more about Christ in terms of events in time and space after Christ’s ascension.

7OBalthasar, Theo-Drama, 5:91-95.
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mission of Jesus”7! Balthasar interprets the sphere of Christ’s action as a
“personal sphere of influence” (personale Wirksphdre Jesu), the “acting
area” (Spielraum), and the “personal and personalizsing area” (personaler
und personalisierender Raum).”2 As a result, Christ’s universal inclusion of
humanity is described in the following terms: “dramatic,” “personalising,’
“communicative,” “realistic,” “inner effect,” and “synergy.’73 The extension
of Christ’s work by his Spirit to his body and bride is not simply forensic,
cognitive, or eschatological.”# It is a sanctification that is “authentic, inner,
and ontic,” as Balthasar puts it, distinguishing himself from Barth’s soteri-
ology and ecclesiology.”> Consequently, this ontic sanctification extends
to the concrete lives of the communio sanctorum, which unifies “a theol-
ogy of actualism with a theology of being-in-Christ, that is, an ontology
of the Church”7¢ In this extension of humanity’s universal inclusion in
Christ to the concrete lives of the saints we find that God may be said to
have a place in creation that is more particular than his general presence
qua omnipresent.

In light of Balthasar’s formulation of the in-Christ formula, I have
coined the term “emplaced theosis” to signify how humanity’s reality in
Christ comes to dwell in or inhabit particular historical places, people,
and events. To speak of the “where” of the Christian’s place in Christ is to
speak of the places where Christ’s theo-dramatic form is historicised. By
pairing drama and Balthasar’s incarnational metaphysics, the operating
definition of place becomes the shared historical stage where the dramatic
interplay of distinct agencies and contingencies is performed. Divine
emplacement signifies when the universal agency of Christ unites with
the distinct and concrete agency of an individual or community, resulting
in a “personal mission” or “eccesial mission.””” While the entire system of
finite agencies is the act of infinite agency, Rowan Williams adds that

71Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:246.

72Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:244-250; Theodramatik, vol. 2.2, 225-229.

73Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:121, 246-249.

74Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:246-247; Constantine R. Campbell, Paul and
Union with Christ: An Exegetical and Theological Study (Grand Rapids: Zonder-
van, 2012), 68-73; Adolf Deissmann, Paul: A Study in Social and Religion History,
trans. William E. Wilson (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1926), 149-153.

75Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 372-377.

76Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 365.

77Balthasar, Theo-Drama, 3:207-208; Theo-Drama, 4:406. In more philo-
sophical terms, Balthasar labels the moments when the “absolute” aligns with the
“relatives” as “gestures of existence” (see, Theo-Drama, 4:103-116).
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there are “irregular and episodic” occurrences in creation when finite and
divine agency relate at a deeper level than “universal causal activation.”
This deeper level, which he calls an “actualizing presence,” is the personal
union of divine and creaturely agencies, reflecting the union-in-distinc-
tion of Christ’s divine and human natures.”® We find then that God does
indeed have a place in creation, the place of a deified person or commu-
nity whose will is entirely united to the infinite agency of God.

How does this formulation reconcile finite and infinite spatiality?
The opening claims that “God can be assigned no place in creation”
(McFarland) and “God is not in a place” (Augustine) mean that God can-
not be confined to place because God transcends space altogether (a neg-
ative reading of ubiquity) and relates to all places and times (a positive
reading of ubiquity). However, an underdeveloped understanding of the
relationship between these two readings of ubiquity may result in mis-
conceptions of divine space from the creatures perspective. Creatures can
only comprehend characters and events through their own space-time
continuum, as the concreteness and particularity of creaturely spatial-
temporal locations constitute the place where the drama of finite exis-
tence is performed (Ferdinand Ulrich).”? Therefore, creatures cannot
understand a being whose presence to a place is an abstract universal.
From the creature’s point of view, an exclusively negative or apophatic
portrayal of divine ubiquity may actually recapitulate container notions of
space and confine God to a place outside our space.80 Likewise a simplistic
positive portrayal of divine ubiquity is equally problematic, as creatures
do not have any analogue for understanding how an object can be present
in every place and every time in the same way. Creatures relate to pres-

78Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 2, 16, 78.

79Ferdinand Ulrich, Homo Abyssus: The Drama of the Question of Being,
trans. D. C. Schindler (Washington, D.C.: Humanum Academic Press, 2018),
321.

80Balthasar raises this concern early on in his theology in Prayer. He states,
“It was essential that Christ, in his Incarnation, should bring the fullness of
heaven to earth; essential that he should translate God’s indivisible unity into the
multiplicity of time/space aspects. . . . Otherwise the contemplation of God
would only have been possible in the forms of negative, ‘apophatic mysticism,
which seeks to encounter God beyond all that is of the world, as the Wholly
Other, who can be neither conceived, nor beheld, nor comprehended.”” See,
Hans Urs von Balthasar, Prayer, trans. Graham Harrison (San Francisco: Igna-
tius, 1986), 54.
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ence through particularity, and its such particularity that makes our expe-
rience of presence and events meaningful and morally discernible.

Balthasar’s theology of incarnation, though, elucidates a way forward
by establishing that God’s transcendence from space does not need to
contradict his concrete relation to place.8! Rather, by extending a negative
rendering of divine ubiquity to a positive one via the analogia entis, we
observe that these two conceptions of divine space are mutually constitut-
ing: God can only relate to all places and times because God is not con-
fined to space and time. A Christological portrayal of this negative-to-
positive movement extends it one step further. Since there is no creaturely
reality apart from the particular (Aquinas, John of Damascus, Maximus),
God’s general presence to all of creation relates to the concrete particular-
ity of creaturely locations. While God may not be more present in a par-
ticular place at an ontological level, his general presence may be dramati-
cally actualized by grace in the lives of the communio sanctorum.
Developing further the opening quotes of Augustine and Aquinas regard-
ing God’s place in the temple or the saints by grace, this conception of the
actualization of God’s general presence in a place—emplaced theosis—sig-
nifies the “event character of grace”82 These actualizing events of grace do
not destroy the spatiality of nature but perfects it, analogically emplacing
God.83

God can inhabit the particularities of creaturely space and time
without being spatially contained by them because the “perfecting bor-
der” (Przywara)34—the distance between God and creation—remains in
place even after humanity’s incorporation into God. As unbound supra-
space, God can be co-local with a Christian community or a saint.
According to Athanasius, this type of co-locating occurs in Christ, who

811t might be added that the spatial claims made in this article are in con-
trast to a conception of space like Moltmann’s idea of zimzum, where in order to
give room for humanity’s own creativity God has to “withdraw” from space. (See,
McFarland, The Word Made Flesh, 60.) We are arguing that God’s distance from
space does need to contradict his presence to space.

82Balthasar, The Theology of Karl Barth, 365.

83This interpretation of divine space is very similar to Gregory of Nyssa’s
Christological interpretation of the heavenly and earthly tabernacle, where God
is said be to a heavenly tabernacle in a way that is appropriate to the divine
nature. This heavenly tabernacle then incarnates into an earthly tabernacle,
which is God’s place on earth in Christ and the church. See, Gregory of Nyssa,
The Life of Moses (New York: Paulist Press, 1978), 97-103.

84Przywara, Analogia Entis, 305.
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can be in Heaven and in Galilee at the same time.8> Rowan Williams
states, “There is no spatial relation whereby the humanity [of Christ]
somehow contains and confines the divinity”8¢ We are suggesting that
this non-competitive spatial relation between divine and human space in
Christ be extended to Christ’s work in his body. Universal divine presence
can be simultaneously beyond place, in all places, and particularly present
to a place or person because there is also no divine relation to human
space that displaces finite agency and particularity. While divine agency
cannot be “ocated” in a way that God becomes “agent among others
within the finite order;’7> divine agency is emplaced when a person opens
up to the personalized work of Christ while still acting in dramatic unity
with the panoply of contingencies or agencies on its historical stage.

Conclusion

By defining place by the logic of the incarnation of Christ and the deifica-
tion of humanity in Balthasar’s Christological analogia entis, we observe
the container notion of space falling way and instead there emerges a
conception of spatial relations that is theo-dramatic. This conception can
account for the particularities of finite agencies and their openness to one
another and God, the place of divine agency in the drama of creation, and
the hypostatic unity that can occur between divine and human agencies
through the proper re-enactment of the Christological structure of being.
Furthermore, this conception seeks to articulate God’s relationship to
space without claiming a comprehensive or divine point of view, for this
type of claim extends the creature beyond the very categories that mark
finite existence. In other words, within our location in the order of know-
ing, we can say that God is personal, roomy, spatial, dimensional in a way
that is appropriate to the divine nature. While God is metaphysically pre-
sent in all places and times, his personal presence is often unactualized.
As we wait for God to become all in all (I Cor 15:28), Balthasar’s dramatic
and incarnational metaphysics establishes how we can discern when God
is particularly and personally located in a place.

85Athanasius, On the Incarnation, trans. John Behr (Yonkers, NY: St
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2011), 85.

86Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 164.

87Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 221.



BENEATH THE VENEER:
CRITICAL RACE THEORY’S CHALLENGE TO
WHITE COLOR-BLIND PREACHING

by

Scott Donahue-Martens

There are multiple manners that preachers employ to negotiate matters of
differences between the pulpit and the pews. This task is further compli-
cated when preachers attempt to account for the differences between vari-
ous individuals and groups of people present in the preaching moment.
While the field of homiletics has increasingly come to recognize the
importance of contextualization, local theologies, and inviting congrega-
tions into the sermonic process,! white preachers often employ a
hermeneutic of minimization when it comes to the roles identity and race
play in interpretation and preaching. The hermeneutic of minimization
impacts textual and contextual aspects of homiletics and can be charac-
terized by the lack of attention given to matters of difference in the pro-
cess of interpreting texts and life. While minimization can take various
forms and often ignores intersectional realities, this paper focuses specifi-
cally on white minimizing preaching with regards to race. Part of the
nefarious nature of the hermeneutic of minimization is the way it hides
itself in the homiletical process. Minimization is a commonly used strat-
egy that, on the surface, can seem to negotiate matters of difference pro-
ductively; however, by peering beneath the veneer, it is possible to see that
minimization often perpetuates racism.

Part of the attractiveness of minimization for white preachers is that it
offers a false sense of sermonic and congregational unity through sameness.
While a hermeneutic of minimization can take various forms, two are
essential to this paper. A person impacted by minimization denies differ-
ences in the other and refuses to see or acknowledge race in the self. These
two characteristics are related, and each solidifies the other. This paper
explores a hermeneutic of minimization through Eduardo Bonilla-Silva’s

James R. Nieman, Knowing the Context: Frames, Tools, and Signs for
Preaching (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2008). Leonora T. Tisdale, Preaching as
Local Theology and Folk Art (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997).
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theory of color-blind racism,? it moves to Robin DiAngelos concept of
white fragility,> and concludes with direction for white pulpits. In order to
address the hermeneutic of minimization, white preachers must become
aware of minimization and replace minimizing frames.* This process can
start when pulpits participate in replacing the conceptual systems, espe-
cially minimizing narratives. At the same time, the connection between
homiletics and hermeneutics reveals that the issues caused by minimization
are not only what stories and texts get preached but also how minimization
structures white preaching. Therefore, how white preaching is done must
be addressed if minimization is going to be supplanted.

Re-defining Race and Racism

Before delving deeper into what the hermeneutic of minimization is and
how it exerts itself in preaching, it is necessary to acknowledge that race
and racism are not static. Race and racism are constantly evolving. While
concrete acts of violence perpetrated against non-white bodies persists in
the United States like in the past, there are also other ways that racism
exerts itself in the twenty-first century.> Critical race scholars Bonilla-Silva
and DiAngelo describe the new manners and shapes of racism in the pre-
sent-day United States. It is important to know that my choice of these the-
orists, as well as my constructive remarks, are not meant to be comprehen-
sive. In other words, this article is a particular approach to problematic
preaching that appears to be unaffected by racism or neutral toward mat-
ters of race. While I will employ categorical terms like “white people” and
“people of color;” I recognize that these are not monolithic groups, nor can
they be fully removed from the concrete realities of life. At the same time,
denying the existence of racialized categories contributes to the invisibility
of whiteness as a race that receives material benefits from a racialized sys-
tem.® A person’s understanding of race and its salience in the everyday life
of people impacts how a person interprets texts and the world. Thus, race
is a factor in hermeneutical frameworks; however, many white people

2Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, Racism without Racists: Color-Blind Racism and the
Persistence of Racial Inequality in America, 5th ed. (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman
& Littlefield), 2017.

3Robin DiAngelo, White Fragility: Why it’s so Hard for White People to Talk
about Racism (Boston, MA: Beacon Press), 2018, 2.

4Racism without Racists, 70-72.

5Racism without Racists, 17-52.

Racism without Racists, 48. Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, White Supremacy and
Racism in the Post-civil Rights Era (Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers,
2001), 193.



28 Scott Donahue-Martens

attempt to deny practically and theoretically this notion. The denial of race
and its impact is a hermeneutical approach steeped in minimization.
While the denial or minimization of race may seem innocent to white
people, peering beneath the surface with critical race scholarship exposes
how minimizing hermeneutics allows racial inequality to thrive.

One of Eduardo Bonilla-Silva’s first major points in his work, Racism
without Racists is that white people in the United States generally rely on
outdated definitions of racism. If the predominant understandings of race
and racism that a preacher holds can be dated to the time before or dur-
ing the Civil-Rights era, then the basic framework of race and racism that
the preacher holds is outdated.” Inadequate and outdated definitions
impact hermeneutical frameworks which preaching depends on. This is
insufficient because society and racism have changed but the definitions
held by people with influence and power do not recognize the change. If
the Jim Crow era was marked by overt racism, such as signs saying no
blacks allowed and the atrocities of lynching, racism in the twenty-first
century has largely become covert. New forms of racism are hidden in the
structures of society. It hides in structures like capitalism, housing, educa-
tion, health care, and the prison industrial complex to name a few.8 These
structures create an environment that collectively discriminates against
non-white people. Non-white people are frequently charged more for the
same services and receive materially less for the same amount of money
than white people receive.® Denying this reality reinforces the invisibility
of it and explaining this reality without factoring race minimizes the
prominent role race plays.

The Hermeneutic of Minimization

Recognizing the tendency toward the minimization of race is crucial
because it partially explains the stark contrast between how various
groups of people perceive racial matters in the United States. While many
white people believe that the United States is a post-racial society, where
racism is no longer prevalent and society can move beyond race, minority
persons generally disagree. Part of the disparity between how daily life is
experienced can be explained by how life is interpreted hermeneutically
and how racism is defined. The white view understands racism as

"Racism without Racists, 17-23. White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-
civil Rights Era, 12.

8Racism without Racists, 44-52.

9White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-civil Rights Era, 90-100.
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extreme forms of violence perpetrated by individuals in concrete man-
ners, even while minority persons consistently point out structural forms
of racism that influence their daily lives.10 Yet, even when race is explic-
itly a factor, the hermeneutic of minimization allows for actions, experi-
ences, and events to be explained through non-racial means. If you look
at explanations from white sources for the killings of black men like
Trayvon Martin, Eric Garner, and Michael Brown, you can see how white
politicians, news anchors, and even preachers attempt to explain these
killings in non-racial terms. They attempt to find any reason, other than
race, that explains and justifies the killing of black bodies.!! Non-white
people more readily interpret these killings, as well as other aspects of life
in racial frames. The issue is not only one of cause and effect but also how
life and events are experienced and later interpreted.

The hermeneutic of minimization has become a closed interpretive
loop for many white people that justifies and reinforces itself by latching
onto non-racial factors. It presumes that situation X cannot be about race;
therefore, it narrates and explains situation X in non-racial terms. The
explanation, even when separated from reality, shapes the ongoing way
reality is experienced and interpreted. These non-racial reasons factor
race and racism out of the equation, or they minimize race. Individual
narratives about concrete situations utilize the hermeneutic of minimiza-
tion such that conceptual systems eventually come to depend on mini-
mization. This process solidifies itself as a hermeneutic that white people
employ daily with varying degrees of awareness. Recognizing the impact
that the hermeneutic of minimization has is nearly impossible if race and
racism are purely conceived of in individualistic manners, which is why
new approaches and definitions are necessary. To expose the troubling
and pervasive hermeneutic of minimization, we must turn to a structural
analysis that renders the hermeneutic visible.12

10White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-civil Rights Era, 1-4, 59-60, 118-
120.

UKelly Brown Douglas, Stand your Ground: Black Bodies and the Justice of
God (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis Books), 2015, 97-110, 195.

12Individual approaches to race and racism are necessary and offer insight
into the current system as well; however, this paper intentionally follows Bonilla-
Silva in a structural materialist approach as a way of exposing the structural hold
of the hermeneutic of minimization. While the approach has limitations because
of this frame, it also has the advantage of rendering minimization and racism
visible outside of individuals and particular situations.
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The hermeneutic of minimization becomes visible when it is chal-
lenged by the experiences of non-white people. Minority people and
groups highlight that race and racism are salient factors that influence
their everyday lives.!13 In other words, non-white people consistently say
that they experience the effects of racism but this reality is often denied
by white people. By shifting from a predominately individualistic analysis
of race and racism to a structural one, Bonilla-Silva can employ a materi-
alist criterion that measures the negative effects of the racialized system
for some, while providing benefits to others.14 These benefits can be seen
in “economic, political, social, and even psychological” dimensions of
life.!> While many of these benefits cannot be measured, some can be
exposed when analyzing societal structures like education systems, pris-
ons, and industries. One example of the material benefits white people
receive in a somewhat hidden manner is that statically speaking, white
people are given better interest rates when buying cars and houses. An
individualistic approach to race and racism obscures this fact but a mate-
rialistic structural approach reveals that this reality means that white peo-
ple have a material advantage just for being white. White people tend to
explain these benefits in non-racial terms as a way of convincing them-
selves that these benefits are the result of their merit. Remember that the
hermeneutic of minimization is effective because it denies race for the self
and the other. Bonilla-Silva demonstrates how these racial ideologies pre-
serve the privileges and benefits of the racialized structure while obscur-
ing their racialized nature. This is why white preaching that is not con-
scious about race and utilizes a hermeneutic of minimization concretely
contributes to structural racism. It allows structures deeply rooted in
racism to persist and sometimes even speaks of the material benefits
received as blessings from God or the result of divine favor. Structural
racism allows white people to benefit from racism without seeing them-
selves as perpetuating racism.1® The hermeneutic of minimization is a
central frame that allows white people to benefit from racism without
feeling racist by offering non-racial rationales for events and situations.

In order to look more closely at the homiletical situation, color-blind
racism will be directly addressed, as color-blind ideologies are prevalent

13Racism without Racists, 7, 15-20.

l4Racism without Racists, 7.

15White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-civil Rights Era, 44.
16Racism without Racists, 9.



Critical Race Theory’s Challenge to White Color-blind Preaching 31

in white pulpits. One way minimization has exerted itself is through the
notion that people can choose not to see color. This led Bonilla-Silva to
describe the current structural racism as color-blind racism. When a per-
son claims they are color-blind, they often mean something like, “I do not
see color, I see people”l” Sometimes color-blind ideologies attempt to
gain credence in misappropriating Martin Luther King Jr’s “I Have a
Dream” speech. King said, “I have a dream that my four little children will
one day live in a nation where they will not be judged by the color of their
skin but by the content of their character”18 The minimizing interpreta-
tion of this quote produces the belief that the individual, and the wider
society, is beyond race because people should not see color. The senti-
ment is that all people are equal, and people are capable of making deci-
sions without bias and prejudice.’® It argues that people, mostly white
people, can separate race from identity. Whiteness becomes invisible even
as it is tacitly ascribed to be normative. It denies the importance of race as
well as the effects of a racialized structure. The seemingly progressive and
open posture that people can and should be color-blind actually perpetu-
ates the racialized system because it denies that white people receive ben-
efits from the structure for being white; whereas, non-whites are penal-
ized for not being white.20 White people may claim that they do not see
color, but this does nothing to account for the structural benefits they
receive. It also explicitly silences the many voices of non-white people
who time and time again reiterate that race is important and racism is
real.2!

One possible conclusion to take away from this paper so far would
be that I am accusing white preaching of being racist when they employ a
hermeneutic of minimization but the argument from Bonilla-Silva is
more complex than that. The structural nature of racism led Bonilla-Silva
to avoid using the term racists to refer to specific individuals or groups of
people. 22 He says “[t]his is a mistake, as once a society is racialized and

17Racism without Racists, 53-55.

18Martin Luther King Jr., “I Have a Dream,” speech delivered at Lincoln
Memorial, Washington, DC, August 28, 1963, American Rhetoric, Top 100
Speeches, https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/mlkihaveadream.htm
(accessed February 15, 2020).

19Racism without Racists, 54.

20Racism without Racists, 142

21Racism without Racists, 17-18.

22Racism without Racists, Xiv-xv.
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all societies have been for about 500 years, all actors are racialized and
become ‘racial subjects’ This does not mean that everyone in America is a
‘racist’ . . . we are all affected by racialization and racial ideology”23 He
continues, “No one is free of the effects of these social forces, but the
impact and direction of the effects depend on one’s position in the racial
order”?4 Thus, my critique of white pulpits is not to accuse their preach-
ers of being racists but to illustrate ways in which racial subjects often
employ a hermeneutic of minimization that ignores race. That is not to
say that there are no preachers who are racist or who participate inten-
tionally in perpetuating racism. Following Bonilla-Silva, I am asserting
that attempting to figure out whether a congregant or a preacher is racist,
and labeling them as such from the pulpit, may not always be as produc-
tive as helping white people realize how they have been socialized to
ignore race and why this is problematic.2> A practical homiletical implica-
tion of this is that preachers must employ the prophetic and priestly
voices when preaching about matters of race and racism. Condemnation
and exhortation alone cannot reshape the central hermeneutical frames,
especially narratives and metaphors, that white people live by.26 White
congregations must expand their understandings of race and racism by
including them in the structural hermeneutical frameworks employed in
the everyday meaning-making processes. This can be done in preaching
with special attention given to the role of metaphor and narrative in con-
ceptual hermeneutical frames.

The Narratives and Metaphors People Live By

Attention to metaphor and narrative theory yields a three-part homileti-
cal task that preaching can participate in to help replace the hermeneutic
of minimization. George Lakoff and Mark Johnson note how metaphors
shape conceptual systems for people and impact experiences of reality.
They maintain that certain metaphors become foundational to a concep-
tual system which “plays a central role in defining our everyday reali-
ties.”2” Critical race theory offers the opportunity to reflect on how differ-

23Racism without Racists, xv.

24Racism without Racists, xv.

25Thandeka. Learning to be White: Money, Race, and God in America (New
York: Continuum, 1999).

26George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1980), 3.

27Lakoff and Johnson, 3.
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ent conceptual metaphors and their interpretive frameworks afford cer-
tain ways of seeing and being in the world. In other words, if white people
live under certain metaphors and narratives that are constructed in ways
that hide or minimize race, their experiences of reality will differ from
non-white people who live under different metaphors and narratives. The
potency of the hermeneutic of minimization is that it relies on narratives
and conceptual metaphors that refuse to see race or give credence to the
impact of race in life. Undercutting and replacing these harmful frames
can help white preaching engage differences productively. Difference does
not have to be an obstacle to overcome, it can be an opportunity to
engage deeper in the mysteries of God and faith.

Preaching must name the limitations of all conceptual metaphors;
however, preaching is obligated to name destructive metaphors and nar-
ratives like the hermeneutic of minimization. Beyond naming, preaching
must deconstruct these metaphors and narratives. This can be done by
recognizing that all narratives and metaphors have the power to reveal
and obscure. Part of the power and poesies of a metaphor is to create
through the tension created by the “is” and the “is not.”28 By emphasizing
the “is not” of a metaphor or narrative, preaching can reveal the limita-
tions of conceptual frameworks like the hermeneutic of minimization. In
other words, white preaching can reveal how the hermeneutic of mini-
mization is not true, even while it seems to be true to many white people.
This means admitting the perspectival positionality of whiteness that
white preaching employs when interpreting texts and contexts. Revealing
and deconstructing the hermeneutic of minimization can also be done by
highlighting the harm that results from its prevalence. Once the
hermeneutic of minimization and its frames have been revealed and
deconstructed, preaching can enter the constructive task of building new
conceptual frames. Preachers can offer new metaphors and narratives that
explicitly consider race as a way of replacing harmful conceptual systems
with productive frames. White preachers must offer counter-narratives2?
to minimizing narratives. These counter-narratives provides concrete
challenges to prevailing narratives; however, white preaching must also
replace the white minimizing conceptual system. This requires white peo-

28Paul Ricoeur, The Rule of Metaphor: The Creation of Meaning in Language,
Routledge Classics (London: Routledge, 2003), 293.

29Richard Delgado and Jean Stefancic, Critical Race Theory: An Introduc-
tion, 3rd ed.(New York: New York University Press, 2017), 50-52.
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ple to recognize that they belong to a race and that this race should not be
upheld as normative.

Addressing White Fragility

The three-part preaching task of naming, deconstructing, and replacing
cannot be accomplished in a single sermon. It must be done over time
and it must be integrated into every sermon. This is because critical race
theory challenges the practice and structures of minimization in color-
blind preaching. The notion that preaching can choose when or whether
to engage with race minimizes race. White preaching must continually
reframe the hermeneutical methods essential to interpreting texts and life
or be subject to minimizing tendencies. Besides learning to become aware
of a hermeneutic of minimization and its impact on individuals and
structures, critical race theory challenges white preachers to, in DiAn-
gelo's words, “strugg([le] with what it means to be white.”30 Struggling with
what it means to be white acknowledges that white people belong to races
and cannot be color-blind. Struggling means embracing the hard work of
resisting racism and replacing minimizing frames. This is an ongoing
struggle that never ends because race and racism cannot be reduced to
individual people and situations. This means that preaching must be care-
ful not to give an undue ending on an enduring matter. Preaching often
seeks resolution but these resolutions cannot come from minimizing race
and the ongoing impacts of racism.3! While it is tempting to provide neat
endings in sermon conclusions, these ending cannot come from minimiz-
ing concrete and structural realities. Also, the work of shifting conceptual
narratives and metaphors never ends as these are placed in tension with
the metaphors and narratives provided by structures invested in main-
taining harmful racial ideologies.

Talking about race and racism is difficult for white people which
means that going through the three-part process requires intentionality
and care from the preacher. Part of the difficulty in addressing and talk-
ing about race with white people is the fear that they will be seen as racist.
It is important to note that there is a difference between a white
supremacist who intentionally promotes extreme acts of racism and
racialized subjects who reinscribe racialized ideologies.3? Because many

30DjAngelo, 14

31Frank Kermode, The Sense of an Ending: Studies in the Theory of Fiction
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1966).

32White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-civil Rights Era, 11. Racism
without Racists, 142-143.
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white people rely on outdated definitions of racism that pare racism with
white supremacists, being accused of racism carries enormous weight.
DiAngleo says “[W]hite people’s moral objection to racism increase their
resistance to acknowledging their complicity with it.’33 Being accused of
being a racist carries tremendous emotional weight that makes it hard for
white people to have conversations about race. Elsewhere she says,
“[a]fter the civil rights movement, to be a good, moral person and to be
complicit with racism became mutually exclusive’34 To address matters of
race and racism though, white people may need to move past a good-bad
binary system. Recognizing the hermeneutic of minimization and the role
that white people play in perpetuating racism does not equate being white
with being evil or bad. DiAngelo shows that the good-bad binary system
is not always helpful because it prompts white people to put up resis-
tances to acknowledging race and racism.3> This entrenches white people
in their beliefs and reinforces the need for the hermeneutic of minimiza-
tion. Part of the difficulty of addressing the hermeneutic of minimization
is the emotional investment that white people have in communal narra-
tives that deny race and racism. Peering beneath the veneer of these nar-
ratives is necessary because of the radical dehumanization and harm that
the hermeneutic of minimization causes. However, the difficulty of get-
ting white people to acknowledge the hermeneutic of minimization is
increased when admitting its salience.

Helping white people acknowledge the hermeneutic of minimization
should never minimize the real harm caused by racism. The structural
materialistic approach is not an excuse for white people to continue racist
ideologies. The approach changes the conversation to consider “how our
racism manifests, not if”’36 The question of how recognizes that individu-
als cannot extract themselves from a structure steeped in racial ideolo-
gies. It shifts the focus from identifying racists to identifying the ongoing
impact of racism. This approach can lower the resistances of white peo-
ple, if it is done with care. Therefore, preachers must find ways of talking
about race and racism that allow for the message to be heard, without
minimization. The question of how racism manifests is a question that
allows white preachers, pulpits, and pews the opportunity to be honest.
This honesty transitions conversations about race and racism by allowing

33DiAngelo, 108.
34DjAngelo, 71.

35DiAngelo, 148.
36DiAngelo, 148.
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a genuine exchange and transformation. If pulpits pretend that race does
not matter and that racism is not real, then they contribute to the powers
and principalities. Color-blind preaching that refuses to acknowledge
whiteness is a complicit tool of structural racism. What is incredibly hard
for many white preachers to grasp is how they have been socialized into a
hermeneutic of minimization that impacts their preaching.

One of the dangers for white preachers is to assume that they have
“figured it out” and therefore assume that they no longer need to attend
to matters of race or address matters of race in their lives. If white pro-
gressive preachers take a stance of superiority over the congregation, they
position themselves as experts in a problematic manner. In fact, DiAngelo
believes “white progressives cause the most daily damage to people of
color”37 She maintains this because people in this category often excuse
themselves from matters of race and lack much needed racial humility.
White progressives no longer see their actions and beliefs as contributing
to racism which is a form of racial minimization. The general attitude
also misunderstands the pervasiveness of race and racism.3® While the
hermeneutic of minimization offers a narrative whereby white people
think they can extract themselves from participating in structural racism,
it is actually impossible. All white preachers, including white progressives,
can be agents of minimization, which means that no white preachers can
excuse themselves from the need to consider race and racism from the
pulpit.

Pulpits are places of privilege and exert tremendous influence. Pul-
pits are also predominantly white spaces, which means that they conform
to white ideologies. If white people stop feeling as threatened and start
being honest about race, then recognizing what is going on beneath the
veneer becomes possible. DiAngelos concept of white fragility can be
helpful here. White fragility recognizes that many white people become
extremely uncomfortable in racial contexts and when talking about race
in the presence of non-white people.3? This is partly because white people
have spent so much time hiding and denying race and its impact that they
do not have the necessary stamina for these conversations and situations.
Besides the material benefits from racism, white fragility reveals why
white people resort to minimization, especially through denial, anger, fear

37DiAngelo, 5.
38DiAngelo, 12.
39DiAngelo, 2.
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and other “defensive responses”0 White fragility often arises when the
narrative myth of white objectivity is challenged by subjectivity.4l It is
hard for white people to remain in the ambiguity created by recognizing
subjectivity, so they often resort to minimization as a way of claiming
objectivity. This objectivity flattens differences. Preaching should not par-
ticipate in the denial and rejection of difference, which means that
preaching needs to equip white people to build the necessary stamina and
skills to engage in difficult conversations about race and racism. Pas-
torally, this means that preaching on race and racism must be done over
time and out of love. Exposing the hermeneutic of minimization and its
influences requires shifting worldviews and approaches to life. Awareness
of the fragility that many white people have when it comes to race, is nec-
essary for white preachers to address modern minimization and racism.

Conclusion

Besides the real damage that is perpetrated and perpetuated against real
people, part of the danger of a hermeneutic of minimization is the ten-
dency to objectify texts and contexts. This occurs when preachers refuse
to allow the otherness of the Word and alterity in other human beings to
exist. Moving beyond mere recognition, a refusal to acknowledge alterity
denies that other legitimate interpretations and worldviews can be valid.
It is far easier to interpret a text and context if there is presumed unifor-
mity; however, this drive for uniformity can easily objectify texts and
contexts. This objectification is illustrated when preaching is reduced
conceptually to a process whereby the preacher’s points are cognitively
transferred to passive congregants. Preaching that resists minimization
recognizes that the preacher does not have an objective view of the world
and the Word. The New Homiletic and postmodern homiletical theory
offer some alternatives to this homiletical position in conversational
models of preaching, inductive, and narrative methods. Preachers looking
to resist the hermeneutic of minimization may look to these models for
ways to admit that they do not have all the answers and to invite the lis-
teners into the interpretive process. However, preaching must be cog-
nizant of the hermeneutic of minimization, deconstruct its pervasive
presence, and offer new constructive frameworks.

40DjAngelo, 2.
41DiAngelo, 9.
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White preaching must admit its limitations and fallibility as it
attempts to name the Gospel and point toward God’s work in the world
today. In naming limitations, white preachers admit that their views can be
wrong and have wronged people. Preachers, especially white preachers,
must be honest about their complicity in racism and minimizing tactics.
White people must resist the double movement of the hermeneutic of
minimization that refuses to see race in others and in the self. An impor-
tant step in this process is recognizing how the current structure of white-
ness harms all people. The denial of race and racism causes identity mal-
formations that dehumanize all people and has the potential to manifest as
concrete acts of overt racism. Pulpits must do everything they can to be
places that do not support or hide whiteness. This means that white pul-
pits must be aware of the narratives and metaphors that they live by and
preach about, as they address matters of race and racism. White preachers
must struggle with whiteness and help their congregation do so as well.
Color-blind racism and white fragility are helpful ways of addressing mod-
ern forms of racism, including structural forms. It is time to peer beneath
the veneer and throw off the hermeneutic of minimization.



“THE RACE PROBLEM”:
A RESOLUTION OF THE HOLINESS ASSOCIATION
OF TEXAS IN 1906 ADDRESSING THE
DEPLORABLE CONDITIONS OF RACE RELATIONS

by
Ryan Kristopher Giffin

The date was Saturday, 17 November 1906. The time was sometime
between the hours of 2:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m.. The place was the Audito-
rium of Texas Holiness University, located in the small northeast Texas
town of Peniel. The occasion was the 6th Annual Session of the Holiness
Association of Texas. It was then and there that Eugene Cicero (“E. C)
DeJernett offered a resolution signed by himself and two other ministers in
the Association, Robert L. Averill and James Tony Upchurch. The resolu-
tion was adopted and recorded in the “Holiness Association of Texas Min-
utes 1900-1910” and subsequently published in the Holiness Association of
Texas Year Book 1906-7. The resolution was entitled, “The Race Problem.’!

IThe full text of “The Race Problem” resolution is recorded in “Holiness
Association of Texas Minutes 1900-1910,” photocopy housed at Fred Floyd
Archives, Southern Nazarene University (box Oversize H, file 1017), 146-47. The
full text of the resolution is published in Holiness Association of Texas Year Book
1906-7 (Peniel, TX: Pentecostal Advocate, 1907), 67-69. These two primary
sources are discussed below in the section, “The Primary Sources for “The Race
Problen’ Resolution.” For the Auditorium at Texas Holiness University as the
location of the 6th annual session see “Minutes,” 122; Year Book 1906-7, 20. The
“Minutes” indicate that during the “Fifth Day Afternoon Session” at one point
“Bro DeJernett then offered a resolution on the Race Problem. Resolution was
adopted” (“Minutes,” 134-35). This note is also recorded in Year Book 1906-7,
29. It is clear from the “Minutes” that the “Fifth Day Afternoon Session” was held
on Saturday, 17 November 1906 (see “Minutes,” 132). The time frame of 2:00
p.m. to 4:00 p.m. is presumed from the “Rules of Order” for the Annual Session
included in “Minutes;” 124, which records, “On motion the time of meeting and
adjournment was set for 8:30 to 10:30 a.m. and 2 to 4 p.m” See also Year Book
1906-7, 21. Many thanks to Julie Lyles, Archivist at the Fred Floyd Archives at
Southern Nazarene University, for granting me access to the photocopies of the
“Minutes” held in their collection, and to Stan Ingersol and Mari Janssen-Bond at
Nazarene Archives in Lenexa, KS, USA for permission to examine both physical
copies of Year Book 1906-7 held in their collection.

— 39—



40 Ryan Kristopher Giffin

In the 113 years since its publication in 1907 “The Race Problem”
resolution has received very little attention.2 However, the handful of
scholars who have noted it have described it using rather strong terminol-
ogy. For example, Floyd T. Cunningham labeled the resolution “a sharply
worded denunciation of race relations in the south”3 In another work,
Cunningham and coauthors Stan Ingersol, Harold E. Raser, and David P.
Whitelaw asserted, “For the time and place, at the height of Jim Crow’
segregation in the American South the affirmations of the Holiness Asso-
ciation of Texas were remarkably enlightened and bold”4 Charles L. Per-
abeau referred to the resolution as “an unusually candid confession” and
concluded, “clearly, these soon-to-be Nazarenes felt strongly about the
equality of blacks and the wrongfulness, indeed the sinfulness, of white
racial prejudice.”>

In light of these strong descriptions it is my view that the “The Race
Problem” resolution of the Holiness Association of Texas deserves much
more attention than it has received. I intend to provide some of that well-
deserved attention in this article. I will begin with introductions to the
Association itself and to the groups 1906 Annual Session at which the
resolution was presented. This will be followed by an orientation to the
two primary sources in which the resolution is attested. These sections
will set the historical stage for a reproduction of the full text of “The Race
Problem” resolution. The article will conclude with a commentary on the
resolution and a critical assessment of its value for serving as an example
of Christian confession and confrontation of complicity in racial injustice.

2l am aware of only five secondary sources that refer to the resolution.
Three are authored by Floyd T. Cunningham (Holiness Abroad: Nazarene Mis-
sions in Asia [Lanham, MD: Scarecrow, 2003], 11; “Holiness Embodied in the
Asia Pacific Context,” Didache: Faithful Teaching 4.1 [2004]: 9; Expressing a
Nazarene Identity [Lenexa, KS: Global Nazarene Publication, 2018], 128). A
fourth source is edited and co-authored by Cunningham: Floyd T. Cunningham,
ed., with Stan Ingersol, Harold E. Raser, and David P. Whitelaw (Our Watchword
and Song: The Centennial History of the Church of the Nazarene [Kansas City:
Beacon Hill, 2009], 128). The only other source I know of that refers to the reso-
lution is Charles L. Perabeau, “The Church of the Nazarene in the U.S.: Race,
Gender, and Class in the Struggle with Pentecostalism and Aspirations Toward
Respectability, 1895-1985” (PhD diss., Drew University, 2011), 75-76.

3Cunningham, Holiness Abroad, 11.

4Cunningham et al., Our Watchword and Song, 128.

5Perabeau, “Church of the Nazarene,” 75-76.
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The Group that Produced “The Race Problem” Resolution:
The Holiness Association of Texas

The Holiness Association of Texas was “a voluntary, interdenominational
association” of holiness people in Texas.® It was initially organized in 1899
and officially dissolved in 1910. The incipient meeting of the Association
occurred on 24 November 1899 at a gathering of seven people at the
home of Charles Brogher (“C. B”) Jernigan, a licensed preacher in the
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, and his wife, Jonnie Hill Jernigan, at
271 North Wesley Street in Greenville, Texas.” At subsequent meetings
held at Holiness Park (7 miles north of McKinney, Texas) on 3-4 April
1900 and at Sunset, Texas on 12 November 1900 the founding members
drafted a constitution and a doctrinal statement, and “the spirit of union
[was] sealed”8 The “Articles of Incorporation of The Holiness Association
of Texas” were filed with the state of Texas by C. B. Jernigan, DeJernett,
and Charles Allen McConnell on 21 December 1900 and certified by the
Texas Department of State on 31 December 1900.°

6The description of the Association as “a voluntary, interdenominational
association” is from Cunningham et al., Our Watchword and Song, 130.

7See Holiness Association of Texas Year Book 1903-4 (Greenville, TX: Keith
and McConnell, 1904), 3; Holiness Association of Texas Year Book 1904-5
(Greenville, TX: Holiness Advocate, 1905), 5; Holiness Association of Texas Year
Book 1905-6 (Greenville, TX: Holiness Advocate, 1906), 4; Year Book 1906-7, 4;
C. B. Jernigan, Pioneer Days of the Holiness Movement in the Southwest (Kansas
City: Pentecostal Nazarene Publishing House, 1919), 101-3. Jernigan indicated
that the meeting took place at his home on North Wesley street. He also quoted
an article published by McConnell in the Texas Holiness Banner in December
1899 which indicates that the meeting took place on 24 November. The precise
address of the Jernigan home is known from Jonnie Jernigan’s report on “An Inci-
dent of the Work” recorded in Year Book 1903-4, 37, in which she listed her
name, hometown (“Greenville, Texas”) and address (“271 N. Wesley Street”).

8Timothy L. Smith, Called Unto Holiness, Volume One: The Story of the
Nazarenes—The Formative Years (Kansas City: Nazarene Publishing House,
1962), 164. See also Year Book 1903-4, 4; Year Book 1904-5, 6; Year Book 1905-6,
5; Year Book 1906-7, 5. For the minutes of the Holiness Park meeting, which
includes the doctrinal statement, form of government statement, and descrip-
tions of officers and their duties, see “Minutes,” 1-13. For the minutes of the Sun-
set meeting see “Minutes,” 22-30.

9Photocopies of the original “Articles of Incorporation of The Holiness
Association of Texas” and the certificate of incorporation issued by the Texas
Department of State are available at the Fred Floyd Archives, Southern Nazarene
University (box Oversize H, file 1018).
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The Association was formed in response to a call made by C. B.
Jernigan in 1899 for a “Home for the Holiness People of Texas”10 The
Association consisted largely of a merging of three of the state’s holiness
groups. The first group, the Holiness Church Association (of Texas), was
founded by Dennis Rogers and George M. Teel in 1886. This group was
composed of twelve independent holiness churches. Its members voted to
join the Holiness Association of Texas on 3 April 1900.11

The second group was known as the Northwest Texas Holiness
Association. It was organized at the holiness campground in Sunset on 9
August 1899 by John T. Stanfield and 35 other people. This group was
encompassed holiness bands in northwest Texas which were organized
into nine preaching points and pastored by Stanfield. McConnell, a
layperson and editor of the local newspaper in Sunset, was also a key fig-
ure in this group.12

The third group was the thriving holiness community at Peniel in
north Greenville, where the Holiness Association of Texas would make its
headquarters. The Peniel community hosted a large and vibrant annual
holiness camp meeting. The Texas Holiness Advocate paper, “the official
organ of the association” (later renamed the Pentecostal Advocate) was
also published at Peniel.!3 The Pentecostal Advocate published the Year
Book 1906-7 in which the full text of “The Race Problem” resolution is
published. Peniel was also home to Texas Holiness University where the
resolution was presented and adopted.

The stated “object” of the Association was “the promotion of the
doctrine and experience of Scriptural Holiness throughout the world”14
According to Year Book 1906-7 the Association was comprised of “91
Evangelists, 9 Pastors, 12 Song Evangelists, 13 Missionaries, 9 Workers, 2

10Year Book 1905-6, 4; Year Book 1906-7, 4. See also Year Book 1903-4, 3;
Year Book 1904-5, 5.

USee Jernigan, Pioneer Days, 91-93; Cunningham et al., Our Waichword
and Song, 123-24.

12See Jernigan, Pioneer Days, 94-95; Smith, Called Unto Holiness, 163-64.

13The minutes of the 12 November 1900 meeting at Sunset record, “By
motion the Texas Holiness Advocate was adopted as the official organ of the
association” (“Minutes,” 28). On Peniel as the location of the Association’s head-
quarters, the camp meeting, and the Texas Holiness Advocate/Pentecostal Advo-
cate see Smith, Called Unto Holiness, 163-65.

14“Minutes,” 33; Year Book 1903-4, 5; Year Book 1904-5, 7; Year Book 1905-
6, 6; Year Book 1906-7, 7; Jernigan, Pioneer Days, 105.
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Prison Workers, 13 Holiness Bands and about 500 Individual members.”15
Its final Annual Session of the Association took place in Peniel 15-19
November 1910, after which the Association dissolved since so many of
its members had united with the Pentecostal Church of the Nazarene and
other holiness churches.16

The Occasion of the Presentation of “The Race Problem” Resolution:
The 1906 Annual Session of the Holiness Association of Texas

The Annual Session of the Holiness Association of Texas was held each
November, beginning on either the Tuesday or Wednesday morning
before the third Sunday of the month.!” The 6th Annual Session in 1906
took place at Texas Holiness University, an institution that “became note-
worthy among Holiness people throughout the country”!8 Established by

15Year Book 1906-7, 6.

16The minutes of the fifth day afternoon session on 19 November 1910
record, “The President then declared the Association now adjourned and dis-
solved. And thus closes the history of the Holiness Association of Texas, this the
(19th) nineteenth day of November, A.D. 1910 at 3:20 P. M” (“Minutes,” 262). For
first-hand reports of the dissolution of the Association see Bud Robinson, “The
End of Texas Holiness Assn,” Pentecostal Advocate (8 December 1910): 3; J. B.
McBride, “The Last Texas Holiness Association Convention,” Pentecostal Advocate
(8 December 1910): 12. On the dissolution see also Jernigan, Pioneer Days, 105; J.
B. Chapman, A History of the Church of the Nazarene (Kansas City: Nazarene Pub-
lishing House, 1926), 22; and the introduction to the Holiness Association of
Texas in the microfilm collection “Merging Religious Bodies: Documentary
Sources in the History and Character of Ten Pre-Nazarene Bodies 1971-1937”
(Kansas City: Nazarene Archives, 1984). For more on the history of the Holiness
Association of Texas see Jernigan, Pioneer Days, 97-108; Smith, Called Unto Holi-
ness, 161-64; Cunningham et al., Our Watchword and Song, 125-30.

17The minutes of a meeting held in Greenville 29-30 May 1901 record, “The
annual meeting of this association Wednesday before the 3rd Sunday in Novem-
ber each year” (“Minutes,” 38). The “Constitution” of the Association published
in the extant editions of the Year Book states, “The Annual Meeting of this Asso-
ciation shall begin at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday before the third Sunday in Novem-
ber each year, at such a place and time as the Association shall deem proper”
(Year Book 1903-4, 10; Year Book 1904-5, 12; Year Book 1905-6, 13; Year Book
1906-7, 12).

18Cunningham et al., Our Watchword and Song, 128. Both the recorded
minutes and the published edition of the minutes of the 1905 Annual Session
indicate that the 1906 Annual Session was originally to be held at Mineral Wells,
Texas (“Minutes,” 110; Year Book 1905-6, 26). Why it was moved to Texas Holi-
ness University is unclear.
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DeJernett in 1899 on a 37-acre plot of land in Peniel purchased and
donated by Benjamin A. and Ethel Cordell, THU opened in the fall of
1899 with 27 students. By 1906 the campus boasted several permanent
buildings and an enrollment of 340 students.1?

The 1906 Annual Session commenced in the THU Auditorium on
Tuesday, November 13, at 2:30pm. B. W. Huckabee, president of the Asso-
ciation, was in the chair. Huckabee opened the session by reading 2 Tim
2:1-19, after which he “gave an earnest exhortation for unity and broth-
erly love among the holiness people.”2? Following Huckabee’s exhortation
the business of the Annual Session began. The members adopted the fol-
lowing “order of business”™:

Call to order.

Open with prayer.

Reading and correcting Minutes.
Call and correct roll.

Reception of members.
Appointment of Committees.
Report of Committees.

Report of Bands and Churches.
Unfinished business.

10. New and miscellaneous business.
11. Adjournment-2!

PN D=

0

It is difficult to determine from the original recorded minutes and the
subsequently published “Minutes of the Association” in Year Book 1906-7
whether “The Race Problem” resolution was offered during the “Report
of Committees,” the “Unfinished business,” or the “New and Miscella-
neous Business” portion of the agenda. The record of the presentation
and adoption of the resolution comes immediately after records of the
annual reports of the Peniel Orphans Home, Texas Holiness University,
and a committee “on address to the churches” It is then directly followed
by reports on the “committee on applicants for license,” a motion to com-

19See Smith, Called Unto Holiness, 162, 165, and the sources cited there. For
a brief historical account of the school by a member of the faculty see Z. B.
Whitehurst, “Texas Holiness University,” Nazarene Messenger 13/21 (1908): 29.
For an account written by a student during the 1907-1908 school year see Mary
McConnell, “History of Texas Holiness University, Herald of Holiness 47/41
(1958): 8-10.

20“Minutes,” 122. See also Year Book 1906-7, 20.

21“Minutes,” 122; Year Book 1906-7, 21.
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pensate the secretary for his services, resolutions of sympathy to McCon-
nell and thanks to the Peniel community for their hospitality during the
Annual Session, and a motion of thanks to the president of the Associa-
tion for his service during the annual session.22

Wherever they were in their agenda, “The Race Problem” resolution
was presented to the assembled members of the Association sometime
between 2:00pm and 4:00pm on Saturday, 17 November 1906. At some
point during those hours, DeJernett offered the resolution to the gathered
members of the Association and they adopted it. Following the adjourn-
ment of the Annual Session the text of the resolution was typed and
included in the “Addresses, Reports, and Resolutions” section of the min-
utes and published in the Association’s annual Year Book.

The Two Primary Sources for “The Race Problem” Resolution

It seems reasonable to assume that “The Race Problem” resolution was
first inscribed by one of its three signatories on a piece of paper which
was read from by DeJernett when he offered the resolution at the Annual
Session. Upon the adoption of the resolution this paper was then
entrusted to the current Secretary of the Association, William E. Fisher,
who was tasked with recording the text of the resolution in the minutes
and compiling the Year Book.23

The minutes of all Annual Sessions of the Association from 1900 to
1910 were recorded in the same book. The pages of the book are num-
bered from 1 to 271, with the minutes of the 1906 Annual Session
recorded on pages 122-82. Most of the minutes of each Annual Session
were recorded by hand. However, some sections of the minutes are typed.
One of the typed sections is the “Addresses, Reports, and Resolutions”
section of the 1906 Annual Session. The full text of “The Race Problem”
resolution appears in this section on pages 146-47.24

22Gee “Minutes,” 134-36; Year Book 1906-7, 29-30.
23Year Book 1906-7 indicates that “a motion prevailed to allow the Secretary
$2.00 per day for his services during the Association and his time in compiling
the Year Book” (30). Fisher was elected Secretary of the Association at the Friday
afternoon 3:00pm session and is named as Secretary at the end of the published
edition of the minutes. See Year Book 1906-7, 29-30.
24Bvidence of the book’s existence survives in unbound photocopies of each
of its pages filed in the Fred Floyd Archives at Southern Nazarene University
(box Oversize H, file 1017). A collection of the copies is also held at Nazarene
(continued on following page)
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The annual Year Book produced by the Association functioned
partly as their polity manual and partly as an assembly journal account-
ing for the proceedings of their Annual Sessions. The four editions of the
Year Book 1 know to exist each contain a historical statement, a statement
of how the Association is composed, the Association’s “Constitution”
(including a statement of doctrine and guidelines for licensing preachers),
the minutes of the Association’s Annual Session, and lists of the Associa-
tion’s ministerial members.2> In his 1906 presidential address to the Asso-
ciation, Huckabee offered the following remarks about the Year Book:

It has been our custom to send out a limited number of year
books each year and this little publication has never been what
it could have been in the hands of God. We recommend that, if
possible, we arrange for two thousand copies this year, and that
our ministers be requested to place the same in the hands of
intelligent conservative holiness people and in the hands of pas-
tors of different denominations, and especially those who are
friendly to our movement.26

It is not known if Huckabee’s recommendation was honored. If 2,000
copies of Year Book 1906-7 were printed, the whereabouts of 1,998 of
them unaccounted for. I am aware of only two physical copies remaining

(note 24 continued)
Archives in Lenexa, KS USA. Included in the file with the copies at the Fred
Floyd Archives is a handwritten note dated December 1986 from one “Joe Wil-
son” to Dr. Paul Gray, founder of the Fred Floyd Archives. The note indicates that
the copies were made by Wilson and “the pastor from Pittsburg” from the origi-
nal book owned by one “Mrs. Rankin”: “Mrs. Rankin still says she will give up
the books someday. But she did let us copy them. Sincerely yours, Joe Wilson”
The other “book” contains miscellaneous reports (evangelistic band reports, pas-
tors reports, etc.) from members of the Association. Photocopies of its pages are
also filed in the Fred Floyd Archives (box Oversize H, file 1016). The current
whereabouts of the original books are unknown.

25See Year Book 1903-4; Year Book 1904-5; Year Book 1905-6; Year Book
1906-7. Images of all four editions of the Year Book are contained in the micro-
film “Merging Religious Bodies” Earlier editions of the Year Book likely existed
since the minutes of the 12 November 1900 meeting at Sunset record, “On
motion, C. A. McConnell, E. C. DeJernett, and C. B. Jernigan was appointed as a
committee to get out year Book and License and Have same printed” (“Minutes,
28). Later editions also likely existed since motions to compensate the secretary
for compiling the Year Book were approved and recorded in the minutes of the
1907, 1908, and 1909 annual meetings (“Minutes,” 202, 223, 245).

26“Minutes,” 140; Year Book 1906-7, 39.
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in existence, both of which are held at Nazarene Archives in Lenexa,
Kansas, USA. One copy shows signs of its 113-year old age. Its pages are
no longer bound and the edges of many of its pages exhibit evidence of
fading and discoloration. The other copy is in remarkably good condi-
tion, remaining fully bound and easily readable. Year Book 1906-7 was
published by the Pentecostal Advocate in Peniel.2” It contains 76 pages. Its
contents include the historical statement, the statement of how the Asso-
ciation is composed, the “Constitution” of the Association, an “Address to
the Christian Churches,” the minutes of the Annual Session, the presi-
dent’s address, various institutional, committee, and evangelistic band
reports, the list of the Association’s licensed preachers, and three resolu-
tions adopted at the 1906 Annual Session.

The second of the three resolutions adopted by the Association in
1906 contains no title. It is a brief and simple expression of thanks to the
citizens of Peniel and the trustees and faculty of Texas Holiness University
for their hospitality during the Annual Meeting. The third and final reso-
lution also contains no title and is also brief and simple. It is a resolution
of sympathy and continued prayer for McConnell in his bout with a con-
tinued illness.28 Unlike these two resolutions, the first resolution pub-
lished in Year Book 1906-7 is neither brief nor simple. It is also the only
resolution in this or any of the other editions of the Year Book with a title
affixed to it: “The Race Problem.” It is published on pages 67-69.

In both the recorded minutes and Year Book 1906-7 the resolution is
typed in the same font. Both sources also attest to the exact same wording
and format. The resolution as it survives in both primary sources con-
tains 428 words spread across 60 lines of text.

27All secondary sources I know of that mention “The Race Problem” resolu-
tion use either “N.p., 1907” or “N.p., n.d” as place holders in their citations of
Year Book 1906-7, suggesting that the location or publisher is not known and
(according to some sources) the date of publication is not known. See Cunning-
ham, Holiness Abroad, 39 n. 35; “Holiness Embodied in the Asia Pacific Context,”
9; Expressing a Nazarene Identity, 77 n. 32; Cunningham et al., Our Watchword
and Song, 646 n. 46; Perabeau, “Church of the Nazarene,” 75-76 n. 18. It is cor-
rect that no date of publication is listed in Year Book 1906-7, but there can be lit-
tle doubt that it was published in 1907. As for the location and publisher, the title
page (which is not included among the images of Year Book 1906-7 reproduced
in the “Merging Religious Bodies” microfilm) indicates that it was published in
“Peniel, Texas” by “Pentecostal Advocate””

28Gee the full text of these two resolutions in “Minutes;,” 147; Year Book
1906-7, 69-70.
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The Text of “The Race Problem” Resolution

The full text of “The Race Problem” resolution as recorded in the minutes
and published in Year Book 1906-7 is presented below. I have italicized
the text and made no effort to reduplicate the original font or the line for-
matting. Other than these minor adjustments and a footnote in which I
address a text-critical issue the text appears here as it does in both pri-
mary sources.

THE RACE PROBLEM

With humiliation we confess that we and our fathers, of the
white race, of this country, have not done near as much as we
might have done toward the well-being and advancement of the
colored race and are willing to take our part of the blame for the
unneighborly and unbrotherly feeling which has sprung up and
seems to be growing every day.

We wish as a representative body of Holiness people to indi-
cate some of the ways whereby the present deplorable conditions
may in a measure be altered.

Ist. “If we have friends” the Bible says “we must ourselves be
friendly”

2nd. “We then that are strong ought to bear the infirmities of
the weak, and not to please ourselves. Let everyone of us please
his neighbor for his good to edification. For even Christ pleased
not himself. Wherefore receive ye one another as Christ also
received us, to the glory of God.” Rom. 15:1-2 3-7. It goes without
saying that the white race is the stronger of the two, so we ought
to take the initiative in the work of correcting the wrong, and
effecting a reconciliation, and if we have the spirit of Christ, to
accomplish this, we will be willing to yield up some of our rights
and preferences, to suffer wrong rather than do wrong.

3rd. The white employers of colored people should deem that
relation a rare opportunity that God has put into their hands of
instructing them personally in the principles of Christianity, by
putting in their hands good literature, and by having them when
practical, worship with them at their family altars.

3th [sic].2? Evangelists, pastors and Christian workers
should seek opportunities to preach to, and hold religious meet-

29The resolution contains an obvious typo here, numbering this item “3th”
rather than “4th” The typo was probably made by Fisher as he was preparing the
resolution for inclusion in the minutes and publication in Year Book 1906-7.
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ings for, the colored people; these opportunities will be accorded
them by these people if these same Christian workers will occa-
sionally attend their religious worship and manifest otherwise
their interest in their souls’ welfare.
5th. Our white preachers should publicly and privately speak
out against the crime which is often committed by the colored
man against womanhood, advocating a speedy trial and severe
punishment by the courts for the criminal; and at the same time
our preachers should denounce the actions of mobs as both crimi-
nal and inefficient for controlling or lessening the crimes against
which they are aimed.
6th. To those white people who feel a special call to labor
either as Christian teachers or preachers among the colored peo-
ple, we pledge our hearty sympathy and prayers.
E. C. DEJERNETT,
R. L. AVERILL,
J. T. UPCHURCH.

A Commentary on “The Race Problem” Resolution

“The Race Problem” resolution opens with a three-word title. The title is
followed by eight paragraphs which constitute the body of the resolution.
The first two paragraphs of the resolution body serve as an introduction
to the remaining six paragraphs which contain the six enumerated points
of the resolution. The resolution concludes with the names of its three
signatories. Here I offer a brief commentary on each of these sections of
the resolution.

The Title and Introductory Paragraphs of
“The Race Problem” Resolution

As noted above, “The Race Problem” resolution is the only resolution
attested in any of the four known editions of the Association’s annual Year
Book with a title affixed to it. The four editions of the Year Book record a
combined total of sixteen resolutions.3? That this resolution is singular in
carrying a title may suggest something about its significance. The Associ-
ation—or at least the signatories of this resolution—understood race rela-
tions in their region to have reached such a deplorable state that they felt
compelled to draft a statement and assign that statement a clear, straight-

30The resolutions are located in Year Book 1903-4, 12; Year Book 1904-5,
13; Year Book 1905-6, 55-56; Year Book 1906-7, 67-70.
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forward title. The title itself makes the resolution easy to locate in Year
Book 1906-7 and minimizes the potential for misunderstanding the
intended purpose of the resolution.

The opening paragraph contains some of the most poignant lan-
guage of the whole resolution. Here the signatories offer a confession
“with humiliation” on behalf of themselves and their ancestors “of the
white race” of the United States of America. They confess their complicity
in having “not done nearly as much as [they] might have done toward the
well-being and advancement” of African Americans, whom they refer to
as “the colored race” Furthermore, the signatories explicate their willing-
ness to take their share of the blame for the “unneighborly and unbroth-
erly feeling” that has “sprung up” in their context and which they sense is
on the rise daily.

Four of the five secondary sources I know of that refer to the resolu-
tion quote directly from this opening paragraph, and for good reason.3! It
includes several worthy examples of dispositions and language that any
group seeking to confess their complicity in racial injustice would do well
to adopt. These include a posture of humility, an acknowledgment of
complicity that is both personally inclusive (“we”) and personally corpo-
rate (“and our fathers”), admission of apathy and inaction, and a willing-
ness to take responsibility for the present deplorable state of affairs.
Although racial justice requires more than emotive postures and lan-
guage, that which is found in the opening sentence of “The Race Prob-
lem” resolution is laudable as far as such things go.32

The second paragraph serves as a transitional sentence from the
introductory remarks of the opening paragraph to the six-point list that
constitutes the remainder of the resolution body. Here the signatories clar-
ify that the Association is “a representative body of Holiness people” In
light of this identity, the signatories wish to facilitate change to “the pre-
sent deplorable conditions” of race relations. The six points that follow are
introduced as “some of the ways” in which, in the minds of the signatories,
those reprehensible conditions may be altered, at least “in a measure.”

31See Cunningham, “Holiness Embodied,” 9; Expressing a Nazarene Identity,
25-26; Cunningham et al, Our Watchword and Song, 128; Perabeau, “Church of
the Nazarene,” 76.

32For a critique of the assumption that racial reconciliation boils down to
dialogue see Austin Channing Brown, I'm Still Here: Black Dignity in a World
Made for Whiteness (New York: Convergent, 2018), 169-70.
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The First and Second “Ways”: Scriptural Admonitions
toward Friendliness and Initiative Taking

The first “way” according to the signatories whereby the deplorable
conditions of race relations may in a measure be altered is to heed a scrip-
tural admonition toward friendliness: “If we have friends’ the Bible says
‘we must ourselves be friendly”” These words are a paraphrase of the first
line of Prov 18:24 KJV: “A man that hath friends must shew himself
friendly: and there is a friend that sticketh closer than a brother” In light
of the Association’s high theology of scripture it is appropriate that the list
begins with a biblical injunction.33 By placing this item at the head of the
list and interpreting this text as a call to those who “have friends” to be
friendly themselves, the crafters of the resolution emphasized basic
friendliness between racial groups as a foundational way of transforming
the deplorable conditions of race relations in their midst.34

The second “way” indicated by the signatories in which race rela-
tions might improve is for white people to take the initiative in working
toward racial reconciliation. This point is the longest of the six, due in
large measure to the quotation of Rom 15:1-2, 7 (KJV) with which it
begins.3> The Romans text encourages the “strong” to “bear the infirmi-
ties of the weak” It further admonishes everyone to “please his neighbor
for his own edification” and to “receive ye one another as Christ also
received us, to the glory of God” In the context of the resolution these
words function as exhortations for those “of the white race” to bear with
the infirmities of “the colored race,” to recognize African Americans as
their neighbor, to remember the edification that will accrue to them per-

>«

33The lead statement in the Association’s “Statement of Doctrine” pertains
to scripture: “We accept the Bible, illuminated by the Holy Spirit, as our rule of
faith and practice” (Year Book 1903-4, 5; Year Book 1904-5, 7; Year Book 1905-6,
7; Year Book 1906-7, 7).

34A historical-critical reading of Prov 18:24a may pose a challenge to the
KJV rendering and thus to the signatories’ interpretation of it. Rather than a pos-
itive statement, this text is likely intended as a negative statement meant to stand
in contrast with the following positive statement. The proverb contrasts the folly
of having many shallow friendships with the wisdom of having one close friend.
See John E. Hartley, Proverbs: A Commentary in the Wesleyan Tradition (Kansas
City: Beacon Hill, 2015), 202.

35Although the text from Romans quoted in the resolution is attributed to
Rom 15:1-2 and 15:3-7, none of 15:3-6 is actually included in the quote. The
portion of the text quoted is only from 15:1, 15:2, and 15:7.
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sonally as they work to please their African American neighbors, to wel-
come African Americans just as they themselves have been graciously
received by Christ, and to do all these things to the glory of God.

Immediately following the quote from Romans stands the most con-
troversial statement of the resolution. In their attempt to contextualize the
Romans text to their own situation the signatories claim, “It goes without
saying that the white race is the stronger of the two.” Two different inter-
pretations of this statement are possible. First, it may be interpreted as an
overtly racist claim. That is certainly how the claim reads on its own,
therefore it may reveal the latent racial prejudice existing in the hearts of
the signatories even as they attempted to address “the race problem”
among them. A second interpretive option is to read the statement as a
frank acknowledgment of the privileged societal position white people
held in the American south in 1906. In other words, the statement may
not be meant as a claim of any intrinsic superiority of one race over
another. Rather, in terms of societal privilege as determined by such
things as legal rights, access to education, economic opportunity, avail-
ability of medical assistance and government services, etc., white people
were generally, according to the signatories, in a stronger position than
African Americans.

In light of the rest of the resolution I am inclined to adopt the latter
interpretation. However, the patently racist language of the claim itself
must be recognized. The use of such language by the signatories demon-
strates how complicity in racism is possible even in the very act of con-
fessing and confronting it.

Whatever interpretation one finds most persuasive for this contro-
versial phrase, the phrase itself serves as the rational for two actions the
signatories believe white people ought to take toward addressing “the race
problem” in their midst. The first action is one of initiative. White people
ought to “take the initiative in the work of correcting the wrong, and
effecting a reconciliation.” In other words, the resolution puts the onus for
improving race relations squarely on the members of the privileged
group. The second action is one of sacrifice. Members of the white race
ought to “be willing even to yield up some of [their] rights and prefer-
ences, to suffer wrong rather than do wrong.” For the signatories, altering
the deplorable conditions of race relations will demand a readiness on the
part of white people to lay down some of their privileges and to take
stands for justice that could prove costly.
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The Third “Way”: Suggestions for White Employers

The third “way” the signatories suggest is aimed specifically at “the white
employers of colored people” According to the resolution, one way white
employers can effect change is by adopting a change of perspective in
terms of how they relate to their African American employees. Rather
than viewing their relationship with their employees merely through a
utilitarian, earthly lens, they “should deem that relation a rare opportu-
nity that God has put in their hands” They should embrace a missional
theology of work that sees employees not only as people who serve the
interests of the employer, but also as people God has given the employer
an opportunity to serve by “instructing them personally in the principles
of Christianity” The resolution mentions two means by which such
instruction may come. First, white employers can instruct their African
American employees by resourcing them with good literature. Second,
white employers can, “when practical,” have their African American
employees worship together with them at their family altars.

The theology of divine providence expressed in this third point of
the resolution warrants a lengthier critical analysis than I can provide
within the space parameters of this article. The most I can say here is that
the assumption that “God has put into th[e] hands” of white employers in
Texas in 1906 the opportunity to minister to African American employ-
ees invites a challenge. While the opportunity might have been available
for them, the assumption that such an opportunity was divinely orches-
trated is fraught with difficulty. Among the numerous issues involved,
this assumption comes dangerously close to affirming a divine endorse-
ment of the unjust social and economic structures that primarily afforded
white people the vocational positions and economic means of hiring
employees in Texas in 1906 in the first place.

The Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth “Ways”:
Recommendations for White Clergy

The final three points in the resolution are directed toward white
clergy. The fourth (erroneously numbered “3th”) “way” the signatories
recommend for altering their present conditions of race relations is for
Christian ministers to “seek opportunities to preach to, and hold religious
meetings for, the colored people” The language that follows in the
remainder of this fourth point seems to imply that many white evange-
lists, pastors, and other Christian workers believed such opportunities
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were not available to them. In order to counter this belief, the resolution
declares that ministry opportunities among African Americans will
become available to white clergy on the condition that white clergy will
occasionally attend African American worship services or express some
other kind of interest in the spiritual well-being of African Americans.

The fifth “way” the signatories propose is for the Association’s white
preachers to speak out, both publicly and privately, against two specific
acts. The first act is referred to as “the crime which is often committed by
the colored man against womanhood.” The crafters of the resolution
likely intended this somewhat cryptic phrase as an allusion to rape or
some other form of sexual assault. Whether or not that is correct, the res-
olution claims that the crime is often committed by men of color against
women. The signatories provide no evidence for the validity of this claim.
Nevertheless, the resolution urges white preachers to advocate for swift
and severe punishment for those who commit this crime.3¢ The second
action white preachers are implored to verbally denounce as “criminal”
and “inefficient for controlling or lessening the crimes at which they are
aimed” is “the actions of mobs.” As with the unnamed “crime” referred to
in the previous remark the “actions” here are left unspecified. However,
Cunningham is almost certainly correct to read this as a veiled reference
to lynching.3”

36Cunningham et al. claim the resolution indicates, “White preachers
should speak out both publicly and privately about crimes committed against
African Americans and advocate speedy trials whenever they are accused” (Our
Watchword and Song, 128). The resolution does indeed admonish the Associa-
tion’s preachers to denounce the actions of mobs—actions presumably perpe-
trated against African Americans—as “criminal” It also admonishes them to
advocate for speedy trials for accused African Americans. However, the latter
admonishment is not a general one but pertains specifically to “the colored man”
accused of committing this particular crime “against womanhood,” and is
accompanied by the encouragement to advocate for “severe punishment by the
courts” for African Americans found guilty of committing this particular crime.
In other words, the intent of the resolution’s admonishment to advocate for
speedy trials for accused African Americans does not seem to be for the benefit
of accused African Americans. Rather, its purpose seems to be for ensuring that
swift criminal justice is served for the benefit of those that African Americans are
accused of committing the crime against.

37Lynching is never explicitly mentioned in the resolution so this portion of
it is presumably what Cunningham is referring to when he indicates that the res-
olution “condemned lynching in particular” (Holiness Abroad, 11). In their refer-
ence to the resolution Cunningham et al. note that “Lynching, in particular, was
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The sixth and final “way” according to the signatories that the
deplorable conditions of race relations in their context may be trans-
formed is for white people desiring to minister among people of color to
know that they have the support of the Association. The resolution
pledges its “hearty sympathy and prayers” for any white people who “feel
a special call” to such work. With this statement the signatories repre-
sented the Association as making clear its position on cross-racial min-
istry, at least so far as it concerned white people ministering among
African Americans.

The Three Signatories of “The Race Problem” Resolution

The resolution concludes with the names of its three signatories: “E.
C. DeJernett,” “R. L. Averill,” and J. T. Upchurch” All three are listed
among the “Licensed Preachers” in Year Book 1906-7.38 The Association’s
most famous member, Bud Robinson, identified all three signatories as
among “some of the most untiring workers in the holiness work of
Texas”39

DeJernett was one of the primary founders of the Association. He
was also an evangelist, a pastor, and served as dean of Texas Holiness Uni-
versity.40 Four days after DeJernett’s death his longtime friend A. E.
Edwards wrote, “I knew him intimately more than thirty years and with
lips that would not belie their soul’s sincerity, I can say that his life was
one of the most chaste and blameless I have ever known.”4!

a rampant practice in the turn-of-the-century South” (Our Watchword and Song,
128). Perabeau recognizes the timing of the resolution, “during the very decade
when Jim Crow laws became most prevalent and when blacks were terrorized by
the fear of lynchings” as the “most remarkable” thing about it (“Church of the
Nazarene,” 76).

38Year Book 1906-7, 72-76.

39Bud Robinson, A Pitcher of Cream (Louisville: Pentecostal Publishing
Company, 1906), 136.

40DeJernett is listed among the ministerial members of the Association in
the “evangelists” section in Year Book 1903-4, 51; Year Book 1904-5, 57; Year
Book 1905-6, 60. He is listed among the “pastors” in Year Book 1906-7, 76. The
news of his death in the Greenville Morning Herald published on 3 September
1929 (1) notes that he served pastorates in Peniel, Decatur, Blossom, Wolfe City,
and Commerce, Texas. An advertisement for Texas Holiness University provided
to me by Stan Ingersol at Nazarene Archives includes a photograph of DeJernett
with the title, “Dean.”

41Greenville Morning Herald (6 September 1929), 4.
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Robert L. Averill was an itinerant evangelist.#2 He conducted a
revival meeting at Sunset on 16 January 1898 at which John Stanfield,
founder of the Northwest Texas Holiness Association (one of the three
parent bodies of the Holiness Association of Texas) professed sanctifica-
tion.#3 Year Book 1906-7 indicates Averill was elected to the Association’s
board of directors and appointed to its board of missions, its committee
on ministerial membership and examination of candidates for license to
preach, and its committee on rescue work.44 He became a presiding elder
in the Free Methodist Church.4>

James Tony Upchurch and his wife Maggie Mae Upchurch founded
the Berachah Rescue Home, a facility for unwed mothers located in
Arlington, Texas. This facility served as a ministry of redemption and
support for young homeless women from 1903 to 1935.46 Year Book
1906-7 indicates Upchurch was elected to the Association’s board of
directors and appointed to its committees on missions and publications.4”

The surviving records suggest that the three signatories of the reso-
lution were among the most respected ministers of the Holiness Associa-
tion of Texas. As a founder of the Association, DeJernett was one of its
longest standing members. Averill and Upchurch both served on the
Association’s board of directors. History is silent about why the resolution
originated with these three particular individuals, but the respect they
carried almost certainly had some influence on the Association’s decision
to adopt it.

Conclusion: An Assessment of “The Race Problem” Resolution
as an Example of a Christian Response to Racial Injustice

Other than its adoption at the 1906 Annual Session nothing further is
known about how “The Race Problem” resolution was received. There is
no record of any ensuing discussion from the platform or the floor. I

42 Averill is listed among the ministerial members of the Association in the
“evangelists” section in Year Book 1903-4, 51; Year Book 1905-6, 60; Year Book
1906-7, 72.

“3Jernigan, Pioneer Days, 94; Smith, Called Unto Holiness, 163.

44See Year Book 1906-7, 20, 24, 28.

45Smith, Called Unto Holiness, 160.

46See Gerald D. Saxon, “The Berachah Home: ‘A Home for the Homeless
and a Friend to the Friendless,” Legacies: A History Journal for Dallas and North
Central Texas 5 (1993): 28-34.

47See Year Book 1906-7, 24-25, 28.
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could not find a reference to it in any additional primary sources pro-
duced by the Association or its members. I am unaware of any mention of
it in a secondary source until 2003 when Floyd Cunningham cited it as an
example of the Association’s interest in domestic social issues.48 All that
can be stated with certainty is that it was presented by DeJernett, adopted
by the Association, printed in the “Minutes,” and published in Year Book
1906-7.

As noted earlier, Cunningham et al. labeled the affirmations con-
tained in the resolution, “remarkably enlightened and bold”4° After
examining the resolution at length I can confirm this as an apt descrip-
tion of some of the affirmations, especially in light of the historical con-
text in which the resolution was drafted. There is certainly much within
this statement to commend it as an admirable example of a Christian
response to racism. It provides a timely glimpse of a moment in which an
ecumenical, interdenominational body of Christians came together and
tried to provide a united Christian witness that both denounces acts of
racial violence and calls for racial justice. It offers a wonderful snapshot of
an occasion when three licensed ministers deliberately acknowledged
racial injustice within their own context and actively engaged in taking a
stand against it. It stands as a reminder that local church clergy within the
holiness tradition have both a long history of, and a unique role to cur-
rently play in, working for racial justice and reconciliation within their
communities. The resolution begins with its signatories taking a posture
of “humiliation”” It contains a verbal and corporate confession of apathy
and at least a willingness to accept part of the blame for the problem. It
enumerates ways in which things might progress beyond mere acknowl-
edgment and confession to actual change. It implores the confessing party
to take the initiative in the work of reconciliation. It denounces violence
perpetrated against African Americans as criminal. Although we in 2020
might wish for more on behalf of the Holiness Association of Texas in
1906, perhaps these aspects of the resolution can be appreciated.

However, the shortcomings of “The Race Problem” resolution must
be acknowledged. The claim that “the white race is clearly the stronger of
the two” is irresponsible at best and betrays how blind the authors were to
their own complicity in racism. Additional faulty assumptions and
unchallenged biases are evident in the language and approach of the reso-

48Cunningham, Holiness Abroad, 11.
49Cunningham et al., Our Watchword and Song, 128.
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lution, such as the assumption that “God has put into th[e] hands” of
white employers the opportunity to minister to their African American
employees, and that “the colored man” often commits a particular crime
“against womanhood.” On these points the resolution is instructive as a
poor example of a Christian response to racism. It is a sobering reminder
to contemporary believers of our own susceptibility to blindness and
complicity in racial injustice even while speaking truth and calling for
change. It also bespeaks of the need for change initiatives to come not
from a single ethnic group working alone but from multiracial collabora-
tion.

In the end, the Holiness Association of Texass resolution on “The
Race Problem” stands as both a positive and negative model of Christian
confession and confrontation of racial injustice. Its example serves as
both a timely call and an implicit warning. While if offers much to appre-
ciate, it also offers a valuable lesson in just how difficult the good work of
racial reconciliation can be.



POPE ON PROGRESS:
A CONSTRUCTIVE CONVERSATION WITH
W. B. POPE’S COMPENDIUM VOL. 1

by

Jerome Van Kuiken

In 1822, progress took the form of a bone, a bill, and a baby. Pioneer
paleontologist Gideon Mantell discovered Iguanodon, the second dinosaur
known to modern science, in southeast England. That same year, Parlia-
ment passed the Cruel Treatment of Cattle Act, a precedent-setting piece
of legislation for the protection of animals. It was the birthyear of leading
British Methodist theologian William Burt Pope. His lifetime coincided
with an age of notable progress in science, medicine, technology, public
morality, and British geopolitical hegemony. The year Pope turned eleven,
Parliament abolished slavery across the British Empire and passed the Fac-
tory Act to limit working hours for women and children. By the time he
published the second edition of his magisterial Compendium of Christian
Theology’s first volume in 1879, the British Raj had ruled India for twenty-
one years; Darwin’s Origin of Species had been in print for twenty years;
and China Inland Mission had been at work for a decade and a half. Small
wonder that volume one resounds with the theme of progress, develop-
ment, and evolution, as well as the countertheme of devolution. In this
essay, I trace Pope’s use of the idea of progress in his doctrines of creation,
revelation, and the theology of religions. After describing Pope’s handling
of progress, I shall assess his contributions.

“The beautiful idea of Development”: Pope on Creation

We begin with Pope’s doctrine of creation, not because he began
with it (which he did not) but because it illustrates in a straightforward
manner his affinity for developmental schemas. He advises his readers
that theology has much to learn from evolutionary science, for there can
be no conflict between the real findings of science and the proper inter-
pretation of Scripture.! Turning to the opening of Genesis, he exults, “The

IWilliam Burt Pope, A Compendium of Christian Theology, 274 ed., rev. and
enlarged (London: Wesleyan-Methodist Book-room, 1880; hereafter CCT), 147-
50.

— 59 —
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beautiful idea of Development has . . . full justice done to it in Scripture.”2
Pope takes a Day-Age interpretation of the Genesis creation week: each
successive “day” initiates a fresh epoch of divine creative activity that
transcends the disease, predation, and death that modern science has
unearthed in each preceding epoch. With the dawn of humanity, the
whole pluriform project of creation has attained its unified end. God now
rests from creating and simply regulates “all minor evolutions.”3

It is important, though, not to be misled by Pope’s use here and else-
where of the term “evolution.” He uses it as a synonym for “development,”
not as a blanket endorsement of Darwinism. Here Pope is emphatic: no
natural process can bridge the gaps between non-life and life, between
species, and between animals and humankind.# But he glories in modern
science’s observations of “the infinite variety, and beauty, and wonderful-
ness of the adjustments of the vegetable and animal worlds”> His lan-
guage here echoes his earlier description of the eternal Trinity, which
enjoys “infinite variety of life, in the mutual knowledge, love, and com-
munion of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost”® Pope is less con-
cerned with theories of the evolution of the cosmos; he only insists that
such theories must not remove God as First Cause and Designer.”

As noted above, Pope sees humanity as the culmination of God’s cre-
ative action. Adam fulfilled all the previous stages of creation. He pos-
sessed unrivaled knowledge of the natural world and a certain moral per-
fection, although Pope believes even unfallen Adam was meant to
experience moral development. Both this knowledge and this moral per-
fection were lost in the Fall.® Modern science is making progress in
restoring Adamic knowledge, including knowledge of human origins.?

2CCT, 399.

3CCT, 396-99 (quotation from 397).

4CCT, 403-405. Cf. CCT, 398: “No theory of evolution or development that
seems to trace a regular succession of forms through which organic existence has
passed, in obedience to a plastic law originally impressed upon matter, can be
made consistent with Scripture” In Popes 19th-century usage, “plastic” means
“malleable,” not the stuff of which credit cards are made.

5CCT, 405.

6CCT, 301. On the role of each trinitarian Person in creation, see 362-63.

’CCT, 402-403.

8CCT, 421-30.

9CCT, 148-49, 429. Pope was by no means idiosyncratic in his belief that
the purpose of modern science was to restore Adam’s lost knowledge. This
widespread notion fueled the rise of scientific methodology. Cf. Peter Harrison,
The Fall of Man and the Foundations of Science (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2007).
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Likewise, the divine project of redemption is progressively renewing the
moral image of God within Adam’s diverse descendants.10

“The idea of evolution is all-pervading”:
Pope on Revelation and the Theology of Religions

Now that we have illustrated Pope’s theme of progress from his relatively
simple doctrine of creation, let us explore how his theme plays out in a
much more complex manner across his discussions of divine revelation
and the theology of religions. Referring to theology, Pope claims, “The
idea of evolution is all-pervading in this science”!! Here he writes in the
spirit of his cultural milieu by presenting theology as a science on par
with geology, biology, and cosmology, and as one that, like the others,
detects evolution everywhere.!2 In expounding the doctrine of divine rev-
elation and the theology of religions, Pope traces a number of progres-
sions and declensions between positive and negative unity and plurality.

Pope teaches that humans originally knew of the triune God through
natural revelation. Humanity apostasized from this original pluripersonal
monotheism, devolving into the false plurality of polytheism. Those who
reacted against the worship of many gods labored to progress back toward
the truth but landed in the opposite error: the false unity of pantheism.13
Still, the higher non-Christian philosophies and religions (e.g. Platonism
and Hinduism) have retained vestiges of the Trinity in their teachings
while falling short of the full truth.14

To cure humanity’s ignorance, God initiated special revelation,
which was progressive in two senses. First, it developed mostly gradu-
ally—though with infrequent sudden interventions—from the plurality of
prophets, apostles, and their writings to the unity of the completed bibli-
cal revelation. Secondly, the knowledge of spiritual things communicated

10CCT, 423-30, 432.

HCCT, 15.

12The whole of CCT, 24-32, discusses the scientific character of theology.

3CCT, 12-13, 52-54, 97, 235-36, 239-40, 252-53, 271, 376-80. Cf. Pope’s
guardedly positive assessment of pious followers of Greco-Roman philosophies
and Eastern religions (135-36).

14CCT, 279-80. Pope, 94-95, allows that the Hindu Vedas, Confucian clas-
sics, and similar sacred literature of the East “were written not without a certain
degree of the Divine afflatus” (95), although mixed with much error.

I5CCT, 37-41, 95-98; for Pope’s detailed discussion of the development
across Scripture of the doctrine of the Trinity, see 260-69.
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by special revelation became increasingly detailed and clear: for instance,
the Trinity is manifested more fully in the New Testament than the Old.1>
The Church, which includes Old Testament Israel, has been the steward
of special revelation. The Jewish Church exercised its stewardship by pro-
gressively compiling the Old Testament but devolved from the intertesta-
mental period onward into superstitions, rejection of the Messiah, and
the religion of rabbis and Talmud.!6 Meanwhile, the Christian Church
took up the mantle as special revelation’s steward. During its first six cen-
turies, a united Christianity established its biblical canon and produced
the three ecumenical creeds (Apostles, Nicene, and Athanasian). Then
Christianity began to fragment. The Filioque Controversy disjoined the
Eastern Church, which has remained “unprogressive,” from the Western
Church, which has been “always progressive, and developing every truth
to its utmost issues,” albeit increasingly steeped in superstition over the
course of the Middle Ages. The Reformation parted the Western Church
between Catholics and Protestants; the latter divided into Lutherans and
Reformed (including Anglicans); and the Reformed split into Calvinists
and Arminians (including Methodists).1” In Pope’s own day, the rise of
higher biblical criticism was disintegrating Scripture itself into a myriad
of underlying sources and canons within canons.!® Concomitantly, com-
peting hypotheses were reconstructing Jesus as a merely human reformer
or religious fanatic, a mythical or ideal figure, or the avatar of Hegels
new-fashioned pantheism.!?

Devolution and the plurality of non-Christian religions and Chris-
tian factions will not have the last word, however. Pope points to the
“progress of human culture” in his time. As “science, philosophy, learning,
and civilization generally” advance, theology also advances by learning
from these other fields while correcting their errors20 For instance,
despite the destructiveness of much higher criticism, Pope affirms that
theologians must not shelter Scripture from it; the Bible must pass
through the critics’ tests, and Pope is confident in the end it will pass

16CCT, 13, 176-78, 142-44, 194-96. While displaying some sympathy for
Jewish suffering across the centuries, Pope remains painfully supersessionistic in
his comments.

17CCT, 17-21 (quotations from 18), 178-79, 196-202.

18CCT, 121-23, 202-205.

19CCT, 117-21. Pope explicitly challenges the “Tiibingen Theory” of
Hegelian F. C. Baur (121). Elsewhere he critiques Hegel by name (102, 243, 280).

20CCT, 24.
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unscathed.?! He concludes, “In every Christian Church theology is, at this
moment, undergoing as a science manifold and obvious improvement;
and each community contributes its part to the general advance”22 Nor is
this progress merely intellectual but spiritual and moral as well, for Chris-
tianity “has been leavening the entire race of mankind . . .. [I]t has raised
and dignified all the nations that have received it; and it may fairly claim
as its own the civilization of the modern world.”23

Pope appeals to God’s “law of evolution™: just as the Creator worked
gradually yet inexorably to prepare the world and bring humankind into
existence, so does the Savior now work to convert all the nations of the
world.24 The ancient East Asian religions that have held out so long
against the gospel are at last “tending toward extinction, and the Nirvana
of one of them is written on all” Even Islam “has long ago lost its mission-
ary character. Christianity in all respects stands alone.”2> Pope’s tri-
umphant conclusion blends appeals to history, prophecy, and Darwinism:

On the whole, a calm survey of the state of the world under the
influence of the Christian religion will lead every philosophic
student of history to the conclusion that the Head of the Church
will surely become the Master of the whole earth. Human
prophecy, guided by the lights of the past and the analogy of the
present, must concur with prophecy Divine in predicting this. In
the struggle for existence—if we condescend to use current
phraseology—the survival will be on the side of Christianity.
Give it time enough and it will, even apart from supreme inter-
positions of the Spirit, displace every other system.2¢

Like American currency, Pope proclaims a Novus Ordo Seclorum
and an E Pluribus Unum.

“[A] law of evolution, qualified however”: Assessing Pope

We turn now to an assessment of Pope’s perspectives on progress. Once,
when discussing Scripture, he draws a parallel between canon formation,
the creation of the world, and providence: “Throughout the works of God

21CCT, 203-205.

22CCT, 24.

23CCT, 137.

24CCT, 52-60, 138-46 (quotation from 139).

BCCT, 141.

26CCT, 146; the “struggle for existence” is a recurring phrase in Darwin’s
Origin of Species.
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... we perceive the universal sway of a law of evolution, qualified however
by a subordinate law of occasional interventions that seem to break the
former”27 Pope’s qualifier introduces an element of unpredictability into
his system. In what follows, I will exploit this qualifier in order to widen
the opening it creates within Pope’s theology.

In assessing Pope, one first must commend him for wrestling with
his era’s cutting-edge thought across the plurality of disciplines. Here we
have been ill served by Thomas Langford’s judgment that “Pope was not
engaged in the swirl of Victorian struggles with . . . the new dynamic of
biblical criticism, the changing philosophical scene with the rise of ideal-
ism, or the transforming power of evolutionary ideas”?8 In truth, Pope
modeled a posture of listening to scholars in other fields even as he also
insisted that theology was itself a legitimate science with its own valuable
contributions—and critiques—to add to the conversation. The evolution
of each discipline’s scholarly discourse must be open to disruptive “occa-
sional interventions” Here Pope partly presages the mid-twentieth-cen-
tury insights of Thomas F. Torrance on theological science and Thomas
Kuhn on paradigm shifts.2? Whether or not we find compelling any of his
other positions, Pope was surely correct that progress in theology will
only occur as we stay in dialogue with current developments in the world
and the academy.

Secondly, one does wish that Pope would have been more critical of
the doctrine of universal progress itself. His Christian triumphalism col-
ludes with colonialism and imperialism in ways that strike us as culpably
naive. Lest we wallow too much in chronological snobbery, though, we do
well to recall C. S. Lewis’s warning that we suffer from blind spots just as
much as earlier historical figures did—ours are simply in different places
than theirs. One method for identifying our own blithe assumptions and

27CCT, 97.

28Thomas A. Langford, Practical Divinity: Theology in the Wesleyan Tradi-
tion (Nashville: Abingdon, 1983), 69-70. Langford only appears to be familiar
with the first edition of Pope’s Compendium, published in 1875-1876, not the
revised and expanded second edition. My discomfort with Langford’s sweeping
censure of Pope is shared by David N. Field, “Prevenient Grace and Universal
Atonement in the Theology of William Burt Pope,” Aldersgate Papers 11 (2015):
49-50.

29Thomas F. Torrance, Theological Science (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1969); Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 21 ed. (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1970).
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compromises with the Zeitgeist is precisely by reading authors from dif-
ferent historical (and, I would add, contemporary cultural) locations.30
Perhaps our instinctive embarrassment of anything like Christian excep-
tionalism causes us to forget, disbelieve, or downplay the real contribu-
tions that Christianity, “warts and all,” has made to the world.3! Maybe
when we display intolerance for Majority World Christians who speak
with the Great Tradition against our culture’s current presumptions, we
prove our postcolonialism only goes skin deep. In these ways and more,
voices like Pope’s from outside our own milieu supply “occasional inter-
ventions” in our own intellectual and moral development.

Thirdly (and building on my second point above), reading Pope
from the distance of nearly a hundred and a half years later teaches us
that the “occasional interventions” of unforeseen events may take the
form of stunning reversals as well as great leaps forward. In predicting the
imminent “extinction” of other religions by Christianity, Pope was hardly
infallible! The twentieth and early twenty-first centuries have witnessed
the dramatic resurgence of Islam and the other world religions. During
the same period, the Eastern Orthodox Church dismissed by Pope as
“unprogressive” has become a source of theological ferment to the West.32
Meanwhile, the First World War’s battlefields hosted the collective suicide
of Western Christendom.33 Pope’s confidence that it would naturally,
“even apart from supreme interpositions of the Spirit, displace every other
system” proved profoundly misplaced. Yet amid the crumbling of Chris-
tendom, it has been precisely the “supreme interpositions of the Spirit”

30C. S. Lewis, preface to St. Athanasius the Great of Alexandria, On the
Incarnation, trans. John Behr (Yonkers: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2011), 12—
13.

31See, e.g., Jonathan Hill, What Has Christianity Ever Done for Us?: How It
Shaped the Modern World (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2005); Larry W.
Hurtado, Destroyer of the gods: Early Christian Distinctiveness in the Roman
World (Waco: Baylor University Press, 2016); Tom Holland, Dominion: How the
Christian Revolution Remade the World (New York: Basic Books, 2019). Note that
Holland is an atheist who yet appreciates Christianity’s contribution to humanis-
tic values.

32For a taste of the theological fecundity of modern Orthodoxy, see Andrew
Louth, Modern Orthodox Thinkers: From the Philokalia to the Present (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2015)—and that’s without including David Bentley Hart!

33Philip Jenkins, The Great and Holy War: How World War I Became a Reli-
gious Crusade (New York: HarperOne, 2014), offers a brisk, haunting account of
the religious factors and effects of “the Great War”
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that have revitalized and advanced Christianity—I refer here to the expo-
nential rise of Pentecostalism and the Charismatic Movement as a global
force.

Fourthly, while Pope may have been wrong on some counts, he has
also been vindicated on others. Consider his conviction that Scripture
would survive the fiery furnace of higher criticism. After all the atomiz-
ing effects of source, form, and redaction criticism, scholars now are
putting the biblical Humpty Dumpty back together again through canon-
ical criticism and the theological interpretation of Scripture.34 Again, note
Pope’s “fulfilment model” of the relationship between Christianity and
other religions, a model that anticipates Vatican II's theology of reli-
gions.3> Yet once more, think of Pope’s desire to hold together the evolu-
tion of the cosmos with the place of God as First Cause and Designer.
With the ascendancy of the big bang theory, the cosmological argument
has gained new power, as has the teleological argument in light of, for
instance, the anthropic principle in cosmology and the discovery of
DNA’s information-bearing properties.36 And although genetic science

34For classic texts on canonical criticism, see Brevard S. Childs, Introduction
to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979); James A.
Sanders, Canon and Community: A Guide to Canonical Criticism (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1984; repr. Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2000). For introductions to the
theological interpretation of Scripture, see A. K. M. Adam et al., Reading Scrip-
ture with the Church: Toward a Hermeneutic for Theological Interpretation (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006); Joel B. Green, Practicing Theological Interpreta-
tion: Engaging Biblical Texts for Faith and Formation (Grand Rapids: Baker Aca-
demic, 2011); Craig G. Bartholomew and Heath A. Thomas, eds., A Manifesto for
Theological Interpretation (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2016).

35Field, “Prevenient Grace,” 34 (quotation from n. 6), 48-49, 51; cf. Christo-
pher T. Bounds, “Wesleyan Eschatological Implications for the Church’s Engage-
ment with Other Religions,” Aldersgate Papers 11 (2015): 22-30.

36See, e.g., William Lane Craig and James D. Sinclair, “The kalam cosmolog-
ical argument” and Robin Collins, “The teleological argument: an exploration of
the fine-tuning of the universe,” in The Blackwell Companion to Natural Theol-
o0gy, ed. William Lane Craig and J. P. Moreland (Chichester, UK: Wiley-Blackwell,
2012), 101-201, 202-281, respectively; John Polkinghorne, “Christianity and Sci-
ence” and Martinez Hewlett, “Molecular Biology and Religion” in The Oxford
Handbook of Religion and Science, ed. Philip Clayton and Zachary Simpson
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 57-66, 172-86, respectively; Rodney D.
Holder, God, the Multiverse, and Everything: Modern Cosmology and the Argu-
ment from Design (Farnham, UK: Ashgate, 2004).
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has strengthened the case for the common ancestry of all life, thus chal-
lenging Pope’s postulate of successive “occasional interventions” of de
novo creation, his resistance to a completely gradualistic or uniformitar-
ian scheme of the history of life has found unexpected allies among some
scientists and philosophers of science.3”

Lastly, I offer a constructive suggestion. Pope relies on a fairly unilat-
eral, competitive model of universal progress in both natural and reli-
gious history. But his acknowledgement of periods of devolution, his non-
competitive account of progressive revelation, and his grounding of
created plurality-in-unity in the Holy Trinity contain the seeds of a more
nuanced, dialectical and multilateral model. Such a model fits well with
the following data:

e Current accents in sociobiology on cooperation, altruism, and
self-sacrifice rather than simply “selfish” genes, the struggle for
existence, and the survival of the fittest competitively conceived.38

e The complication of the notion of causal relations by personalism,
quantum mechanics, and complexity theory, such that Being as
Communion serves as the title of both a volume on trinitarian the-
ology and another on the philosophy of science.3®

e The shift in post-Vatican II Roman Catholicism to communion
ecclesiology, the democratization of the papacy to include non-

37E.g., S. Joshua Swamidass, The Genealogical Adam and Eve: The Surprising
Science of Universal Ancestry (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2019); Stephen
Jay Gould’s and Niles Eldredge’s punctuated equilibrium theory; and the much-
maligned Intelligent Design movement. For brief introductions to “punk-ek” and
“IDy see Thomas B. Fowler and Daniel Kuebler, The Evolution Controversy: A
Survey of Competing Theories (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 237-76
(ID), 281-92 (punk-ek); William A. Dembski, “Intelligent Design” and Casey
Luskin, “Punctuated Equilibrium,” in Dictionary of Christianity and Science, ed.
Paul Copan et al. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2017), 386-87, 545-46,
respectively.

38Charles Foster, The Selfless Gene: Living with God and Darwin (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson, 2009); Sarah Coakley, Sacrifice Regained: Reconsidering the
Rationality of Religious Belief (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012);
Matthew Nelson Hill, Evolution and Holiness: Sociobiology, Altruism and the
Quest for Wesleyan Perfection (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2016).

3ohn D. Zizioulas, Being as Communion: Studies in Personhood and the
Church (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1985); William A. Dembski,
Being as Communion: A Metaphysics of Information (Farnham: Ashgate, 2014).
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Italians, and the notion of ecumenical dialogue as an “exchange of
gifts”40

e Correspondingly, the World Council of Churches’ experiment in
noncompetitive ecumenical relations among churches, centered
in the common confession of the incarnate crucified-yet-risen
Lord Jesus Christ.4!

e Historian Philip Jenkins’ chronicling of the cycle of exchange
among regional churches: over two millennia, the center of the
faith has traveled from its original heartlands in the Middle East,
North Africa, and Central Asia to the Global North and West,
then from there to the Global South and Far East.42 With each
shift, former mission-sending regions become mission-receiving
regions. This pattern of mutual interdependence recalls the Apos-
tle Paul’s discussion of the relationship between Israel and the
Gentiles in Romans 11:30-31.43

In short, we should take our templates for progress from the paradoxical
triumph of Christ’s cross and empty tomb and from the Trinity’s radical
reciprocity. By doing so, we will be true to what is best in the theology of
William Burt Pope.

40See, e.g., the fascinating historical account of Bernard P. Prusak, The
Church Unfinished: Ecclesiology Through the Centuries (New York: Paulist Press,
2004).

41Albert C. Outler, The Christian Tradition and the Unity We Seek (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1957).

42Philip Jenkins, God’s Continent: Christianity, Islam, and Europe’s Religious
Crisis (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007); idem, The Lost History of
Christianity: The Thousand-Year Golden Age of the Church in the Middle East,
Africa, and Asia—and How It Died (New York: HarperOne, 2008); idem, The
Next Christendom: The Coming of Global Christianity, 3'd ed. (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011).

43“Tust as you were once disobedient to God but have now received mercy
because of their disobedience, so they have now been disobedient in order that,
by the mercy shown to you, they too may now receive mercy” (Rom 11:30-31
NRSV).



A RICH CONVERGENCE OF INFLUENCES:
WILLIAM BURT POPFE’S USE OF “DEVELOPMENT”
AND “PROGRESS” RECONSIDERED
N RESPONSE TO DR. VAN KUIKEN

by

Laura Garverick

Dr. Jerome Van Kuiken’s survey of Pope’s Compendium volume one help-
tully brings to the foreground Pope’s “affinity for development schemas”
by cataloguing various instances in which the themes of “development”
and “progress” are evident in Pope’s work.! Van Kuiken introduces his
survey with a vivid description of Pope’s cultural context, noting Pope’s

[L]ifetime coincided with an age of notable progress in science,
medicine, technology, public morality, and British geopolitical
hegemony. The year Pope turned eleven, Parliament abolished
slavery across the British Empire and passed the Factory Act to
limit working hours for women and children. By the time he
published the second edition of his magisterial Compendium of
Christian Theology’s first volume in 1879, the British Raj had
ruled Indian for twenty-one years; Darwin’s Origins of Species
had been in print for twenty years; and China Inland Mission
had been at work for a decade and a half.2

“Small wonder;” Van Kuiken then concludes, “that volume one resounds
with the themes of progress, development, and evolution as well as the
counter theme of devolution.”3 While Van Kuiken is undoubtedly correct
in noting that Pope’s work is replete with the themes and terminology of

1Van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress: A Constructive Conversation with W. B.
Pope’s Compendium Vol. 1" (conference paper presented at the 55th annual meet-
ing of the Wesleyan Theological Society, Kansas City, MO, March 5, 2020).

2Van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress,” 1.

3Van Kuiken rightly notes that Pope frequently employs the term “evolu-
tion” as a synonym for “development” and not as a reference to Darwins theory
of evolution. See Van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress,” 2. For the sake of clarity, I will
reserve the term “evolution” for discussions of Darwin’s theory of evolution, and
otherwise use the term “development.”

— 69 —
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“development” and “progress,” the conclusion that the presence of such
themes is owed primarily to the Zeitgeist of modernity requires further
reflection, and in my judgment, reappraisal.

Though “development” and “progress” are indeed prominent themes
in modernity,* these themes are likewise woven throughout Christianity
of antiquity. Therefore, a companion study which looks at the other side
of the same coin—the ways in which Pope’s usage of “development” and
“progress” instead reflects the Great Tradition—would enrich the conver-
sation. This piece seeks to provide precisely such an inquiry. Namely, the
following article posits that Pope’s use of developmental schemas can be
further sifted into two categories: (1) those schemas which find a firm
foundation in antiquity, and (2) those schemas which owe a clear debt to
modernity. By further exploring Pope’s use of “development” and “prog-
ress’ in such terms, a more nuanced appraisal of—and consequently, a
greater appreciation for—the rich convergence of influences at work in
Pope’s theology emerges.

It is to this task that this article now turns; its argument will proceed
in three movements. Section one will broadly consider “development”
and “progress” as themes inherent to Christianity, before looking to the
theology of Gregory of Nyssa as a sample or case study for how these
themes have been articulated within the Great Tradition. After this intro-
ductory overview, section two will focus its attention on Pope’s handling
of “development” and “progress.” In order to directly continue the conver-
sation begun by Van Kuiken’s work, section two will sift out three
schemas named in Van Kuiken’s article and explore their ancient heritage
using the writings of Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian, and Gregory Nazian-
zen among others. Section three will then examine three other schemas
from Van Kuiken’s article that do indeed evince a clear debt to modernity.
Here, points of agreement and disagreement with Van Kuiken’s reading of
Pope will be engaged. In so doing, the following article seeks to offer a
subsequent and complementary inquiry that builds upon the work under-
taken by Van Kuiken, while also contending for a somewhat different
appraisal of the influences at work in the Compendium.

4For an excellent survey of how these themes took shape in Pope’s European
context, see Robin W. Winks and Joan Neuberger, Europe and the Making of
Modernity: 1815-1914, 3'd edition (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).
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Part I: “Development” and “Progress” in Antiquity?

Precisely because themes of “development” and “progress” are commonly
associated with modernity, it will first be helpful to consider their more
ancient articulations. At an elemental level, Christianity is imbued with
themes of “development” and “progress” by its view of time as being lin-
ear. Serving as the bone structure of salvation history, a linear view of
time sees time as flowing one way: from a distinct starting point and
towards a distinct endpoint.> Unlike many Asiatic religions which instead
conceive of time as being cyclical or ever-repeating, the three Abrahamic
world religions—Judaism, Christianity, and Islam—all affirm a linear
view of time and, broadly conceived, even share a common starting point
(creation) and end point (a day of final judgement).6

This does not mean, however, that a Christian conception of time
views time as drifting aimlessly from “Point A” to “Point B”; rather, as
Jean Daniélou points out, God’s salvation history is seen as an “organic
interconnexion of . . . successive stages,” each building upon the previous
as it unfolds towards consummate completion.” These “successive stages”
are “exemplified in the scriptural typology”: namely, the Old Testament
and New Testament expressions of God’s covenantal relationship with
humanity.® Thus, the progression of salvation history from an era of

SWilliam Markowitz, John Jamieson Carswell Smart and Arnold Joseph
Toynbee, “One-way View of Time in the Philosophy of History;” in Encyclopae-
dia Britannica, ed. Adam Augustyn et. al (Encycolpaedia Britannica Inc., 2020);
Oscar Cullmann, Christ and Time: The Primitive Christian Conception of Time
and History, 3'd ed., trans. Floyd V. Filson (reprt., Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock,
2018), 37-61, especially 51.

6]bid.; William Markowitz, John Jamieson Carswell Smart and Arnold
Joseph Toynbee, “Cyclical View of Time in the Philosophy of History,” in Ency-
clopaedia Britannica, ed. Adam Augustyn et. al (Encycolpaedia Britannica Inc.,
2020); cf. Adam Augustyn et. al, ed., “Last Judgment,” in Encyclopaedia Britan-
nica (Encycolpaedia Britannica Inc., 2012); cf. Isidore Singer, ed., “Day of Judg-
ment,” The Jewish Encyclopedia: A Descriptive Record of the History, Religion, Lit-
erature, and Customs of the Jewish People from the Earliest Times to the Present
Day, 12 vols. (repr., 2011, New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1906), 7:385; cf. The
Quran 7:54-58; 99:6-8. For the uniqueness of Christianity’s conception of time,
especially as regards its distinct orientation to the ‘middle’ event of Christ’s
atonement, see Cullmann, Christ and Time, 81-94.

7Jean Daniélou, Lord of History: Reflections on the Inner Meaning of History,
trans. Nigel Abercrombie (Cleveland: World Publishing Co, 1968), 241.

8Daniélou, Lord of History, 241; cf. 5-6.
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preparing for Christ’s coming, to the era of Christ’s arrival—a movement
from prophecy to fulfillment—undoubtedly follows a linear thrust. Or, in
Daniélou’s language, “certain historical works of God: as, the covenant
with Abraham, the birth and resurrection of Jesus Christ, and Pentecost”
map “a distinct line of development: each of these events marks a new
stage in the actualization of God’s plan”® Moreover, the coherent succes-
sion of such events—“exhibiting at once a certain continuity and a certain
discontinuity”—is “by definition, progress.”10

Daniélou, Lord of History, 1. What Daniélou calls “a distinct line of devel-
opment” of events, each “mark(ing) a new stage in the actualization of God’s
plan,” Pope more poetically describes in the language of God unfurling a series of
three “tetelestai,” or divine declarations, “It is finished” The first divine declara-
tion was made at the close of creation, the second came from lips of the crucified
Christ as new creation was wrought through his atonement, and the third is still
yet to come, when humanity is finally consummated into the inner divine life of
the triune God. See Pope, Compendium, 3:191; 2:43. However, any discussion of
Pope’s understanding of time and salvation history would be remiss to not men-
tion two distinctive, though interwoven, traits: his supralapsarian leanings and
his contention that certain salvific events took place outside of time, “before the
foundation of the world,” and then were actualized inside of time. Pope, Com-
pendium, 1:150. For example, consider Pope’s affirmation that, “There was in
heaven an Atonement before the Atonement” Pope, Compendium, 2:130; cf.
Pope’s mention of an “incarnation before the Incarnation” Pope, Compendium,
1:164. Explaining this, he writes, “[R]edemption is said to have been the eternal
purpose . . . before the ages in its virtual accomplishment and after the ages in its
results. The Lamb was slain from the foundation of the world: more than that,
before the foundation of the world. . . . Nothing has been added and nothing has
been taken away from it since. The whole matter or word of redemption was set-
tled in heaven...If there was a reconciliation or harmonizing of wrath and mercy
at the cross, there was precisely the same in the heart of God before man was cre-
ated. All that the Atonement means was transacted in the bosom of the Father
before the world was. Then it was a reality” Pope, Compendium, 1:150, italics
original; cf. David N. Field, “Prevenient Grace and Universal Atonement in the
Theology of William Burt Pope,” Aldersgate Papers 11 (June 2015): 33-51. Corre-
sponding to this redemption accomplished before the creation of the world, Pope
likewise affirms that humanity was brought into existence for the very purpose of
redemption, and that original Edenic creation was prepared from the very begin-
ning so as to be the “scene of redemption” Pope, Compendium, 1:174, 155-156.
Importantly, despite Pope’s supralapsarian leanings, he insists that the “salvation
virtually accomplished from the beginning” extends “solely to the Saviour’s
work,” and must therefore be understood “apart from its application by the
Spirit” in the lives of individuals. See Pope, Compendium, 2:40.

10Daniélou, Lord of History, 1.
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Conceptually, the notion “of sacred history as one process of growth
was worked out in patristic times, especially by the Eastern writers,”
finally receiving “its definitive formulation in the work of St. Gregory of
Nyssa.”11 Namely, for Gregory, “God’s plan . . . is here seen as the dxolov-
Bia, an orderly progression towards the ‘fulfillment of history’ when God
shall ‘resume everything in Christ.’ ”12 From this worldview, Gregory
then identifies dxolovBia—variously translated as ‘development, ‘evolu-
tion, and ‘successive stages of unfolding’—as a principle woven through-
out the fabric of all divinely created reality. Observe the extent to which
Gregory articulates developmental schemas as ordering all that God has
wrought. In this first example, Gregory describes how all things are cre-
ated by God, but “come forth by a progressive development through the
working of their own innate dynamism.’13

When it is said that the world was created “in the beginning” . . .
this means that God established . . . all at once, the principles,
the potentialities, and the causes of all things. . . . But the power
and the wisdom bestowed upon them were elicited through a
chain of eventuation, so that each constituent part of the whole
should be brought to its perfection in one order. . . . Things
came forth in their turn, each one as a necessary consequence
of the former, according to the laws of nature’s workmanship,
throughout the whole chain of succession (axolovOia).14

Elsewhere, he echoes this same sentiment, writing, “Creation follows out
its course, from a clearly-defined principle towards its proper end

H]bid., 241. A comma was removed for readability.

12Daniélou notes that “Gregory took the term dxolovfia from the language
of Greek philosophy, especially from Aristotle, who uses it in connexion [sic]
with the laws governing physical change and motion,” and reappropriated the
concept in relation to divine action. Daniélou, Lord of History, 241-242.

31bid., 242.

14Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, trans. Jean Daniélou, from
Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, vol. 44 Patrologia Graeca, ed.
Jacques Paul Migne (Jacques Paul Migne: 1857-1866), 44:72 B-C; quoted in Lord
of History, 242; cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, in Nicene and Post-
Nicene Fathers (NPNF) 214 series, ed. Phillip Schaff, vol. 2, Gregory of Nyssa: Dog-
matic Treatises (Grand Rapids, MI: Christian Classics Ethereal Library, n.d.), 44-
86.
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through time and space”l> Aided by providence, all things are said to
develop and progress towards an end:

It is unreasonable to grieve and murmur about the inevitable
and necessary succession of events, for all that is arranged
(6ikwvovpeva) in the whole universe tends towards an end:
everything, through a regular progression (7d(er ki dxolovOia)
according to the careful art of him that rules it. . . .16

Furthermore, the natural world is specifically named as being imbued with
this principle: “If we look at the wonderful works of nature, we know that
the fruit cannot ripen except there be first a seedling and then shoots and
so on; it is result of a skillfully ordered . . . (dxoAovOia)”17 Humanity too is
bound by “this evolution of reality according to its intrinsic laws of devel-
opment...(as) the human soul and the human body follow parallel lines of
development from the seed, where both exist in principle” Gregory writes:

We hold that mankind is progressively developed and made
manifest by physical evolution (dxolovBia) towards the full
growth of manhood, without the accession of any extraneous
element for its completion, but through its own regular advance
to perfection...So the form of the man that is to be is poten-
tially in the seed, but cannot yet be detected there because its
manifestation is necessarily gradual and successive.!8

15Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium Lib. I, trans. Jean Daniélou, from
Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, vol. 45, Patrologia Graeca, ed.
Jacques Paul Migne (Jacques Paul Migne: 1857-1866), 45:365 B; quoted in Lord of
History, 244; cf. Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium I, in NPNF 214 series, ed.
Phillip Schaff, vol. 2, Gregory of Nyssa: Dogmatic Treatises (Grand Rapids, MI:
Christian Classics Ethereal Library, n.d.), 33-248.

16 Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, 44:72 B-C, in Lord of History,
242; cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio in NPNE vol. 2, Gregory of Nyssa:
Dogmatic Treatises, 44-86. For how this dynamic relates to Gregory’s theology of
theosis, see Daniélou’s discussion in chapter 6 of Lord of History.

7 Compare how Tertullian similarly traces the workings of “development”
within divine revelation, nature, and God’s inner work within the human soul in
his treatise, “On the Veiling of Virgins,” §1. Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opifi-
cio, trans. Jean Daniélou, Patrologia Graeca, 44:72 B-C, in Lord of History, 241-
242; cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, in NPNEF, vol. 2, Gregory of Nyssa:
Dogmatic Treatises, 44-86.

18Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, 44:236 B, C, in Lord of History,
243; cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, in NPNE vol. 2, Gregory of Nyssa:
Dogmatic Treatises, 44-86.
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Clearly, Pope is not the only one who understands the Divine Hand to
have “committed much to development”!1?

Also noteworthy is that Gregory’s use of developmental schemas
includes the counter process of “dissolution” or devolution. Daniélou
avers that “In (Gregory’s) system as a whole, one of the distinctive fea-
tures is . . . a dual interpretation of the historical process, both in terms of
growth and in terms of dissolution.”20 One example of “a contrasting pro-
cess of dissolution” can be seen in Gregory’s articulation of sin, which he
describes as advancing “by an evil rule of development (dxodovBix)” both
within humanity as original sin and within individuals as particular
sins.2!

Though far from exhaustive, this brief survey makes clear that
themes of “development” and “progress” have played a prominent con-
ceptual role in theology long before they took centerstage in modernity.
Because such themes are present in the work of patristic writers like Gre-
gory of Nyssa, the question then becomes for today’s interpreters of Pope,
“Which, if any, of the Compendium’s developmental schemas have a her-
itage that traces back to antiquity?”

Part II: Sifting Antiquity from Modernity in

Pope’s Usage of “Development” and “Progress”

A quick survey of patristic literature reveals three such schemas. Though
rightly cited in Van Kuiken’s article as indeed being instances of “develop-
ment” and “progress” in Pope’s thought, the following three schemas find
firm footing in patristic antecedents. First to be considered is Pope’s doc-
trine of “special revelation,” which Van Kuiken describes as being:

Pope, Compendium, 1:173.

20Daniélou, Lord of History, 246.

21Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, 44:416 B, in Lord of History, 247;
cf. Gregory of Nyssa, De Hominis Opificio, in NPNE vol. 2, Gregory of Nyssa:
Dogmatic Treatises, 44-86. Nyssa’s developmental schema for sin is rather
nuanced and complex. He both traces original sin as “the transmission of sinful-
ness through all mankind” in terms of negative development or “dissolution,” as
well as a similar “kind of progression of sin in each individual man” What Nyssa
terms sin’s “own pattern” or “evil rule of development” also means, in Daniélou s
words, that “sins propagate themselves in a regular series” within the soul. “Bap-
tism,” however, “halts this development” in Nyssa’s view. Thus, while the themes
of development and successive unfolding take a positive form in Gregory’s work,
they also take the shape of dissolution or devolution. See Daniélou, Lord of His-
tory, 245-248.
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... progressive in two senses. First, it developed mostly gradu-
ally—though with infrequent sudden interventions—from the
plurality of prophets, apostles, and their writings to the unity of
the completed biblical revelation. Secondly, the knowledge of
spiritual things communicated by special revelation became
increasingly detailed and clear: for instance, the Trinity is mani-
fested more fully in the New Testament than the Old.2?

Marked continuity emerges when one compares this to the writings
of Gregory Nazianzen, the early church father credited with being the
first to articulate “a Christian doctrine of progressive revelation?? In
Oration 31, Nazianzen describes the Old and New Testament revelations
as being (1) a unified whole, which (2) unfolded gradually, with (3) dis-
tinct punctuating points of transition that mark off the further unfolding
of revelation.2* Moreover, Nazianzen here affirms that as one moves from
Old to New Testament, God’s progressively revealed truth becomes grad-
ually clearer and more detailed.?> To evidence his developmental schema,

22Jerome Van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress,” 4.

23Christopher A. Beeley, Gregory Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowl-
edge of God: In Your Light We Shall See Light (Oxford Studies in Historical Theol-
ogy) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), 169.

24Gregory Nazianzen, “Fifth Theological Oration (Oration 31),” in NPNF
2nd series, ed. Phillip Schaff, vol. 7, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory Nazianzen (Grand
Rapids, MI: Christian Classics Ethereal Library, n.d.), 640-658. In XXV, unity of
revelation can be seen in the language of God slowly guiding humanity through a
steady course unto maturity. The gradual nature of this progression is explicitly
named. And the points of transition which punctuate former periods of revela-
tion are described in terms of humanity: (1) being transitioned by God from an
era of idols and cultic sacrifice, to an era in which only cultic sacrifice remained,
accompanied by the introduction of circumcision, (2) then to an era of only cir-
cumcision, (3) then to an era without circumcision with full embrace of the
Gospel. Compare Lenka Karfikova, “The Fifth Theological Oration of Gregory
Nazianzen and Historical Contingency of Revelation,” in Patristic Studies in the
Twenty-First Century: Proceeding of an International Conference to Mark the 50"
Anniversary of the International Association of Patristic Studies (Brepols Publish-
ers, 2015), 389-403, especially 391-393.

25Gee Christopher A. Beeley, Gregory Nazianzus on the Trinity and the
Knowledge of God, 165-180; Christopher A. Beeley, “The Holy Spirit in Gregory
Nazianzen: The Pneumatology of Oration 31,” in God in Early Christian Thought:
Essays in Memory of Lloyd G. Patterson, ed. Andrew B. McGowan, Brian E. Daley
S.J., and Timothy J. Gaden (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 151-162; Lenka Karfikovd, “The
Fifth Theological Oration of Gregory Nazianzen,” 389-403; D. Blair Smith, “The
Pattern of the Father: Divine Fatherhood in Gregory Nazianzus,” SBJT 21/2
(2017): 9-28.
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Nazianzen—like Pope—singles out the Trinity as being a progressively
revealed truth that became gradually clearer throughout time:

The Old Testament proclaimed the Father openly, and the Son
more obscurely. The New manifested the Son, and suggested
the Deity of the Spirit. Now the Spirit Himself dwells among us,
and supplies us with a clearer demonstration of Himself...that
by gradual additions, and, as David says, “ascents,” and
advances and progress from glory to glory, the Light of the
Trinity might shine upon the more illuminated.26

And though articulated in a more rudimentary way, the Latin father
Tertullian speaks of what he calls “truth progressive in its development”
in his treatise, “On the Veiling of Virgins.”27 Here Tertullian describes the
gradual nature of God’s revelation communicated by the Holy Spirit,?8
and then points to the same workings of “development” within both
nature and sanctification, “for the God of righteousness and of creation is
the same”2® And like Pope, Tertullian affirms that God’s revelation
becomes progressively clearer as it unfolds from the “figures . . . allegories
and enigmas” of the Old Testament to its clearest articulation in Christ.30

A second schema noted in Van Kuiken’s article likewise finds a
shared heritage in both the Greek and Latin fathers, namely, Pope’s belief
that “the divine project of redemption is progressively renewing the moral

26Gregory Nazianzen, “Fifth Theological Oration,” XX VL.

27Tertullian, “On the Veiling of Virgins,” in Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexan-
der Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 4, Fathers of the Third Century: Tertullian
Part Fourth; Minucius Felix; Commodian; Origen, Parts First and Second, ed. A.
Cleveland Coxe (Grand Rapids, MI: Christian Classics Ethereal Library, n.d.),
27-38, §1.

28Tertullian, “On the Veiling of Virgins,” §1. Interestingly, Tertullian and
Nazianzen both claim a reason of function for God’s gradual revelation; namely,
they argue that humanity would have been unable to bear the full revelation all at
once. Compare Nazianzen, “Fifth Theological Oration,” XXV and Tertullian, “On
the Veiling of Virgins,” §1.

29Tertullian, “On the Veiling of Virgins,” §1.

30Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem Lib. 5, in Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexan-
der Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 3, Latin Christianity: Its Founder, Tertul-
lian., ed. A. Cleveland Coxe (Grand Rapids, MI: Christian Classics Ethereal
Library, n.d.), 269-476, book 5, chapter 6; Christopher T. Bounds, “Tertullian’s
Doctrine of Christian Perfection and its Theological Context,” Wesleyan Theolog-
ical Journal 51/2 (2016): 125-139.
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image of God within Adam’s diverse descendants.”3! While indeed reveal-
ing a developmental schema, Pope’s articulation of soteriological “devel-
opment” and “progress” is not without precedent in antiquity.32 In the
Latin tradition, Tertullian speaks of “the renewal of the image and like-
ness of God in humanity through the work of Christ and the indwelling
Spirit,” which is “initiated in repentance and baptism” and progressively
“develops and matures throughout life”33 Cyprian then builds off of Ter-
tullian’s earlier exploration, describing the lost image of God as being
restored in connection with the new birth.34 Influenced by the Epistle of
Barnabas’ description of a “second fashioning” of humanity into the
image of God, Clement of Alexandria and Origen continue the theme
within the Greek tradition, linking it (like Pope) to Christian perfection.3>

31van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress,” 3. Notably, Pope actually describes the
restoration of the image of God in humanity as including both dimensions of
instantaneous event and gradual progress. He describes the Holy Spirit as restor-
ing the image of God in regeneration as first being a “regenerating act” that takes
place in a single “moment;” but the work is also progressive in that the Holy
Spirit keeps “filling up and deepening the outline continually” William Burt
Pope, Compendium of Christian Theology, 3 vols, (n.p.: Pantianos Classics Pub-
lishing, 2017), 3:7; hereafter “Compendium” unless otherwise noted.

32This brief overview in no way suggests that these thinkers all share an
identical view; however, a detailed treatment of their nuanced differences is
beyond the scope and focus of this paper. My goal here is far more modest:
merely to point out that Pope has firm grounding in the Great Tradition for
articulating God’s soteriological working in terms of the recovery of the divine
image in humanity. For a more detailed exposition of the differences that exist
within the various thinkers’ articulations of the recovery of the image of God, see
Christopher T. Bounds, “The Doctrine of Christian Perfection in the Apostolic
Fathers,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 42/2 (2007): 7-27; and Bounds, “Tertul-
lian’s Doctrine,” 125-139.

33Bounds, “Tertullian’s Doctrine;” 134.

341bid., 136-137; cf. Cyprian of Carthage, “The Advantage of Patience,” in
Ante-Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 5, Fathers
of the Third Century: Hippolytus, Cyprian, Caius, Novatian, Appendix, ed. A.
Cleveland Coxe (Grand Rapids, MI: Christian Classics Ethereal Library, n.d.),
484-491, §5.

35Notably, in volume one, Pope makes a brief mention of the early church’s
reception of Pseudo-Barnabas texts, demonstrating that Pope was at least aware
of the material. See Pope, Compendium, 1:87. Bounds, “The Doctrine of Chris-
tian Perfection,” 26-27; Pseudo-Barnabas, “The Epistle of Barnabas,” in Ante-
Nicene Fathers, ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, vol. 1, The Apostolic
Fathers with Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, ed. A. Cleveland Coxe (Grand Rapids,
MI: Christian Classics Ethereal Library, n.d.), 137-149, §6.10-19; quote from 140.
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Notably, Pope’s notion of soteriological progress violates the logic of Dar-
wins evolutionary schema in at least two crucial ways. First, in Pope’s
soteriology, it is not the strong who survive and advance; rather, the weak,
the sin-sick, and the dying are lifted from their helpless estate by a God
who stoops down to rescue those unable to further themselves.3¢ And
secondly, the recovery of God’s image is a return to humanity’s original
form, a reverting to something that previously was; whereas, in Darwin, a
species reverting to its most primitive, original form is never the goal.

Lastly, a third schema from Van Kuiken’s mélange finds firm footing
in Ante-Nicene tradition: Pope’s affirmation that “even unfallen Adam
was meant to experience moral development.”37 While indeed revealing a
developmental schema, this affirmation finds its earliest articulations in
the Greek father, Irenaeus and the Latin father, Tertullian. In his treatise,
“On the Apostolic Preaching,” Irenaeus famously characterizes Adam as
being childlike and consequently subject to moral growth and develop-
ment, a tenet of no small importance for Irenaeus’ theological framework
as a whole.38 And as Christopher T. Bounds contends, “while some Ter-
tullian scholars like Gerald Bray believe Tertullian teaches Adamic per-
fection before the fall, Tertullian never uses this language”3° Rather, for
Tertullian, Edenic “Adam was not made perfect, but had every means by
which to realize perfection”40

Part I1I: Points of Agreement and Disagreement
with Van Kuiken’s Reading of Pope

As the preceding survey has shown, the Compendium frequently reflects
classical formulations of “development” and “progress” as themes intrin-

36Pope, Compendium, 3:7.

37Van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress,” 3.

38renaeus of Lyons, “On the Apostolic Preaching,” in Popular Pairistic
Series, vol. 7, trans. John Behr (Crestwood: NY, St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press,
1996), 47, §1.1.12; cf. Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus Haereses, 4.38.2-4; 3.23.5; cf.
Christopher T. Bounds, “Irenaeus and the Doctrine of Christian Perfection,’
Wesleyan Theological Journal 45/2 (2010): 161-176, especially 167-169; cf.
Thomas G. Weinandy, “St. Irenaeus and the Imago Dei,” Logos 6/4 (Fall 2003):
15-34, especially 21-23; M. C. Steenberg, Irenaeus on Creation: The Cosmic Christ
and Saga of Redemption (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 141-143, EBSCO.

39Bounds, “Tertullian’s Doctrine,” 135. For the contrasting opinion refer-
enced by Bounds, see Gerald Bray, Holiness and the Will of God: Perspectives on
the Theology of Tertullian (London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1979) 68-73.

40Bounds, “Tertullian’s Doctrine,” 135.
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sic to, and received from within, the Great Tradition.*! Nevertheless, the
Compendium’s pages also contain instances of “development” and
“progress” that instead evince a clear debt to modernity. Van Kuiken has
done a marvelous job bringing this latter dynamic to the reader’s atten-
tion. As in the previous section, three examples will again suffice for illus-
tration. After first articulating several points of agreement with Van
Kuiken’s reading of these three schemas, this final section will probe a
crucial point of disagreement with Van Kuiken’s interpretation.

Fingerprints of Modernity

First, Van Kuiken rightly identifies Pope’s doctrine of creation as being a
developmental schema vastly colored by Darwins theory of evolution.
Though Pope rejects the idea that life could evolve from a “single primor-
dial germ,’#2 he absorbs Darwin’s theory with gusto where he perceives
no contradiction with scripture, yielding an amalgam of classical theolog-
ical commitments and Darwinian evolutionary theory. Second, as Van
Kuiken rightly notes, the Compendium’s pages frequently boast of the
boundless potential for human civilization’s advancement. In the fields of
theology, “science, philosophy, learning, and civilization generally, 43
Pope’s Victorian era sensibilities perceive only limitless horizons of
progress ever-unfurling. Third, Van Kuiken splendidly outlines the com-
plex developmental schema that structures Pope’s theology of religions.
This particular developmental schema—which Van Kuiken astutely diag-
noses as relying on a competitive model of progress—leads Pope to pre-

41While Pope does not directly cite these patristic sources for the schemas
discussed above, the Compendium as a whole does evidence a strong familiarity
with many theologians from the patristic period, including many of the writers
cited above. Whereas John Wesley’s library has been thoroughly cataloged to
ascertain many of the voices that influenced Wesley, a similar inquiry has not yet
been conducted for Pope. Source criticism is an area in need of scholarly devel-
opment within Pope studies.

42Pope, Compendium, 1:172. Believing this premise to contradict the Gene-
sis narrative, Pope writes that the theory of a “single primordial germ” would
have made God’s rest begin “not on the seventh day but on the first” God’s sab-
batical rest from the work of creation plays an intricate role in the rest of the
Compendium’s theology; namely, it is the foundation for Pope’s rejection of con-
tinuous creation theories—a rejection which in turn shapes both his understand-
ing of providence and conservation, as well as the Spirit’s work in soteriology.

43Pope, Compendium, 1:13-14.
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dict that Christianity will eventually displace all other world religions.
Van Kuiken cites Pope’s curious claim at length:

On the whole, a calm survey of the state of the world under the
influence the Christian religion will lead every philosophic stu-
dent of history to the conclusion that the Head of the Church
will surely become the Master of the whole earth. Human
prophecy, guided by the lights of the past and the analogy of the
present, must concur with prophecy Divine in predicting this.
In the struggle for existence—if we condescend to use current
phraseology—the survival will be on the side of Christianity.
Give it time enough and it will, even apart from supreme inter-
positions of the Spirit, displace every other system.44

While I agree with the analysis offered for Pope’s theology of reli-
gions in general, I disagree with Van Kuiken’s interpretation of this quote
in particular. Namely, Van Kuiken seems to interpret the latter portion of
this quote as meaning that Pope sees the church as an entity that will
thrive apart from the Spirit’s intervention.#> Though seemingly sound at
first glance, such a conclusion does not comport with the rest of the Com-
pendium’s ecclesiology, including the quote’s immediate context. There-
fore, I believe a reexamination is warranted, one which: (1) considers
Pope’s broader ecclesiological commitments, and (2) investigates how
Pope elsewhere defines “supreme interpositions of the Spirit” These two
points of contextualization will, I think, bring to light an alternative read-
ing that is not only defensible, but in my judgment, more probable.

Pope, the Church, and the Spirit

A robustly pneumatological ecclesiology marks both Pope’s Compendium
and Catechism, and the two works are most profitably read in tandem.
Their pages are replete with descriptions of the church being utterly
dependent on divine action and, more specifically, the Spirit. The Spirit is
described as the One who both “calls into existence” and “vivifies” the

44pope, Compendium, 1:63; Van Kuiken, “Pope on Progress,” 6.

45Van Kuiken writes: “Pope’s confidence that it would naturally, ‘even apart
from supreme interpositions of the Spirit, displace every other system’ proved
profoundly misplaced. Yet amid the crumbling of Christendom, it has been pre-
cisely the ‘supreme interpositions of the Spirit’ that have revitalized and advanced
Christianity—I refer here to the exponential rise of Pentecostalism and the
Charismatic Movement as a global force” “Pope on Progress,” 9.
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church,%¢ ongoingly sustains and guides the church,%” and works both in
and through the church.#8 In fact, the church and the Spirit are so closely
connected in Pope’s thought that when structuring his Catechism, Pope
declares that it is best for one to not treat ecclesiology as an independent
locus of theology, but rather to locate it—along with other aspects of eco-
nomic pneumatology—under the Spirit's work of administering redemp-
tion.#® His Compendium likewise mirrors this structure.>0

These same ecclesiological commitments resound in the quote’s
immediate context. The ambiguous quote is embedded in an account of
the church’s growth throughout history; a story which Pope frames not as
‘survival of the fittest, but as ‘survival of the weakest’ divinely empow-
ered! Describing the church as weak, flawed, and as having all odds
stacked against her, Pope repeatedly claims that the only explanation for
the church’s growth and preservation can be the “very Finger of God” at
work in “human affairs,” citing “the power of the Holy Ghost”
specifically.>! In so doing, his narrative implicitly trades off of a dialectic

46William Burt Pope, A Higher Catechism of Theology (London: Hayman
Brothers and Lilly, n.d.), 356; Compendium, 3:121-122.

47Pope, Compendium of Christian Theology (London: Wesleyan Conference
Office, 1879), 1:442; hereafter designated as “Compendium (Wes. Conf. ed.)”
respectively; Compendium, 3:121-122.

48Pope, Catechism, 356; Compendium, 3:121-122.

49Pope’s Catechism introduces “Chapter VII: The Christian Church,” with
the following question and answer: “Q: Why is this subject (the Christian
church) introduced at this point? A: Because the church is the sphere in which
the Spirit administers all the offices of Christ. On this account is seems better to
place it under the administration of redemption than to give it a too prominent
and independent place” Pope, Catechism, 322.

50After discussing the nature of theology and divine revelation, Pope’s three
volume Compendium is organized around the following six loci: “God,” “God and
the Creature,” “Sin,” “The Mediatorial Ministry,” “The Administration of
Redemption,” and “Eschatology.” Ecclesiology is not a distinct locus but is rather
a discussion located under the Spirit’s work of “The Administration of Redemp-
tion.” See Pope, Compendium, 3:119-164.

>1Pope writes, “As a religion it had everything against it . . . nothing in its
relation to Judaism was favorable: the new Gospel was a miserable disappoint-
ment to the Jewish people . . . it preached a fundamental doctrine that was unto
the Greeks foolishness . . . (its) contempt for this world, abjuration of all good in
man, were not likely to win attention. It introduced its adherents to a society that
had no rewards but persecution in this life. Yet in a few decades it shook the
world . . . apart from Divine power, there is no mystery in the religion of the
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that he develops in volume three’s ecclesiology: the church as both inde-
fectible and mutable. Because Christ prophesied that the “gates of Hates
shall not prevail against” the church, the church universal is divinely pre-
served by God’s mighty right hand for all time (indefectibility) despite her
weakness, flaws, and failures (mutability).>2

To be sure, in his recounting of church history here, Pope makes an
error of false equivalence. Namely, he seems to falsely equate Christ’s
promise of perseverance (indefectibility) with religious dominance and
hegemony. And it is through this fissure in Pope’s logic that Christian tri-
umphalism leaks out, coloring the whole. This false equivalency seem-
ingly precludes for Pope the possibility that Christ’s promised persever-
ance might instead take the form of a small, persecuted minority huddled
on the margins of socio-political power. Hence, Pope anticipates that
Christ’s preservation will result in the eventual displacement of all other
world religions. Nevertheless, one cannot read this narrative and con-
clude that Pope understands the church’s trajectory to be sourced in any-
thing other than God’s enabling power. After all, divine preservation and
empowerment are the only sources cited for the church’s success. So, what
then is one to make of this strange affirmation that the church will con-
tinue even apart from “supreme interpositions of the Spirit?”

“Supreme interpositions” Reconsidered

The tension and ambiguity resolve when one considers how Pope
uses the term “interposition” elsewhere in volume one. Pope is fond of

Christ greater than its early triumphs” And, “Although many extraneous causes
conspired to aid the Christian Religion in gaining ascendancy, the dispassionate
verdict of history must be that its own internal power gave it victory. And that
power was the Holy Ghost leading it in triumph in Christ” Pope, Compendium
1:61, 63. Pope even dedicates two full paragraphs to debunking arguments that the
church’s growth and preservation could be owed to any cause other than divine
action. See Pope, Compendium, 1:61, “The Early Spread of the Faith,” paragraphs I
and II respectively. With regard to the church being flawed, he speaks of the
church’s growth as being all the more remarkable when one considers how deeply it
was fraught with heresy. See Pope, Compendium, 1:63; cf. Compendium, 1:60.

52Matthew 16:18, quoted in Pope, Compendium, 1:61. For the church’s inde-
fectibility and mutability, see Compendium 3:131; cf. Catechism, 325. The ecclesi-
ological narrative in which this dynamic is here being traced is found in Com-
pendium 1:61-63 specifically. For Pope’s appeal to Christ’s prophecy as the anchor
for indefectibility, see Compendium 3:131 and Catechism, 325; cf. Compendium
1:61, 1:63.
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creating his own nomenclature—a trait which largely gives his theology
its wonderfully unique character, but at times requires careful contextual
consideration. For example, he terms the Holy Spirit, “the Direct Effi-
cient,” and the Son, “The Supreme Fulfillment;” he also refers to concepts
like “Christ’s incarnate revelation” as the “Final Voice,” and speaks of
prophecy as being bound by a “law of RESERVE.”>3 Each idiosyncratic term
carries a specific meaning infused by literary context, and the terminol-
ogy of divine “interpositions” is no different. Every other time that Pope
uses the term “interpositions” in volume one it is exclusively used to ref-
erence divine acts which he considers to be “miraculous.* Pope clearly
defines what constitutes a miraculous act, naming three specific genres of
divine action.>> And notably, miraculous acts form only one of the two
ways in which God actively works within the created order—the other
being providence.

Importantly, when Pope lists the divine acts he considers to be mirac-
ulous, the churchs birth and preservation are not included; instead, both
are listed under the purview of providence.>® And—of crucial relevance for

53Pope, Compendium (Wes. Conf. ed.), 1:442. See also Compendium 1:36;
1:36, 1:37.

>4Pope, Compendium, 1:30, 1:32, and 1:41 respectively. For Pope’s definition
of miraculous divine actions, see footnote 55 below.

55Pope, Compendium, 1:28. Pope carefully details three genres of miracu-
lous divine action—miracles proper, prophecy, and inspiration—stating that
“these three may be regarded as one great continuous Miracle” His framework
describes the three genres in the following terms: (1) “miracles” are defined as
being the “special intervention of omnipotence” that “brings in new causes of
new effects” Pope notes that one can distinguish these from “the ordinary opera-
tions of Providence” (A further subgenre exists in the form of “signs,” which are
miracles specifically given “in confirmation...of messages from heaven”) (2) The
second type of miraculous activity is “prophecy,” defined as being “the interven-
tion of supreme knowledge, imparted to man independently of the ordinary laws
of knowing: whether for the purpose of uttering new truth, or of foretelling what,
to all but God, is contingent in the future” (3) Lastly, the third type of miraculous
activity is “inspiration,” defined as “the supernatural intervention of the Divines
[sic] wisdom by which the miracle of prophecy is made permanent in the organic
unity of Scripture” Pope, Compendium, 1:28. For Pope’s full explanation of the
three genres of miraculous divine action, see the introduction given in Com-
pendium, 1:28-29 and subsequent elaboration in 1:30-43.

6For Pope’s description of what constitutes God’s miraculous action in the
world, see Compendium, 1:28-43. Notably, the earthly life of Christ—from the
immaculate conception to the Ascension—is all included under the purview of
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interpreting the quote in question—Pope affirms that it is God’s providen-
tial action in the world which “overrules all things for the spread of the
Church”>7 Committing of the church’s preservation and vitality to provi-
dence makes cohesive sense in Pope’s system of thought when one consid-
ers that he sees the Spirit’s administration of redemption as being under the
purview of providence, and the church as being the instrument through
which that redemption is administered.”® So while both miraculous acts
and providence are indeed divine workings in the world, they are nonethe-
less distinct types of divine workings; and the church, in Pope’s theology, is
upheld by God’s mighty hand of providence, not the miraculous.

When Pope’s twofold framework for divine action is coupled with
the Compendium’s many attestations of the church’s utter dependence on
divine empowerment and the Spirit, I think the most likely reading of the
quote in question is not that Pope believes the church to be an entity
which flourishes apart from the Spirit. Rather, Pope believes the church to
be an entity that is not in need of a miracle, as her future is immovably
secure in the divine order of redemption, superintended by providence,
and indefectible as prophesied by Christ.

While this clarification does not in any way soften the censure that
Pope’s complicity with triumphalism deserves, this clarification does mat-
ter a great deal for rightly understanding Pope’s ecclesiology, pneumatol-
ogy, and the intersection therein. As the recent renaissance of interest in
Pope continues to flourish within the Wesleyan theological community, it
would be a shame to miscalculate the robustly pneumatological quality of
Pope’s ecclesiology based on his proclivity for creative nomenclature.
Alas, when such ecclesiology is viewed apart from the interwoven thread
of triumphalism, Pope’s doctrine of indefectibility shines as a wonderfully
bracing reminder for Christians today who find themselves aswirl in
denominational division and made anxious by headlines heralding the
decline of various ecclesial traditions. The best in Pope’s ecclesiology
reminds us that, while individual traditions are mutable and do indeed

miracle (the resurrection arguably being the most cataclysmic example of a mira-
cle the world has ever seen). See Compendium, 1:30. However, the birth of the
church at Pentecost and its continuance are instead described as being under the
purview of providence. See Pope, Compendium (Wes. Conf. ed.), 1:442.

57Pope, Catechism, 109.

58Pope, Compendium (Wes. Conf. ed.), 1:442; Compendium 3:119; cf. Pope,
Catechism, 109, 322.



86 Laura Garverick

fail, the church universal will stand firm forever, indefectibly upheld by
God’s mighty, providential right hand, and graciously rendered secure
against even the darkest storms that beset her.

Conclusion

Though the debt Pope owes to the Zeitgeist of modernity is sizeable, it is
nevertheless made considerably smaller when one also takes into account
the ways in which ‘development’ and ‘progress’ have been thematically
articulated throughout Christian antiquity. When the patristic heritage of
many of the Compendium’s developmental schemas is considered, such
schemas are refracted with new light, emerging as echoes of the ancients
in faithful continuity with the Great Tradition. It is precisely for this rea-
son that both sides of the coin need to be examined. And when we do, it
is a rich convergence of influences that comes to the foreground, and with
it, a fuller appreciation for the Compendium’s iconic shape.



THE ORDER OF PROVIDENCE:
A CONVERSATION WITH WILLIAM BURT POPE'

by
Martin D. Phillips

Introduction—A Wesleyan Doctrine of Providence?

In this essay I reflect on William Burt Pope’s (1822-1903) doctrine of
providence, which locates providence within the economic Trinity.2 What
is offered below is a retrieval that betrays the myth that Wesleyans have
little to say about the all-embracing doctrine of providence.? In what fol-
lows, I explain and evaluate Pope’s doctrine of providence which reflects the
outer works of the Trinity, especially the operations of the Spirit. The aim of
this paper is to explore how the logic of the economic Trinity offers a way

I'This paper is an expanded version of a presentation given at the Wesleyan
Theological Society. 'm humbled and grateful by the generosity my readers
extended to me during this essay’s revision.

2For a brief introduction to Pope, see Thomas A. Langford, Practical Divin-
ity, volume 1, Theology in the Wesleyan Tradition (Nashville: Abingdon, 1983),
59-63. On Pope in his theological context, see Alan Sell, “An Englishman, an
Irishman, and a Scotsman. . . ” Scottish Journal of Theology 38/1 (1985): 41-83; cf.
Peter Hinchliff, God and History: aspects of British Theology, 1875-1914 (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992) 3-33. For an overview of Pope’s theology, see Dale Elden
Dunlap, “Methodist Theology in Great Britain in the Nineteenth Century: With
Special Reference to the Theology of Adam Clarke, Richard Watson, and William
Burt Pope” (PhD dissertation, Yale University, 1956), and Robb Wicke Shoaf,
“The Theology of William Burt Pope: A Nineteenth Century Wesleyan System-
atic,” (PhD dissertation, Drew University, 1990).

3That divine providence is neglected in twentieth-century Wesleyan schol-
arship is admitted, but recent contributions from Wesleyan perspectives openly
contest this myth. Charles M. Wood’s research retrieves the heart of the doctrine
of providence as conceived by the magesterial protestants for contemporary use,
see The Question of Providence (Louiseville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2008).
Thomas C. Oden’s pursuit of classical consensus leads to an extended, valuable,
and thorough discussion of providence, see Systematic Theology: volume one,
The Living God (Peabody: Hendrickson Publishers, 2008) 270-315. William J.
Abraham’s ongoing project aims to offer a distinctive and constructive contribu-
tion to the debate, see Divine Agency and Divine Action (4 vols.) (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2017-).



88 Martin D. Phillips

of conceiving non-competitive agency within the doctrine of providence.*

I approach providence through the question of contingency and
necessity in divine action. Divine providence supplies a way of talking
about God’s involvement in that which happens in the world.> The signifi-
cance of Pope’s trinitarian account of providence allows for a way of con-
ceiving of God’s provision that accommodates the contingency of every-
day life.6 This is helpful considering how silent Wesleyans have been in
the past century. One reason for this silence is the presumption that the
doctrine of providence is overdetermined by divine sovereignty which

4An important presupposition in this essay is the inherent systematicity of
doctrine and there interrelation, see Tom Greggs, “On the Nature, Task, and
Method of Theology: A Very Methodist Account” in The International Journal of
Systematic Theology 20/3 (2018): 309-334; cf. A. N. Williams, The Architecture of
Theology: Structure, System, and Ration (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011),
1-2. I deploy the term “non-competitive agency” here in the sense that it is used
in Simeon Zahl, “Non-competitive Agency and Luther’s Experiential Argument
Against Virtue,” Modern Theology 35/2 (2019): 200-201. This notion is most
influentially developed by Kathryn Tanner, God and Creation in Christian Theol-
ogy: Tyrrany or Empowerment? (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1988).

>Qden’s definition of providence is helpful: “Providence is God’s own act by
which God orders all events in creation, nature, and history, so that the ends for
which God created them will be in due time realized. The final end is that all
creatures will, in God’s own time, manifest God’s glory and reflect as they are
capable of divine happiness” See Oden, Systematic Theology, 270.

oI find this approach a helpful entrypoint into providence that leverages not
only its ontological importance but also its practical import. The practical sensi-
bility baked into most traditional doctrines of providence means that much of
the principles developed stem as much from the doctrine of God defended as
from the circumstances that engender the account. For example, Augustine’s The
City of God offers a vision of universal history within a waning Roman empire
being consumed by violence. Boethius composes the Consolation while impris-
oned. Calvin’s Institutes of Christian Religion addresses a displaced community
worn thin from fear and persecution. In an extended reflection in light of provi-
dence’s critics David Fergusson argues that there is no fixed-form or doctrinal
location of providence. Instead, providence is best distributed across the doctri-
nal landscape and narrated within the Christian life. My argument differs from
Fergusson in highlighting the center of providence in the economic Trinity. On
the history of the doctrine of providence, see David Fergusson, The Providence of
God: A Polyphonic Approach (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018),
13-109, 297-342; cf. Mark Eliot, Providence Perceived: Divine Action from a
Human Point of View (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2015), and Genevieve Lloyd, Provi-
dence Lost (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2008).
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inevitably denies human freedom (or contingency).” Thus, one might rea-
son that out of a fear of determinism, providence ought to be jettisoned.
Instead it is more profitable to talk about superabundant, universal, pre-
venient, illuminating, justifying, regenerating, and sanctifying grace.®
This is good, but perhaps it is worth pressing this supposed tension. If
one attributes omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence to the Tri-
une God, then by virtue of the fact that it is this God who acts, that which
goes on in creation is determined in a sense, otherwise God’s action is
insensible and our world is unintelligible.” However, positing a zero-sum
game between creaturely and divine freedom is unnecessary. In fact, the
sovereignty of God who loves in perfect freedom and the creature who is
free to love the God on whom they depend can both be preserved within
the doctrine of providence without nulling either the contingency of indi-
vidual events (which is at stake in the issues of freedom) or the simplicity
and constancy of divine action.!? The way forward is to invite a conversa-

7In some cases, this criticism is warranted. Consider, as a foil, Zwingli’s
account which attributes all causal power to God, denying efficient secondary
causality and therefore ruling out the possibility of free-will of the creature so
that the immovability of divine providence is retained. His preoccupation with
the binary opposition of divine sovereignty and creaturely contingency presses
him into this position. See Ulrich Zwingli, On Providence and other Writings
(Durham: The Labyrinth Press, 1983), 133, 136, 138-159; David Fergusson, The
Providence of God, 81-84.
8For instance, despite collapsing the distinction between creation and
preservation, it is curious just how providential Margaret Sukocki’s discussion of
Wesleyan grace appears: “The theme to be explored in this chapter is the neces-
sity in the twenty-first century of broadening a Wesleyan understanding of grace
to include the wholy of God’s activity, so that God’s redemptive grace is seen to
be but one form of God’s all-encompassing creative grace” See Margaret
Suchocki, “Wesleyan Grace,” in The Oxford Handbook of Methodist Studies, ed.
William J. Abraham and James E Kirby (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011),
540.
9Thomas Oden, Systematic Theology, 1:272, 283-286, 295-296; John Calvin,
Institutes of Christian Religion, trans. Henry Beveridge (London: James Clark &
Co., Ltd., 1962),1.16.1, 6.
10Consider, sympathetically, Schleiermacher’s doctrine of providence which
is a form of theological compatibilism, a fitting example not only because Pope
critiques him and erroneously charges him with pantheism, but because perhaps
Pope is nearer to Schleiermacher than he imagines. For Schleiermacher, divine
providence (or preservation) governs all creation by virtue of God’s existence in
power which upholds divine and creaturely freedom: the expression of divine
(continued on following page)
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tion around developing a form of non-competitive agency. There are
many conversation partners available to develop this corrective, even
within the marrow of the Wesleyan tradition, lest we forget that neither
Jacob Arminius nor John Wesley could tolerate the idea that creatures
and creation is completely self-determined.!! One such conversation part-
ner within the Wesleyan tradition that offers a distinctive approach to the
doctrine of providence is William Burt Pope. For him, the logic of the
Trinity ad extra and especially the works of the Spirit overcome seemingly
intractable dilemmas between divine and creaturely action in the doc-
trine of providence.

(note 10 continued)

power (or action) in an event causes the creature to move in freedom within reli-
gious-consciousness (§46). The qualitative difference between finite and infinite
causes (ontological and ontic) generates a form of non-competitve agency. Effec-
tively, the world in which the creature lives and moves becomes saturated with
the action of God—all that happens becomes miracle (§48). See Friedrich
Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith ed. Paul T. Nimmo (London: Bloomsbury T
& T Clark, 2016), §§46-49. Compare Dawn DeVries and B. A. Garrish, “Provi-
dence and Grace: Schleiermacher on Justification and Election,” in The Cam-
bridge Companion to Friedrich Schleiermacher ed. Jacqueline Marifia (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 189-205. Or, for a different perspective that
emphasises Schleiermacher’s proximity to Leibniz and Spinoza see Daniel J. Ped-
ersen, The Eternal Covenant: Schleiermacher on God and Natural Science (Berlin:
De Gruyter, 2017), 46-68.

HOf the importance of the doctrine of providence, Wesley writes, “There is
scarce any doctrine in the whole compass of revelation which is of deeper impor-
tance than this” He goes on to lay out a thorough-going affirmation of a set of
classical divine attributes, power, wisdom, and the like. Without contradicting
divine sovereignty, he argues that it is the highest expression of God’s sovereignty
that the gift of creaturely freedom be upheld. This freedom stems from the free-
dom of God, “For he created man in his own image,” and is likewise subsistent
within the frame of the divine purpose” See John Wesley, “On Divine Provi-
dence;” in John Wesley, Sermons, ed. Albert C. Outler, 4 vols.; Vols. 1-4 in The
Works of John Wesley [WJW] (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1984-8), 2:535-550. On
the priority of the doctrine of providence in Wesley, see Howard A. Snyder,
“Works of Grace and Providence: The Structure of John Wesley’s Theology,” Wes-
ley and Methodist Studies 10 /2 (2018): 151-176. Compare Arminius’s doctrine of
providence in Keith D Stanglin and Thomas H McCall, Jacob Arminius: Theolo-
gian of Grace (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 94-138; cf. Thomas H.
McCall, “Was Arminius an Unwitting Determinist? Another Look at Arminius’s
Modal Logic,” in Reconsidering Arminius: Beyond the Reformed and Wesleyan
Divide (Nashville: Kingswood Books, 2014), 23-37.
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Here is how this essay unpacks Pope’s approach. First, I exegete and
analyze Pope’s doctrine of providence as he frames it within the economic
Trinity and show that all of God’s actions, direct or indirect, manifest
God’s redemptive purpose thereby retaining the soteriological emphasis
of Wesleyan doctrines of God. Providence and grace are brought into a
close relationship. Second, my analysis of Pope’s doctrine of providence
examines how he uses the doctrine of appropriations to explicate the mul-
tiplicity of God’s exhaustive providential activity. In turn, this section
parses the economy of the Father, that of the Son, and that of the Spirit.
Whereas many accounts of divine providence stem from God the Father
and understand God’s creative work as proximate to God’s providential
activity, what is of interest in this retrieval is how God’s providence is
related to the operations of the Spirit, who is the Spirit of the Father and
the Spirit of the Son, in the administration of redemption. What this
emphasis offers is an opportunity to reflect on how the economy of the
Spirit, which deals with actual transformation in the world (addictions
healed, friendships restored, peoples liberated, etc.), might accommodate
a generous and participative doctrine of providence indexed to the third
article.

Providence and the Purposiveness of God’s Action

In Pope’s A Compendium of Christian Theology, the doctrine of provi-
dence closes the first volume.12 The doctrine centers on the redemptive
quality of all God’s action. Here Pope protects against bracketing divine
action from the particularity of the Christian God of providence. It is the
particularity of the three-in-one God that authorizes how Pope is able to
accommodate the freedom of God and the freedom of the creature.l3
Therefore, divine provision is at every step of the way advancing the
economy of redemption, “Providence is the history of Divine dealings
with men as fallen and restored.”!4 Thus, Pope’s weighty doctrine of prov-

12william Burt Pope, A Compendium of Christian Theology being analytical
outlines of a course of study, biblical, dogmatic, historical, 3 vols. (New York: Hunt
& Eaton, 1889). Hereafter Compendium.

13This particularity is a key principle in Pope’s system which he develops in
reference to the mediatorial economy: “[I]t is the prerogative of God alone to
dwell in His creatures; that to the Father, the Son, and the Spirit distinctively and
equally this prerogative is assigned; and that to no other beings or persons is it
ascribed throughout the scriptures” Pope, Compendium, 1:268.

14pope, Compendium, 1:453.
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idence carefully ensures that talk of God’s action in the world occurs
within the wider horizon of the Triune God’s redemptive purpose. Con-
sider his thesis:

The Triune God of Creation is the God also of Providence. This
term, in its widest meaning, signifies the Divine presence in the
world as sustaining, controlling, and guiding to their destina-
tion all things that are made. The will of God determines the
end for which all orders of creaturely being exist. His Wisdom
and His Goodness appoint the infinite variety of means by
which that one end is attained: in the Conservation of the
frame of nature, both spiritual and material; in the Care of all
creatures that are the subjects of want; in the Government espe-
cially of intelligent and probationary beings. And His Power
insures the accomplishment of every design or end for which
they exist. The doctrine of Providence may be studied, there-
fore, in its connection with the Divine Being and the Divine
attributes; then in relation to the objects and characteristics of
its exercise.1?

This thesis (and the analysis which follows it) has all the form of a
scholastic doctrine of providence. The mark of divine action is its consis-
tency with Godself, that in every instatiation the entirety of the divine
identity as the One who creates, the One who preserves, and the One who
saves is on display.

Here is what Pope has in mind. All divine action is ordered to the
redemption of creation and in this sense all God’s acts are simple, united
in their ends which are always already accomplished because of the self-
sufficiency of God.!¢ Divine activity unfolds in all its multiplicity as an
unveiling of the eternal will for redemption in the divine economy ad
intra, which is unveiled in all God’s works ad extra. The unicity of divine
action is that in their exhaustive variety all God’s action relates to, partici-
pates in, and advances the history of grace (i.e. salvation-history or the
Heilsgeschichte). For instance, God upholds the fragile life of the sparrow
as an expression of God’s willing that the whole of creation be liberated
from bondage to the effects of sin and the viciousness of the principalities

15Space does not permit the inclusion of the relation of the divine attributes
on display in this thesis. Nor does space permit to consider Pope’s interaction
with other discourses, see Compendium, 1:437.

16pPope, Compendium, 1:440; cf. on God’s self-sufficiency, see Pope, Com-
pendium, 1:300-302.
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and powers (Mt. 6:25-34; cf. Rom. 8:19-23). Even God’s indirect actions
narrated as God’s patience and forebearance are salutary actions in that
God freely acts towards redemption.!” Compare this example with Pope’s
exposition of the divine purpose later in the Compendium:

Under a decree of redemption virtually accomplished the whole
world has lived and moved and had its being. The self-devotion
of the One Mediator dated back before He become Christ Jesus
Man: His incarnation was the testimony in time of an eternal
fact in the Divine counsel.18

All these acts stem from the center of the history of grace in the Christ-
event in which the eternity of the divine life is unveiled. Or as Ephesians
thunders, “With all wisdom and insight he has made known to us the
mystery of his will, according to his good pleasure that he set forth in
Christ, as a plan for the fullness of time, to gather up all things in him,
things in heaven and things on earth” (Eph. 1:9-10). The acts of God,
even while one differentiates between modes of preservation, care, and
governance, each in their own wondrous manner gather the creature into
graces unfolding in superabundance from “before the foundations of the
world” (Eph. 1:4). Even as the gravity of grace draws the creature towards
Christ, the consideration of divine providence cannot ignore the
inescapable purposiveness of God’s action: “We cannot approach the
accomplished work of redemption save through the eternal counsel from
which it sprang, and the successive dispensations which connected it with
that eternal purpose”!® Therefore, to confess that God’s acts are purposive
means that in the perception of any act of God, regardless of its particu-
larity, this act is conceived within the horizon of redemption, the “eternal
purpose” of the economic Trinity. God’s ends are saving ends, even if
these remain veiled to creatures.

This impacts Pope’s doctrine of providence by highlighting its aim:
the expression of God’s Triune identity which is present within and
exceeds the contingency of creaturely history. So, with Pope’s opening
claim, “The Triune God of Creation is also the God of Providence,” he
sets the question of divine provision in a different register: he carefully

17While not primary focus of this essay, this logic is how Pope deals with
theodicy, see Compendium, 1:455.

18Pope, Compendium, 2:92.

15Pope, Compendium, 2:90.
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attends to the narration of God’s action laid up in Scripture which relates
all talk of providence back to the identity of God as the God who saves
expressly in the life, death, resurrection, and ascension of Christ. All of
Pope’s theology revolves around its christocentric footing. Through the
Christ-event which unveils the divine purpose and unites the multiplicity
of divine action in the world under one heading, one is able to affirm
“present IN universal creaturely existence, as presiding OVER it, and as
accomplishing THROUGH it His own designs,” each and every action of
God, from Pentecost to the joy of an infant’s baptism to the upholding of
the smallest bacterium expresses the purpose and centre of history.20
Divine action, thus, if it is always to be ordered to a singular purpose
despite the apparent cacophony of that which does and does not happen
on in the world must be qualitatively different by virtue of the fact that
the divine essence is wholly other.2! Consider his exposition of Romans
11:36 (“For from him and though him and to him are all things”):

This is a truth to be adored rather than discussed. In each of the
three conceptions of the Supreme there is unfathomable mys-
tery. That He is in the universal creature and its evil and good;
that He can be OVER it, as in a personality like ours marked off
from what is God Himself; that the Absolute can use means: all
these are thoughts which Biblical terms make us as familiar
with as OUR FATHER. But no thinking of ours can comprehend
them.22

Pope distinguishes here that God’s identity, precisely as divine, remains
wholly other from creation and therefore God’s action retains this other-
ness, even in the ontic occasion of divine action: in any event God
remains the God who is wholly other, the I AM wHO I AM (Exod. 3:14),
who is acting through secondary means, through finite agents in crea-
turely space-time.23 The doctrine of providence need not conflate the his-
tory of grace—which should call to mind the divine council, the one
covenant, and the reconciliation of all from “before the foundations of the

20Pope, Compendium, 1:437-8.

21Pope, Compendium, 1:437.

22pope, Compendium, 1:438.

23For Pope’s discussion of these issues (immanence and transcendence,
agency and contingency) see Compendium, 1:446-451; cf. further, Pope’s discus-
sion of the freedom of God, “the anti-Pantheistic attribute,” see Compendium,
1:308-311.
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world”—with the “chaos of the nations,” to use one of Pope’s great lines.24
But whenever and whereever God acts, the history of grace subvenes all
events.

This section explains what Pope perceives to be at stake in the doc-
trine of providence and why its accountability to the economic life of the
Trinity is vital. The upshot is that the self-sufficiency of divine action
enables the confession of the unified purposiveness of God’s action within
the warp and woof of everyday life. The Trinity is always already enacting
redemption and while in the course of everyday life the divine action
might appear. Pope’s concern that providence reflect the will of the Triune
God presents an opportunity to transition to the second aspect under
analysis here: namely, how the doctrine of appropriations, implicated in
relating providence to the economic Trinity, informs the doctrine of
providence.

Providence and the Doctrine of Appropriations

This section turns to the relation of the doctrine of appropriations to
divine providence. Pope’s analysis makes use of the doctrine of appropria-
tions as a way of speaking about the variety of God’s action in creation
which are always revelations of the eternal decree. It offers an interesting
and distinct approach to discussing the classic differentiation between
God’s conservation, care, and governance by giving explicit reference to
the particular operations of the several divine persons in the mediatorial
economy. Of course, in no way is Pope negligent of the guiding principle
that all the economic acts of the Trinity are indivisible (opera trinitatis ad
extra indivisia sunt).2> Additionally, he couches his discussion of the
appropriations within the historic preference for allocating divine action
summarily in the first person of the Trinity, God the Father.2® Minding
these delimiting points, Pope exemplifies a careful and balanced trinitar-
ian reflection on the doctrine of providence. He reminds the reader, “The
Providence of God is in all its acts and offices attributed to the several
Persons of the Holy Trinity respectively’?” Here he commits himself to
the exposition of an account of God’s action that distributes itself among
the several economies of the divine persons and, more importantly, leans

24pope, Compendium, 2:346.
25pope, Compendium, 1:442.
26Pope, Compendium, 1:442.
27Pope, Compendium, 1:440.
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on the economy of the Spirit to thread the whole doctrine together. Now
to take the appropriations in turn.

The particular relation of the Father and the Son in the divine econ-
omy requires that Pope address these first. The work of the Father and the
Son are inextricably bound together in a way that differs in emphasis from
the Spirit. Within his exposition of providence, Pope makes a principle out
of Christs admonition that “My Father is still working, and I also am
working” (Jn. 5:17). Pope uses the operations of the Father to discuss God’s
exhaustive providential care and conservation, stemming from God’s cre-
ative activity (which is likewise attributed to the Father).28 He refers the
reader back to his discussion of creation which, like providence, empha-
sises the unity and distinction of the Trinity.2? The Father, through the
Word and with the Spirit, is still working, graciously upholding all created
things in existence and mercifully directing every aspect of life to its end,
which is not an extension of God’s creative act, but rather denotes the con-
stancy and faithfulness of God to God’s purpose. In providence God acts
in a multiplicity of ways, each according to their kind and fittingness.3°
Here Pope demonstrates how the Father’s work reflects the exhaustive
nature of divine activity which is nothing less than meticulous. There is no
element of the cosmos which is not utterly dependent upon the divine life
for its existence. Yet, he distinquishes this sharply from the originary cre-
ative act, drawing on the idea of Sabbath to shed light on his meaning,
“The long Divine Sabbath has been and still is, and will be to the end,
filled up with the ceaseless activity of perfect rest, with the perfect rest of
ceaseless activity.3! This notion rules out the error of continuous creation
or emergence (creatio continua) while emphasizing the universality and
dynamism of the Father’s conservation and care. The first person of the
Trinity allows Pope to think through God’s exhaustive activity in caring
and conserving the existence of radically dependent creatures.

How Pope conceives of the work of the Son extends God’s providen-
tial activity to the idea of divine governance. In all of God’s acts the unity
of the Godhead is displayed, even while expressed in different modes, and
this unicity is especially impressed upon theology when considering the
operations of the Son and the Father. When pressed to describe the Son’s

28pope, Compendium, 1:440.
29Pope, Compendium, 1:365; cf. Col. 1:16-17.
30pope, Compendium, 1:446.
31Pope, Compendium, 1:440.
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work within this scheme in light of the particular relation of the first and
second persons, Pope highlights that the Son’s distinctive is elusive this
side of the eschaton. Still, he urges that the Son’s work remains an “espe-
cial department . . . bound up with the Kingly office of his mediatorial
work”32 This appeal to Christ’s kingly office reveals further detail regard-
ing this association of providence to the Son’s work. When Pope deals
with the three-fold office of Christ (minus triplex) later in the Com-
pedium,33 this final element establishes the Kingdom of God as an actual-
ity proleptically given in the world that manifests itself in the church and
in the inner life of the creature. The operations of the Son in providence
exercise Christ’s reign, which extends its authority in the “protection of
His people” and the subjugation of the principalities and powers.34
Christ’s sovereignty authorizes the providential governance of all creatures
as a means of gathering them into his Kingdom, “The providential gov-
ernment of human affairs is in the hands of Christ for the sake of the
Body of a new mankind which He is gathering and sanctifying to Him-
self”3> Where the history of grace meets contingent, creaturely history we
find the church at the centre as the chosen location that the Son reveals
the universality of the Kingdom of God.

Thus the Son’s work relates especially to divine governance. Gover-
nance is the highest form of providence and follows of necessity from the
express purpose of the redemption of humanity. Therefore Pope admits,
“theology has no doctrine on this subject which does not connect it with
sin and redemption.”3¢ As the Father gathers all creatures towards Godself
in the conservation and care for the world so too does the Son gather all
humanity, fallen and alienated from the Kingdom of God, unto Godself.
This gathering finds expression in the life of the church, which derives its
life from Christ (Eph. 1:22). All God’s actions are clothed in God’s
redeeming purposes, and no location displays this more clearly than in
the providential government under the kingly office of Christ.

What remains is to draw all these works together under the economy
of the Spirit, “The Lord, the Giver of Life” On Pope’s account, the mediat-
ing activity of the Spirit holds together our perceptions and deliberations

32Pope, Compendium, 1:441.
33Pope, Compendium, 2:249-253.
34Pope, Compendium, 2:251-2.
35Pope, Compendium, 2:253.
36Pope, Compendium, 1:453.
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about the acts of God in all events. Where the self-sufficiency of God as
wholly other and the contingency of creaturely acts meet is in the econ-
omy of the Spirit. Pope states that the economy of the Spirit in providence
has two senses. The first is derivative of the principle of Triunity, the
Spirit is the Spirit of the Father and the Son: “In the unity of the Father
and the Son He has . . . co-operated from the beginning in all acts of
Providential administration.”37 In this the Spirit applies all that is willed
by the Father and the Son. Thinking of the psalmist’s words in Psalm 104,
“When you send forth your spirit, they are created; / and you renew the
face of the ground” (Ps. 104:30), Pope writes: “[T]he beginning and the
continuance of all things are ascribed to the Third Person of the Holy
Trinity, and we may safely regard Him as the Lord and Giver of life
throughout the universe: the Direct Efficient who connects the unseen
with the seen in the whole economy of things”38 This gives the economy
of the Spirit a notable priority in providence: whatever God does in the
world, even if God’s acts are qualitatively different, is efficiently caused by
the third person of the Trinity, who witnesses to the Father and the Son.
Here the Spirit is the bond of unity not only within the divine life but also
between God and the world.

While in this first sense Pope uses the economy of the Spirit to com-
municate the means by which God’s universal activity is applied, in the
second sense the economy of the Spirit deals exclusively with the care of
the believer. Pope conceives of the economy of the Spirit as a way of
speaking about what is often termed special providence. One turns their
attention from the principles of the divine life, to the events which reveal
the wonder and glory of the Trinity in the Christian life, that is, actual
transformation according to Spirit’s design. In all the processes of salva-
tion, “preceding, accompanying, following conversion, [the Spirit] is the
Christian’s Providence”3 As the Spirit strives with the creature’s spirit,
the Spirit witnesses to the acts of the Triune God.#0 The generosity of
divine grace unveils itself as the Spirit witnesses to the acts of God pre-
ceding and throughout the believer’s life and the life of the church as they
are healed, liberated, and fulfilled-4! Indeed, the Spirit is the “very Hand
of Providence” over the course of salvation history:

37Pope, Compendium, 1:442.
38Pope, Compendium, 1:442.
39Pope, Compendium, 1:442.
40Pope, Compendium, 2:325.
41pope, Compendium, 1:451.
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As [the Spirit] respects the Church and the individual believer
the Spirit of Christ is the very Hand of Providence from the day
of Pentecost and the Ethiopian at Gaza downwards through all
the experiences of Christian history.42

The gracious, illuminative activity of the Spirit uniquely guides, protects,
and provides for those within the life of grace. Pentecost inaugurates a
new mode of the Spirits economy where “The perfect God is perfectly
revealed; but revealed in the Trinity of Redemption, the Economical Trin-
ity”43 The Spirit, who constitutes the church (Eph. 2:22), takes centre
stage in the history of that church by making known the work of the Son
and the grace of the Father (1 Cor. 12:3). This witness the Spirit gives to
the world, to the church, and to the individual creature: the Spirit con-
victs and evidences the world of its fallen form, the Spirit comforts the
church in the assurance of Christ’s reign, and the Spirit illuminates, con-
victs, and converts the fallen creature.44 In brief, through the Spirit and in
faith one knows an event to be an act of God.

The two senses of the operations of the Spirit in providence are two
modes of the Spirit’s activity in the administration of redemption. This
means that, considering the unity of the Trinity, within the economy of
the Spirit, the Spirit represents the Son and applies what the Son has
already accomplished. While the whole of creation is caught up in the
economy of the Spirit which witnesses to the center of the history of
grace, the Spirit makes known God’s acts in particular ways to the
believer. Through the Spirit, the believer is supplied with a way of under-
standing all that happens in the world as ordered to redemption. Nothing
escapes the divine will for redemption, and nothing occurs outside of it.
The Spirit gifts believers with the gracious perception of the acts of God
throughout the world, or, the manifestation of the history of grace within
the contingencies of creaturely history.

This concludes my exposition of Pope’s doctrine of providence and
its accountability to the doctrine of the economic Trinity: first, this means
for Pope providence is thought within the history of redemption eternally
willed within the Triune life of God and, second, this means that provi-
dence can be conceived according to the operations of the several divine
persons. The economy of the Spirit offers unique leverage on the relation

42pope, Compendium, 1:442.
43Pope, Compendium, 2:326.
44pope, Compendium, 2:326-329.
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between divine and creaturely agency within Pope’s system: the Spirit
unites the Father and the Son, mediates between creation and the divine
life, and administers the redemption accomplished by the Son with the
Father to the lives of believers. The third article becomes a principle of
theological reason. In all this, the priority of the Spirit compels one to
take seriously that every event witnesses to the wondrous principles of the
divine life, uniquely represented in the irrepeatible apocalypse of God in
the Christ-event. What's left is to offer a brief reflection on the potential
significance of Pope’s doctrine of providence.

Providence and the Significance of the Spirit

In this paper I analyze how Pope relates the economic Trinity to the doc-
trine of providence and its prioritization of the operations of the Spirit.
This scheme is not only of interest for historical theology, but will prove
valuable for continued reflection on the nature of the doctrine of provi-
dence in Wesleyan perspective. Here is why: as I framed this paper at the
outset, in the doctrine of providence seeks to make sense out of God’s
involvement within the contingency of everyday life. Perhaps, I suggest,
divine provision might take on a different light if the economy of the
Spirit takes greater priority in theological reasoning because the Spirit’s
work brings us in close to the activity of our own spirit.

There are two directions, among others, that the doctrine of provi-
dence following in the footsteps of Pope should entertain. First, if provi-
dence takes seriously the economy of the Spirit, then the doctrine can be
framed within the human being’s cooperation with the providence of God.
In this direction, one might begin to think through in what sense crea-
tures are agents of providence. Pope gives us a roomy account of provi-
dence where cooperation between Creator and creature is real and
effective even while remaining radically asymettrical and likewise non-
competitive. This frame sets one squarely within Wesley’s vision of provi-
dence: that God provides so that the creature acts, not out of necessity,
but out of grace.4>

Second, a pneumatologically guided doctrine of providence allows
for a generous anticipation of God’s action outwith the boundaries of and
even against the church, which by virtue of the otherness of God’s action
communicated in the Spirit, remains provisional, anticipating Christ’s
cosmic reign. In providence the Spirit’s witness opens the creature to all

45John Wesley, “On Divine Providence” in WJW, 2:548-549.
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that happens in the world, unveiling the providential action of God at the
boundaries of the church and celebrating that God’s providence gathers
all humanity into the Kingdom of God.4¢ The Spirit’s activity always pre-
cedes and exceeds the church’s representation of God’s acts. The creature
is caught up in this excess. In God’s providence the church always has
more than enough. This means that the doctrine of providence invites a
generous, self-effacing gaze wherein the believer searches at the bound-
aries of the church for the acts of God in the world. In either direction,
what Pope’s doctrine of providence invites is that providence, through the
Spirit, becomes entangled with the Christian life.

Pope’s vision of providence confesses the free, sovereign decision of
the Trinity to abide with creation, to care, conserve, and govern the infi-
nite variety of events in the world. Within the sovereign provision of God
we move freely within the grace of God, living in wonder at the saturation
of creation with God’s love and mercy. Perhaps this vision brings us
within the spirit of the psalmist’s confession:

O Lorp, how manifold are your works!
In wisdom you have made them all;
the earth is full of your creatures.

May the glory of the LORD endure forever;
may the LORD rejoice in his works—-
Who looks on the earth and it trembles,
who touches the mountains and they smoke.
I will sing to the LORD as long as I live;
I will praise to my God while I have my being (Ps. 104:24, 31-33).

46See Tom Greggs, Dogmatic Ecclesiology, volume one, The Priestly Catholic-
ity of the Church (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019), 1-47; cf. Greggs, “The
Lord of All: Rediscovering the Christian Doctrine of Providence for the World,”
in Transforming Exclusion: Engaging Faith Perspectives, ed. Hannah Bacon,
Wayne Morris, and Steve Knowles (London: T & T Clark, 2011), 44-62.



“SHALL WE CONTINUE IN SIN?”
HUMAN FLOURISHING AND THE
QUESTION OF HOLINESS

by
Matt O’Reilly

If you are old enough to remember the early 1990s, and if, during that
time, you happened to be immersed in the evangelical subculture of
North America, you may remember a certain bumper sticker that read,
“Christians aren’t perfect, just forgiven.” The slogan was popular enough
that it wasn't limited to vehicular adornment. It also came in keychain
form. And if memory serves, t-shirts were available, too. Even if you've
not seen the mercantile, you'll understand the sentiment. And you’ll
understand that it raises questions. What notion of the Christian life does
such a claim presuppose? What does it imply regarding the question of
sin in the lives of believers? And what about holiness? Are we to think
that being a “Christian” is about being “just forgiven” and that exclu-
sively? What happens after divine forgiveness is granted? Is divine for-
giveness the felos of human life? And how are we to understand biblical
ethics and scriptural imperatives? Is grace powerful enough to deal with
indwelling sin? I'm not suggesting that this example from evangelical pop
culture involves a fully worked out doctrine of sin or sanctification. But it
does entail certain presuppositions that need to be named and which, I
suspect, continue to be held.!

We can get at the point from a different angle with an example
offered by Jonathan Pennington near the end of his book, The Sermon on
the Mount and Human Flourishing.2 Pennington tells how he often invites
students in his classes to say the first word that comes to mind when he
says the word “humanity” The answer, he reports, is almost always “sin-

1An earlier version of this paper was presented to the Oikonomia Network
Theology Colloquium. I'm grateful to Dr. Katie J. McCoy of Southwestern Baptist
Theological Seminary for her prepared response and to members of the Collo-
quium for their constructive input.

ZJonathan Pennington, The Sermon on the Mount and Human Flourishing: A
Theological Commentary (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2017), 292-293.
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ful” With Pennington, I affirm that a biblical anthropology rightly insists
that humanity is sinful.? But I also appreciate his suggestion that “sinful”
should not be the first word to which we turn to describe the scriptural
vision of human life. He suggests that “loved” or “beautiful” should be the
primary terms and “sinful” secondary.*

Pennington relates that story to make the point that many in the
Protestant tradition take it to be a misguided endeavor to talk of human
flourishing as God’s goal for human life.> My point is to highlight the way
many see sin as an essential aspect of human life. The gospel offers for-
giveness, but sustained transformation that consistently embodies the
fruit of the Spirit is often not seen as a viable possibility. Coming of age in
just that sort of American evangelicalism, I vividly remember thinking
that there must be more to the Christian faith than forgiveness alone.
And while I'm confident most readers would agree, there nevertheless
remain plenty of people who consider themselves followers of Jesus and
yet expect little or no sustained victory over sin. They are grateful for for-
giveness; they expect little more. My hope is that the current and growing
interest in theological accounts of human flourishing will provide space
for us to reflect on how much “more” there is and articulate what that
“more” looks like.® I believe the Wesleyan tradition has potential to make
a rich contribution to that endeavor.

To that end, I propose that we cannot speak adequately of human
flourishing in the Christian sense without also speaking of holiness. And
we cannot speak of holiness without also addressing sin. To adapt the
well-known question in the opening verse of Romans 6: can a person
continue in sin and flourish at the same time? It is my contention that if
we were to ask the apostle Paul to describe the good life or the life well-

3bid., 292.

4Ibid., 293.

5Ibid.

6For recent theological approaches to human flourishing, see Ellen T.
Charry, God and the Art of Happiness (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010); Brent A.
Strawn, ed. The Bible and the Pursuit of Happiness: What the Old and New Testa-
ments Teach Us about the Good Life (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012);
Miroslav Volf and Justin E. Crisp, eds., Joy and Human Flourishing: Essays on
Theology, Culture, and the Good Life (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2015); Miroslav Volf,
Flourishing: Why We Need Religion in a Globalized World (New Haven: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 2015); Pennington, Sermon on the Mount; Miroslav Volf and
Matthew Croasmun, For the Life of the World: Theology that Makes a Difference
(Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2019).
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lived, his response would sound something like the argument we find in
Romans 6, which comes to its climax in verse 22, “But now, having been
liberated from sin and enslaved to God, the fruit you have is holiness, the
end is the life of the age to come.” If everything Paul says in this critical
chapter can be summed up with a statement about liberation from sin
and holiness that anticipates the felos of human life, then it will be worth
reflecting more carefully on the vision of human life set forth in that
chapter. In what follows, then, we will work our way through key portions
of Romans 6 with the aim of articulating the beginnings of a Pauline
vision of human flourishing. The starting point is what I'm calling the
question of holiness: “Shall we continue in sin?” (6:1, 15). The way Paul
handles this question illumines his understanding of flourishing. For
Paul, the resurrected Jesus defines human life and wholeness, and other
human beings come into fullness by participating in Christ’s resurrection.
Union with Christ thus plays a significant role in Paul’s theology of
human flourishing. It forms the basis of Paul’s radical vision of human life
as thoroughgoing freedom from sin and altogether oriented toward God.
We will also find that even though Paul has remarkable expectations for
holiness in the present, his vision of full human life nevertheless comes in
the context of his hope for future bodily resurrection. That is to say, there
is a liberating and transformative human experience in the present that
comes to its end with the full renewal of embodied human life in the
future. Or, to use Paul’s own language, “the fruit you have is holiness, the
end is the life of the age to come” (6:22).

The Question of Holiness

We begin then with the question of holiness: “Shall we continue in sin in
order that grace may abound?” (Rom 6:1; cf. 6:15). I call this the question
of holiness because of the rather obvious answer to this very rhetorical
question. Paul uses the question here, and the very similar question in
6:15, to imply that believers should not continue in sin but should instead
embody a life of holiness. The apostle will devote his energy in the rest of
the chapter to articulating a vision of human life characterized by such
holiness. Indeed, holiness is what this chapter is about, even though the
term itself doesn’t appear till near the end.” The question arises as a fol-
low-up to a claim made in Rom 5:20, “where sin increased, grace

7C. E. B. Cranfield, The Epistle to the Romans (2 vols.; Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1975), 295.
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abounded even more.” Evidently, Paul perceived that his doctrine of justi-
fication by grace through faith left him open to the charge of antinomian-
ism. And if Rom 3:8 is any clue, that very charge had been leveled against
him prior to writing this letter. If God meets human sin with superabun-
dant grace (cf. 5:21), why is there any need for transformation or growth
in holiness?® Can’t we just continue in sin with the confidence that God
will meet our sin with more grace? Paul’s response to this false inference
reveals his robust vision of human life set free from sin.

Many will find Paul’s answer to the question about continuing in sin
striking, if not altogether unexpected. Say, for example, we were to direct
Paul’s question to the sort of person described in the introduction to this
essay—the sort with a keychain that says, “Christians aren't perfect, just
forgiven.” We might expect them to reply: what choice do we have? Aren’t
we human, after all? And human beings are sinners. Sure, we can experi-
ence some amount of victory over some sin in some areas of life. But
were fundamentally still sinners. We can't help it.

Paul, however, doesn’'t approach the question that way at all. Instead,
he responds with an unequivocal rejection of the notion that believers
should continue in sin. His exclamatory mé genoito is well-known, and
the high level of emphasis leaves us no room to wiggle. Paul expects
Christians to stop sinning. And he strengthens the expectation with
another rhetorical question, “How can we who died to sin go on living in
it?” (6:2), as if any believer would suggest such a thing should be the
norm. The claim is shocking, if only because it seems to conflict with our
experience. Few would claim to have stopped sinning, and others would
have serious doubts about any such claim. But if we set aside our surprise
for the moment, we will be in position to see something extraordinary.
That something is Paul’s account of human freedom in Christ. When
faced with the question of sin in the life of the believer, Paul does not
respond by reminding us that we are human, after all, and sin is simply
part of the equation. Give it your best shot, but don't expect to get too ter-
ribly far. To the contrary, when faced with the question of sin, Paul’s
answer is, “Stop!” And he substantiates that answer by setting forth a
robust vision of human life characterized not by sin but by holiness. The
point is worth restating. Paul offers a vision of human life that is charac-
terized by consistent, thoroughgoing holiness. And I often wonder to

8James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8 (WBC; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1988),
306.
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what extent we've really reckoned with the claims he makes in this strik-
ing passage.

Paul substantiates his claim that believers should not continue in sin
by pointing to the believer’s baptismal union with Christ (6:3). He does
not provide details regarding how believers are joined to Christ; he simply
takes it as given. He also seems to think the recipients ought to know this,
even if they have not fully reckoned with the implications.” Paul then
draws an analogy between the resurrection of Christ and the character of
the believer’s life in the present. We might have expected Paul to connect
the dots between Christ’s finished resurrection and the believer’s future
resurrection (cf. 1 Cor 15:20-23), though we should probably be accus-
tomed to Paul sidestepping our expectations. Instead, he highlights the
resurrection of Christ as enabling the believer’s new potential to “walk in
newness of life” Paul uses the language of walking (peripateo) elsewhere
in Romans to describe the present character of a person’ life.10 The sub-
junctive form of peripateo highlights the possibility that believers may
embody this newness of life from the present forward. We may walk in
newness of life. That is the possibility opened up by union with Christ in
his death. In Romans, at least, union with Christ in his resurrection is a
future reality that is not realized in the present for believers, though it is a
consequence of present union with Christ in his death (6:5).1! The future
dimension of bodily resurrection is highlighted by verb tense changes in
Rom 6:5. That believers are already joined to Christ in his death is com-
municated in that verse by the perfect tense form of ginomai. In the same
sentence, though, Paul shifts to the future tense (esometha) when he talks
about the believer’s union with Christ in his resurrection. The former is
accomplished; the latter remains to be realized. For Paul, the fact of union
with Christ in his death creates hope for future union with Christ in his
resurrection and the potential for those joined to Christ to embody a new
character of life in the present.

9The “Do you not know. . . ?” formula in Rom 6:3 functions rhetorically to
introduce information the recipients may not have fully considered.

10Rom 8:4; 13:13; 14:15. Cf. 1 Cor 3:3; 7:17; 2 Cor 4:2; 5:7; 10:2, 3; 12:18; Gal
5:16; Phil 3:17, 18; 1 Th 2:12; 4:1, 12.

Tn contrast, Ephesians 2:6 and Colossians 3:1 portray believers as
presently raised with Christ. This is noteworthy because it forms part of the evi-
dence for claims that those two letters are deutero-Pauline, though support for
that conclusion may be waning among New Testament scholars; see the discus-
sion in Paul Foster, “Who Wrote 2 Thessalonians? A Fresh Look at an Old Prob-
lem,” JSNT 35, no. 2 (2012): 150-75, here 152-53.
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What Paul doesn’t want the Romans to miss is that this new charac-
ter of life involves (1) the destruction of “the body of sin” (to soma tes
hamartias) and (2) freedom from slavery to sin (6:6). Some interpreters
see Paul’s phrase to soma tés hamartias as synonymous with the “old self”
(ho palaios hemon anthropos, 6:6) and argue that soma in both instances
refers to the whole person, not the body in particular.!2 There is reason to
be cautious, however, of readings that minimize the significance of physi-
cality in Paul’s somatic language. After all, the destruction of “the body of
sin” helps to ground Paul’'s coming command that believers not allow sin
to reign in their presently mortal bodies (6:12). The emphasis there is on
corporeality, which suggests we shouldn’t follow those who suggest to
soma tés hamartias means something like “the sinful person” The better
option is to take “the body of sin” to refer to the physical body under the
power of sin.!3 John Barclay suggests that Paul means “the body comman-
deered by sin, such that its dispositions, emotions, speech-patterns, and
habitual gestures are bound to systems of honor which will be submitted
by the believer either to sin or to God.”!4 I would suggest that “the old
self” refers to the whole person under the power of sin, and that “the
body of sin” refers to the physical body as the sphere where that power is
manifest. Thus, the death of the old self and the destruction of sin’s hold
on the physical body means that believers are free from sin and slaves to
it no longer (6:6). For Paul, union with Christ grounds a person’s present
capacity to stop sinning and establishes that persons present hope for
future bodily resurrection.

Christ as the Definition of Human Flourishing

Paul develops two key implications of Christ’s resurrection in Rom 6:9-
10. First, Christ’s resurrection means that he is free from the power of
death. His death marks the end of death’s reign.!> Second, Christ’s death
changes his relationship to sin. Paul doesn’t say that Christ is no longer
under the power of sin; Christ was never under the power of sin. Rather,
his death destroyed the power of sin and inaugurated a new set of possi-

12Cranfield, Romans, 309; cf. Ulrich Wilckens, Der Brief an die Romer
(3vols., EKKNT; Zurich/Neukirchen: Benziger, 1978-82), 2.16-17.

13Robert H. Gundry, Soma in Biblical Theology: With Emphasis on Pauline
Anthropology (SNTSMS 29; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 58.

14John M. G. Barclay, Paul and the Gift (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2015),
508.

15]. R. Daniel Kirk, Unlocking Romans: Resurrection and the Justification of
God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 113-116.
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bilities for human life. That new possibility is a life lived to God. It is the
life that Christ now lives—his resurrection life.1

This new set of circumstances embodied in Jesus also means a new
reality for believers. While believers do not yet participate in Christ’s res-
urrection life, they must nevertheless “reckon” (logizomai) themselves
“dead to sin and alive to God in Christ” (Rom 6:11). In reckoning them-
selves alive to God, believers anticipate that which they do not yet have.
Upon being raised from the dead in the future, they will no longer need
to “reckon” themselves alive to God. They will be alive to God. All of this
comes together to substantiate Paul’s refusal to entertain the notion that
believers continue in sin. What does it mean to be alive? To live to God?
To be fully human? It means walking in newness of life. It means consid-
ering oneself dead to sin and alive to God. It means not continuing in sin.

One other key point needs to be made. This fully alive human life is
already fully realized in one human body, and the name of that body is
Jesus. For Paul, the life that Jesus now lives is paradigmatic human life.
Jesus models what God wants for all people. That is to say, for Paul, the
resurrected Christ defines the shape of human life lived as God desires. If
you want to know what human flourishing—or “the good life”—looks
like, Paul would invite you to look at Jesus, because “The life he lives he
lives to God,” as should every person. A truly Christian approach to
human flourishing must take the resurrected Jesus as prototypical.l” He is
now living the best human life. On that basis, Paul is next concerned to
articulate the believer’s movement from sin to holiness.

Holy Bodies and the Human Telos (or Your Best Life Later)

Having portrayed the resurrected Christ as the one who defines human
life at its best, Paul commands his readers not to let sin reign in their
mortal bodies (6:12). Believers are portrayed as agents who are free not to
present the parts of their bodies to sin to be used as instruments of

16In Romans, “life” refers to Jesus’ resurrection life (6:10) and the believer’s
future bodily resurrection. It is not something believers have in the present.
Paul’s term in Romans for what believers have now is “newness of life” (6:4).

1780, Pennington, “Jesus doesn’t just promote human flourishing through
his saving work, but more fundamentally, through his very identity;” (Sermon on
the Mount, 295, n. 13); cf. Christopher A. Beeley, “Christ is himself the archetype
and first instance of human flourishing, and other human beings flourish by par-
ticipating in Christ’s divine-human life, (“Christ and Human Flourishing in
Patristic Theology,” paper presented at the Yale Center for Faith and Culture
Consultation on Christ and Human Flourishing, 2014).
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unrighteousness. We've already seen that union with Christ in his death
means that sins hold on the bodies of believers is broken. Now Paul
insists that his readers live out that new reality. Instead of offering the
parts of their bodies to sin, they are commanded to offer the parts of their
bodies to God to be used as instruments of righteousness (6:13). The
thing to see is that Paul sees the human body as the sphere where trans-
formation takes place. The principles the apostle has articulated are
applied specifically to parts (meloi) of the body—to arms and legs and
eyes and lips, to name but a few. If believers are to embody the character
of Christ’s resurrected life and reckon themselves alive to God, then it
means the body must be disciplined in such a way so that it is no longer a
tool of sin but an instrument of righteousness.

Paul will underscore the point in 6:19-20. He sets forth a bold con-
trast between the recipients’ past lives, in which they presented their body
parts as slaves to sin and impurity, with their present life, in which he
obligates them to use their body parts for righteousness. To submit one-
self to sin is death—the very opposite of flourishing. To pursue that path
is to flee headlong away from the good life in Christ. For Paul, the matter
is one of contrasting ends. What is the telos of human life? Paul sees
things in black and white. To offer one’s body to sin comes with a telos of
death (6:21). Alternatively, to offer one’s body to God brings the advan-
tage (or fruit) of holiness and the telos of life.

What we have here is a deeply practical account of Paul’s emphatic
rejection of the notion that believers may continue in sin. Why does he so
energetically denounce the antinomian proposal that grace means holi-
ness is of no concern? Paul believes that every decision his readers make
regarding the use of their bodies is an opportunity to live to God. And
they are able, because they have been joined to Christ in his death, to live
accordingly. For Paul, considering oneself alive to God means making
daily decisions to resist sin and cultivate holiness. This is the shape of
human life defined by the resurrected Christ. Flourishing means cultivat-
ing holiness precisely because the telos of holiness is eternal resurrection
life. After all, how can a person flourish if they remain a slave to sin?

It should be clear (but it’s worth spelling out) that, for Paul, flourish-
ing must be understood to have both present and future dimensions.18

18Cf. Greg Carey, “Finding Happiness in Apocalyptic Literature,” in The Bible
and the Pursuit of Happiness: What the Old and New Testaments Teach Us about
the Good Life, ed. Brent Strawn (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 211-213.
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Full human life is eschatological and awaits the future resurrection of the
body.! No human being, with the exception of Jesus, has realized God’s
fullness for life. He entered that fullness with his own resurrection, as will
those who are joined to him. That does not mean, however, that flourish-
ing is altogether unavailable in the present. Paul wants us to understand
that holiness is freedom that anticipates the future resurrection of the
body. Thus, if resurrection means flourishing, so does holiness. Forgive-
ness is not the end for which God created human beings. Forgiveness is
an instrument necessary to bring human beings into reconciled relation-
ship of peace with God in union with Christ through the Spirit in order
that they may begin the journey toward wholeness.?0 Ultimate wholeness
comes at the resurrection, but that future is experienced anticipatorily in
the present with the renewal of human character and freedom from sin
for holiness. That looks like human bodies freed from sin to live for God,
and it means that believers are free to stop sinning. For Paul, that freedom
is a necessary condition of human flourishing in the present.

Human Flourishing, Theology, and the Church

It is left to offer a few reflections on the intersection of flourishing, theol-
ogy, and the church. First, let me say that the church needs to be talking
about human wholeness in terms of holiness. This will be challenging, but
it’s also imperative. The challenge is due in part to the many ways holiness
is misconstrued. As a pastor, I've met believers who, despite the clear
commands of scripture, see holiness as something that belongs exclu-
sively to God and is generally unattainable for human beings. Others see
it as a list of rules to be kept. Still others see it as a sort of pharisaical focus
on legalism. There are likely more. Each, however, fails to adequately
express a biblical account of holiness.2! Less often is holiness portrayed as
an expression of Christian freedom manifest in bodily behavior that hon-
ors God. But that is precisely the way Paul talks about it. We simply need
to be more Pauline. Holiness and wholeness go hand-in-hand.

19Pennington, Sermon on the Mount, 295.

20This essay focuses largely on the christological dimensions to flourishing
and less on the role of the Spirit. That is because we've limited ourselves to
Romans 6, which is primarily a christological passage. The role of the Spirit in
human flourishing could be explored by considering the apostle’s argument in
Romans 8.

21For a biblical theology of holiness, see John N. Oswalt, Called to Be Holy:
A Biblical Perspective (Nappanee: Evangel, 1999).
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Second is the related point that if human wholeness is expressed in
holiness, then sin must be understood as a force that degrades human life.
Yes, we come into the world as sinners. Slavery to sin is our default posi-
tion. But that does not mean that sin is essential to human life. If Jesus is
the prototypical human being, and if Jesus is not and has never been
under the power of sin, then sin is not essential to human life. We need to
be thinking of human life in terms of freedom from sin. Indeed, that is
the definition of full human life. Slavery to sin is subhuman experience.
Freedom from sin that we might live to God is where fullness is found.

Third, Pennington suggests that evangelicals are hesitant to talk
about human flourishing because they are concerned it may detract from
a deeply God-centered theology. Talk of human flourishing could be seen
as detracting from God’s glory as the telos of the world.22 But if we under-
stand flourishing in terms of holiness, then it helps us see the false
dichotomy. God alone frees human beings from slavery to sin. When we
embody that divinely granted freedom, it affirms the power of God.
Indeed, human holiness magnifies the glory of God precisely because it
demonstrates God’s power to free people from bondage to sin. No one
else can do that. When we embody holiness, we flourish and God is
exalted.

Fourth, the shared life of the church should be oriented toward glo-
rifying God by cultivating holiness among the people of God. This is the
goal of our preaching, our singing, our praying, our serving, our commu-
nity-building. All that we do should be driven by the desire to see more
people find wholeness through freedom from sin and union with Christ.
That means that holiness is also evangelistic and missional. If holiness is
an essential aspect of flourishing, then our efforts to promote flourishing
will involve seeking people who have not yet come to freedom in Christ
with a view to leading them along that path.

Fifth, and taking our lead from Wesley, what we are really talking
about here is love—love of God and love of neighbor. In “The Scripture
Way of Salvation,” Wesley alludes to Rom 6:11 in his discussion of entire
sanctification, “as we are more and more dead to sin, we are more and
more alive to God.”23 This Spirit-enabled growth in grace should be the

22Pennington, Sermon on the Mount, 293.

23John Wesley, Sermon 43, “The Scripture Way of Salvation,” in The Works of
the Rev. John Wesley, M.A., ed. Thomas Jackson, 3rd ed., 14 vols. (London: Wes-
leyan Methodist Book Room, 1872; reprinted Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 1.8.
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posture of the one waiting for entire sanctification, which Wesley here
describes as “perfect love’2* When we submit our bodies to sin, we
declare to God and the world that we love our desires and preferences—
indeed, we love ourselves—more than we love God. When we sin against
our neighbor, we demonstrate that our love for the other is not our prior-
ity. The root of sin is thus disordered love, and holiness is the experience
of having those loves brought into right order. If this is a fair reading of
Romans 6, it should come as no surprise when Paul later says, “the one
who loves another has fulfilled the law” (13:8).

The Wesleyan tradition is positioned to highlight the relatedness of
holiness, love, and human flourishing. Wesley made this very connection
in his essay on “The Character of a Methodist.” For Wesley, a Methodist is
“one who ‘loves the Lord his God with all his heart,” and “whose heart is
full of love to all mankind”25 Of the one who loves God with whole heart,
Wesley writes, “He is therefore happy in God, yea, always happy.’2¢ Else-
where Wesley described the aim of the incarnation itself in terms of hap-
piness: “To bless men, to make men happy, was the great business, for
which our Lord came into the world. . . . Knowing that happiness is our
common aim, and that an innate instinct continually urges us to the pur-
suit of it, he, in the kindest manner, applies to that instinct, and directs it
to its proper object”?” These words come at the beginning of Wesley’s
comments on the Sermon on the Mount, which he sees as “the complete
art of happiness”28 Human beings freed from sin and filled with love for
God and love for others—that is Wesley’s vision of true holiness which is
also the only true happiness.

If Wesley is right, then the vision of human life set forth in Romans 6
is also a vision of human happiness. Liberation from sin and freedom to
consistently embody love for God and neighbor ought, therefore, to shape

241bid., L.9.

25“The Character of a Methodist,” in The Works of the Rev. John Wesley,
M.A., ed. Thomas Jackson, 3rd ed., 14 vols. (London: Wesleyan Methodist Book
Room, 1872; reprinted Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 8:341, 343.

261bid., 8:342.

27John Wesley, Explanatory Notes Upon the New Testament (London: Con-
ference Office, 1813), 21.

281bid. See further, Edgard Colon-Emeric, “The Complete Art of Happi-
ness: Listening to the Sermon on the Mount with Wesley and Aquinas,” in
Embodying Wesley’s Catholic Spirit, ed. Daniel Castelo (Eugene: Pickwick, 2017),
100-115.
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the way we talk about the flourishing life. Put another way, the notion of
happiness as perfect love ought to be part and parcel to any Christian
understanding of human life well-led.

Conclusion

Any number of biblical texts could provide opportunity for reflection on
the nature of human flourishing. Romans 6 is one that helpfully orients us
by raising the question of holiness. Is continuing in sin the best that we
can hope for? If so, then flourishing is a dream unattainable in this life.
Thankfully, we have Paul’s answer to that question: “May it never be!”
God’s design for full human life is grounded in union with Christ in his
death to sin so that our bodies can enjoy freedom to live to God. That
freedom creates a new potential for holiness in the present that leads to
eschatological embodied life and exalts the glory of God. Human flour-
ishing in the Christian sense—indeed, the truest sense—is at least that.



A SYMBOL OF SALVATION:
RAHAB IN PATRISTIC EXEGESIS

by

Jonathan Morgan

Rahab, the prostitute from Jericho who assisted two Israelite spies on the
eve of Israel’s conquest, is one of the more fascinating and controversial
characters in the Bible. Though she is the subject of relatively few verses,
her unique role in the biblical narrative has given rise to rich exegetical
traditions surrounding her character, actions, and legacy.! Leonard Green-
spoon observes that “the role Rahab plays in Jewish and Christian exegeti-
cal traditions . . . is larger than that attributed to her in the OT itself”2 Bib-
lical exegetes past and present have puzzled over this complicated figure.
She was a harlot3? from Jericho, yet a heroine for Israel. She was a Canaan-
ite by birth, yet incorporated into God’s covenant people. She employed
deceptive tactics, yet became celebrated for her courage, faith, and righ-
teousness.* She was a woman “of the world,” yet a member of the ancestral
line of Jesus.> While her character and actions provide much material for
investigation, an enduring question posed by the Church about Rahab has
been how her role in the Israelite conquest narrative, her incorporation
into God’s covenant people, and her inclusion in the genealogy of Jesus
Christ contribute to our understanding of God’s providence and purposes
in salvation history. In short, what theological and spiritual principles
might her place in the Bible reveal? Though some modern scholars com-
mitted to historical-critical exegesis might bypass question, thinkers in the
early church took up the matter and responded with theological force and
clarity. Their interpretations not only account for Rahab as an important
historical figure, but also ascribe to her profound spiritual significance by

1For a brief but informative discussion of Rahab in scripture and exegetical
traditions, see Leonard Greenspoonss article “Rahab” in Anchor Bible Dictionary,
vol. 5. ed. David Freedman (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 611. (Hereafter, ABD).

2Ibid., 612.

3While the traditional consensus on Rahab’s profession is that she was a
prostitute, this assessment is not unanimous. See the discussion below.

4Cf. Heb. 11:31 and James 2:25.

SMatthew 1:5.
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recognizing her as a “symbol” or “type” in the early stages of God’s revela-
tion who points to a future reality that comes to fruition as the result of the
person and work of Jesus Christ. In this way, Rahab demonstrates both the
narratival and theological coherence of scripture.

To provide insight on early Christian approaches to Rahab, I will
explore the perspectives of three church fathers; Origen (185-254),
Jerome (347-420), and John Chrysostom (347-407). There are several rea-
sons for examining what these patristic interpreters have to say about
Rahab. First, all three are celebrated for their rich and detailed (though
sometimes controversial) exegesis of scripture in the broad Christian tra-
dition. Their biblical commentaries and homilies, which showcase their
biblical interpretation, fill numerous volumes. Indeed, they influenced
many in their own day and in subsequent generations, and continue to be
appreciated—though not necessarily modeled—by contemporary inter-
preters.® Second, while many church fathers commented on Rahab, Ori-
gen, Jerome, and Chrysostom provide more sustained treatments of her
actions and character than most commentators. Far from a tangential fig-
ure in the biblical narrative, these church fathers found in Rahab a source
of theological reflections worth exploring in greater detail. Third, each
figure represents a distinct method of interpreting scripture. Of course,
there is no such thing as “the patristic interpretation of scripture” because
in that era, as now, there was no uniform hermeneutic. The fathers, like
Christians of every age, not only disagreed on what specific passages of
scripture meant, but also employed various methods in order to read
scripture well. A cursory reading of different patristic commentaries and
homilies convey their variances in method and conclusions in meaning.
Important to consider are the different geographical and intellectual cul-
tures in which Origen, Jerome, and Chrysostom lived that shaped their
respective interpretations of scripture. Origen’s Alexandrian milieu

6For some helpful primers on biblical interpretation in the early church, see
John J. O’Keefe and R. R. Reno, Sanctified Vision: An Introduction to Early Chris-
tian Interpretation of the Bible (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2005);
Ronald Heine, Reading the Old Testament with the Ancient Church (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic 2007); Michael Graves, The Inspiration and Interpreta-
tion of Scripture: What the Early Church Can Teach Us (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2014); Craig Carter, Interpreting Scripture with the Great Tradition (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 2018). See especially the classic study by David Steinmetz, “The
Superiority of Pre-Critical Exegesis,” in Taking the Long View: Christian Theology
in Historical Perspective (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 3-14.
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included a rich intellectual tradition known, at least since Philo, for utiliz-
ing allegorical methods to interpret revered texts.” Jerome, whose work
includes the translation of the Hebrew Bible and Greek New Testament
into the Latin Vulgate, spent time in various places including Rome and
Bethlehem. His wide-ranging influences include Origen and exegetes in
Antioch because, as Kamesar observes, they had “a keen awareness of the
linguistic problems involved in the interpretation of the Bible® The
diverse influences reflect his eclectic approach to interpreting scripture.
After a few years living the ascetic life, Chrysostom, “the golden-
mouthed,” spent much of his career as a preacher, first in Antioch and
later in Constantinople as its bishop. Among his mentors was Diodore of
Tarsus who was skeptical of allegorical approaches to scripture.®

At the same time, to say that Origen, Jerome, or Chrysostom (or any
patristic figure) reflect a distinct exegetical tradition is not to constrain
them into tidy categories or “schools” of exegesis. To do so can confuse
more than clarify because such generalizations fail to take into account
the unique contributions, perspectives, idiosyncrasies, and influences of
individual interpreters.10 Still, Origen’s method of reading scripture is not

7Cf. Philo, a first century Jewish biblical scholar who employs liberal use of
allegory. The heavy use of allegory among Christian writers in Alexandria begins
to shift in the fourth century with Athanasius’ more sparing use. On Origen’s use
of allegory and biblical interpretation in general, some of the more insightful
studies include Karen Jo Torjesen, Hermeneutical Procedure and Theological
Method in Origen’s Exegesis (New York: De Gruyter, 1986) and Brian Daley, S.J.,
“Origen’s De Principiis: A Guide to the Principles of Christian Scriptural Inter-
pretation,” in Nova & Vetera: Patristic Studies in Honor of Thomas Patrick Halton
(Washington, D.C.: CUA Press, 1998), 3-21.

8Adam Kamesar, Jerome, Greek Scholarship, and the Hebrew Bible (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1993), 126.

9See Diodure’s “Prologue” to Commentary on the Psalms, trans. Robert Hill
(Atlanta: SBL, 2005), 4.

10This is not to deny that some commentators inhabiting the same region,
even if not the same time period, shared certain similarities. For example,
Alexandria was an important intellectual center for centuries. Its unique concep-
tual milieu certainly influenced those who studied there with its particular intel-
lectual traditions and philosophical tendencies. But labeling exegetes who
preached and worked there as “Alexandrian” in order to designate a particular
method of interpretation is unhelpful. Any reader can test this by comparing and
contrasting the exegetical works of Origen, Athanasius, and Cyril. There are sim-
ilarities of style, but they are by no means mirror images of one another even
though they are all “Alexandrian”
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the same as Chrysostom’s. Jerome shares a good deal of affinity with Ori-
gen, having translated many of his works, but differs from him in signifi-
cant ways. Chrysostom and Jerome share some similarities but diverge at
various points as well.

In exploring these patristic viewpoints, I will focus on three ques-
tions. First, what do the three authors say about Rahab? What do they
speculate about her role in the narrative and what theological significance
do they derive from her character? Second, why do they consider her
important to investigate? Is there something about Rahab that draws
these thinkers to her? Finally, what can modern Christians learn from
patristic accounts of Rahab, even if many are unfamiliar or uncomfortable
with early Christian exegesis?

Rahab and the Early Christian Exegetes

When comparing what Origen, Jerome, and Chrysostom say about
Rahab, we find a number of insights the writers share in common as well
as their own unique contributions. Taken together, the three figures pro-
vide a sampling of how the early church thought about this important
woman in biblical history. In what follows, I will discuss major themes
about Rahab all three hold in common, followed by themes that two of
the fathers share, and finally, some of their own distinct insights.

The first theme concerning Rahab that Origen, Jerome, and
Chrysostom hold in common is ecclesiological: Rahab is a symbol of the
Church. This lofty valuation of Rahab is contingent upon her association
with Joshua. All three patristic authors recognize Joshua as a figure por-
tending Christ. Origen and Jerome, in particular, press the linguistic
point that in Greek Incodg means both “Joshua” and “Jesus.” Origen goes
so far to say that the book of Joshua “does not so much indicate to us the
deeds of the son of Nun, as it represents for us the mysteries of Jesus my
Lord”!! That is, they view the deeds of Joshua through a Christological
lens. By doing so they discover a spiritual or theological meaning behind
the literal events of the text. While acknowledging the historical validity
of the events in the book of Joshua, all three fathers interpret the Joshua
narratives in ways that reveal Christ. For example, according to the literal

UQrigen, Hom. Josh. 1.3 in Origen, Homilies on Joshua, ed. Cynthia White,
trans. Barbara Bruce. Fathers of the Church, vol. 105 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic
University of America Press, 2002), 2. Hereafter references to the Fathers of the
Church series will be abbreviated FC. The critical edition of Origen’s Homilies on
Joshua can be found in Sources chrétinnes 71 (Paris: Cerf, 2000).
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sense, Joshua sends spies to Jericho to survey the land. Upon their arrival,
the spies encounter Rahab, a prostitute of the city, who takes them into
her home, hides them from the king, throws their pursuers off track, and
instructs the spies on how to escape to safety. As a result, Rahab and her
family are saved from destruction when the Israelites take the city.

Knowing the literal sense—the events that actually happened—is
important for these writers, but they recognize deeper meanings to these
events. According to the spiritual sense, they interpret the acts of Joshua
retroactively by the later acts of Jesus Christ. To put it another way, Jesus,
in the fullness of time, will “mirror” the acts of Joshua in a no less histori-
cal, but more spiritual, theological way. Jerome’s juxtaposition of Joshua
with Jesus helps illustrate this point. According to Jerome, Joshua led his
people out of Egypt; Jesus leads his people into the Gospel. Joshua sent
two spies into Jericho; Jesus sends his two apostles, Peter and Paul, one to
the Jews and one to the Gentiles, into the world.12

This method of interpretation allows the fathers to assert that Rahab
symbolizes the Church. The prostitute receives Joshua’s messengers,
believes their report, and keeps them safe.!3 In like manner, Chrysostom
observes, the Church was “at one time mixed up in the prostitution of the
demons and now accepts the spies of Christ,” not those sent by Joshua,
but the apostles sent by Jesus “the true Savior”14 The Church believes the
messengers of Christ and now safeguards the truth.!> Further, as Rahab
and all her house were saved from destruction, the Church is the locus of
salvation for all who enter. Jerome refers to her and her family as a sym-
bol of “the faithful Church of the Gentiles” who are saved from destruc-

L2Jerome, Hom. 18 in The Homilies of Saint Jerome, Volume 1 (1-59 on the
Psalms), trans. Marie Ewald. FC 48 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 1981), 138. The Latin text can be found in Corpus Christianorum
78, ed. G. Morin, B. Capelle, and J. Fraipont (Turnhout: Brepols, 1958).

13Qrigen, Hom. Josh. 3.3 (FC 105:46-47). Here Origen points to John the
Baptist as the physical fulfillment of the story of Rahab receiving the spies. Cf.
Origen’s Commentary on John 1.13.

14John Chrysostom, Homily on Repentance and Almsgiving (hereafter
Poenit.) 7.5, trans. Gus Christo. FC 96 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of
America Press, 1997), 100. For the Greek text see ]. -P Migne, Patrologiae Graeca
49 (Paris: Migne, 1862), 277-350.

15See Chrysostom, Poenit. 7.5 (FC 96:99), who contrasts the faith of Rahab
with the faithlessness of the Israelites in the desert, and compares the faithful
Church who holds the truth with faithless Judaism.
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tion.16 All who wish to be rescued from Jericho (i.e. the world)!” must
enter her house. As Origen observes, “Outside this house, that is, outside
the Church, no one is saved”® Rahab and her family, though Gentiles,
were grafted into God’s chosen people. Likewise, the Church, comprised
as it is of Gentiles from all over the world, is the new, transformed people
of God.1?

The second overlapping theme shared by Origen, Jerome, and
Chrysostom is soteriological; Rahab symbolizes the movement of salva-
tion from the proclamation of the gospel, to the response of faith and
obedience, culminating in transformation. All three patristic exegetes
emphasize that Rahab was a prostitute but was considered righteous
because of her faith and virtuous action in hiding the spies.20 In one of his
homilies on the book of Joshua, Origen asserts that Rahab, after receiving
the spies and hiding them, became a “prophet” in that she proclaimed to
the spies that God had given the land to Israel.2! Now she is “filled with
the Holy Spirit” since she confesses past things, believes in present things,
and proclaims future things.22 Through her faith and action, “the prosti-
tute is no longer a prostitute” Quoting Paul, Origen asserts that Rahab
has been washed and sanctified in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.23
Jerome, turning to the “anagogic” significance of her name, observes that
“Rahab,” in Hebrew, means “broad space” or “pride” Her name indicates
her new spiritual reality. As a harlot, she once walked the broad road to
destruction with an attitude of pride, but now she changes and walks
humbly.24 Drawing on the name “Rahab” from Psalm 87 where the Lord
declares, “Among those who know me I mention Rahab and Babylon”
(here the referent for Rahab is a place, not the person), Jerome affirms,
“She who was at one time on the broad road to perdition, afterwards

16Jerome, Hom 91 in The Homilies of St. Jerome, Volume 2 (Homilies 60-96),
trans. Marie Ewald. FC 57 (Washington, D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2010), 236.

17Cf. Origen, Hom. Josh. 6.4 (FC 105: 72).

18Qrigen, Hom. Josh. 3.5 (FC 105:50).

19Qrigen, Hom. Josh. 7.5 (FC 105:80).

20See Heb. 11:31 and James 2:25.

21Cf. Josh. 2:9.

22Qrigen, Hom. Josh. 3.4 (FC 105:48).

231bid., cf. I Cor. 6:11. Origen also cites II Cor. 11:2 and Titus 3:3 to describe
Rahab’s transformation from harlotry to holiness.

24Jerome, Hom. 18 (FC 48:139).
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mounted upward into the memory of God”2> Chrysostom describes
Rahab’s conversion as a marvel of divine grace. In one of his homilies on
Matthew 21, he encourages his hearers that “[g]race is not consumed, is
not spent, it is a kind of fountain springing up constantly; by His fullness
are we all healed both soul and body. . . . For Rahab also was a harlot, yet
she was saved; and the thief was a murderer, yet he became a citizen of
paradise.”26 Rahab is even included among the faithful in the letter to the
Hebrews.2” Her former occupation does not disqualify her, Chrysostom
insists, because she has undergone a “change inspired by God,” qualifying
her to be in the company of the saints.28 The fact that a Gentile prostitute
could be redeemed and used by God should give encouragement to sin-
ners. Jerome notes that Rahab, “that meretrix, if she wills it, suddenly
becomes a virgin”2® The figure of Rahab thus conveys a central theologi-
cal principle; profound transformation is available for all who seek God.

Apart from the common themes all three fathers develop from
Rahab, Origen and Jerome share a similar interest in particular details of
her story. Both note the relevance of the scarlet chord Rahab hung from
her window. Early Christians such as the author of I Clement and Ire-
naeus had already connected the scarlet chord with the blood of Christ.30
Origen follows this tradition, claiming that Rahab hung the rope from her
window to escape death because “[s]he knew there was no salvation for
anyone except in the blood of Christ”3! Jerome follows suit, noting that

251bid., 140.

26Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. 26.4 in Chrysostom: Homilies on the Gospel of
Saint Matthew, ed. Philip Schaff, trans. George Prevost. Nicene Post-Nicene
Fathers, series 1, vol. 10 (Reprint. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1999), 413. Hereafter
references to this series will be abbreviated NPNF.

27Heb. 11:31.

28Chrysostom, Poenit. 7.5 (FC 96:100).

29Terome, Hom. 18 (FC 48:144).

30See 1 Clement 12 where the author links the chord with the notion that
“through the blood of the lord redemption will come to all who believe and hope
in God” Cf. A.T. Hanson, “Rahab the Harlot in Early Christian Tradition,” in
JSNT 1 (1978): 53-60. On Irenaeus, see Adv. Haer. 4.20.12 where he uses Rahab
as an example of Old Testament people and events that prefigure events taking
place in the New Testament. Rahab’s reception of the spies and being saved
“through faith of the scarlet sign” foretells Christ’s advent.

310rigen, Hom. Josh. 3.5 (FC 105:49). See also Hom. Josh. 6.4 for a similar
interpretation of the chord.
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the scarlet chord was a “mystic reference” to the blood of Christ since it
preserved Rahab and her household.32

Other details Origen and Jerome examine include the loft in which
the spies hid and the flax under which they hid. Origen maintains that
the loft signifies the superiority of place given to Christ’s messengers
when the soul receives them by faith since “we did not receive the Lord
Jesus from low and earthly places, but as proceeding form the Father and
coming from heaven”33 He also observes that Rahab advised the spies to
travel home through the mountains while staying away from the valleys
and low places. Read in a spiritual manner, this signals that the messen-
gers of Jesus proclaim what is “lofty and sublime.”34 Concerning the flax
under which the spies hid, Origen points out that flax material is used to
make priestly garments, and priests summon the people of the nations
whom Rahab represents.3> Jerome connects Rahab’s loft to the “loftiness
of her faith” and the flax under which she hid the spies to her
conversion.3¢ Flax, Jerome observes, appears black and has little use when
harvested. But after hard, diligent labor that includes breaking, twisting,
washing, pounding, and combing, the flax becomes white. In a spiritual
manner, “this harlot took the messengers in and covered them with her
flax so that these agents might turn her flax into dazzling whiteness.”3”
The similarities here between Origen and Jerome are not so much the
conclusions they reach, but the interpretive methods they employ. Both
thinkers find theological significance in small details like ropes, roofs,
and dead plants.

Finally, two individual insights, one from Origen and one from
Chrysostom, are worth considering. Origen interprets the window in
Rahab’s house through which the spies escaped and from which the scar-
let chord hung as a figure of Christ. Windows serve to illumine houses.
They don't provide absolute light, but enough to enable those inside the
house to see. Through his Incarnation the Son did not reveal “the whole

32Jerome, Letter 52.3 in The Principal Works of St. Jerome, ed. Philip Schaff
and Henry Wace, trans. W.H. Fremantle. NPNF series 2, vol. 6 (Reprint. Peabody:
Hendrickson, 1999), 90.

330rigen, Hom. Josh. 1.4 (FC 105:31-32). Cf. Hom. Josh. 3.4 where Origen
insists that messengers from Christ are stationed in lofty places.

340rigen, Hom. Josh. 3.5 (FC 105:49).

351bid., 32.

36Jerome, Hom. 18 (FC 48: 138-139).

371bid., 139.
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aspect of divinity” but provided enough revelation to “behold the splen-
dor of his divinity.’38 This interpretation lends theological support to Ori-
gens view that Rahab’s house symbolizes the Church since it is the locus
of salvation. All who want to be saved are invited to enter here through
Christ.

One of Chrysostom’s unique contributions is highlighting the faith
of Rahab to encourage (or perhaps shame) his hearers. The fact that a
prostitute is listed among the saints for her faith should encourage every-
one to exhibit faith. He admonishes, “It would then be disgraceful, if you
should appear more faithless even than a harlot” who merely heard the
spies’ report and believed them.3? In other words, a professing Christian
is miserable indeed if his faith does not surpass, let alone equal, that of a
prostitute.

Rahab’s Importance for Patristic Exegetes

After surveying the comments on Rahab by Origen, Jerome, and
Chrysostom, it is worthwhile to consider why they found her worthy of
investigation beyond a passing glance. I believe there are at least three
possible reasons. First, Rahab exemplifies the type-fulfillment relation-
ship between the two testaments that was so important to patristic inter-
pretation of scripture. The fathers see Rahab as a type of the Church on
account of her juxtaposition to the other characters in her story. The pri-
mary character is Joshua who is a type of Christ. Rahab’s encounter with
Joshua, even if indirect, shapes her identity and elevates her importance
in the narrative. She receives and believes those whom Joshua sends in
the way that the Church receives and believes whatever or whomever
Jesus sends. Thus, Rahab’s connection with Joshua nudges readers to con-
sider the Church’s connection with Jesus. Likewise, the spies are types of
the apostles sent by Jesus. Rahab signifies Gentile sinners who receives
Christ's message with faith and are engrafted into God’s family. This

381bid.

39Chrysostom, Hom. Heb. 27.3 in Chrysostom: Homilies on the Gospel of
Saint John and the Epistle to the Hebrews, ed. Philip Schaff, trans. Frederic Gar-
diner. NPNF series 1, vol. 14 (Reprint. Peabody: Hendrickson, 1999), 488. See
also 27.4 where Chrysostom continues to shame his hearers. Note also Poenit. 7.5
(FC 96:101), where Chrysostom sees no contradiction between Rahab’s faith and
her lie to the king of Jericho. He praises, “O this good lie! O this good fraud,
which does not betray the divine but safeguards the sacred!” Cf. John Cassian,
Conf. 17.17, who also praises Rahab for practicing deception in a righteous way.



A Symbol of Salvation: Rahab in Patristic Exegesis 123

Christological connection with Rahab motivates the fathers to consider
her more carefully than they would have otherwise. At the same time, it is
interesting that they make little reference to her place in the genealogy of
Jesus. Admittedly, we do not possess the first half of Origen’s commentary
on Matthew where he may have provided insights about her inclusion.
But without the actual documents, we can only speculate what he might
have said. Jerome is silent on Rahab in his commentary on Matthew, and
Chrysostom makes only one brief allusion to her in his homilies on
Matthew one.4® Modern interpreters consider Matthew’s mention of
Rahab significant. Given the material we have, these church fathers do
not. Instead, her proximity to Joshua, the Christ figure, magnifies her
importance in scripture as prefiguring Christ's Church.

Second, through their exegesis, Rahab’s person and actions point to
and reinforce the soteriological convictions of the Church. Following the
letter to the Hebrews and the epistle of James, the fathers emphasize her
faith and obedience which resulted in her salvation. Rahab’s story is a
microcosm of the process of redemption. She is saved through her recep-
tion of the messengers, her acknowledgement of God, and her use of the
scarlet chord. In like manner, God calls the Gentiles to salvation who,
through faith in the blood of Christ, he incorporates into his people as his
Church.

Due, in part, to these soteriological convictions, none of the fathers
attempt to soften Rahabs reputation as a prostitute. Many commenters
past and present have sought to “rescue” Rahab’s character on the basis
that the Hebrew word for “prostitute” sounds like the word for “inn-
keeper,” though the spelling is not identical.#! The ancient Jewish histo-
rian Josephus, in his Antiquities, implies that Rahab was simply an
innkeeper and makes no mention of prostitution.#2 Adam Clarke, the

40Chrysostom, Hom. Matt. 3 (NPNF 10, 17).

41This is the opinion of the early Methodist scholar Adam Clarke. See also
Anthony Frendo, “Was Rahab Really a Harlot?” in Biblical Archaeology Review
39/5 (2013).

42Josephus, Aniquities 5.2 in The Works of Flavius Josephus, vol. 1, trans.
William Whiston (New York: H.L. Burt Company), 288. In a footnote, Whiston
follows Josephus by identifying Rahab as an innkeeper rather than a harlot, not-
ing there is insufficient proof of her involvement in prostitution. He admits that
in the ancient world many innkeepers housed prostitutes and often practiced
prostitution themselves. For this reason, Whiston claims, the word used for pros-
titutes was given to innkeepers.
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well-known biblical scholar of early Methodism, argues against the view
that Rahab was a prostitute on linguistic and theological grounds. He
cannot conceive that “the providence of God would have suffered a per-
son of such a notoriously bad character to enter into the sacred line of his
genealogy”*3 Matthew Henry conjectures that Rahab had practiced pros-
titution earlier in her life but had ceased those operations by the time she
welcomed the spies.#* Modern scholars schooled in biblical criticism have
offered multiple explanations of Rahab from etiological (such as explain-
ing how Israel came to be a “mixed multitude”) to clarifying the theology
of the conquest.#> By contrast, the fathers do not entertain other options
for Rahab’s occupation. Their focus on her shameful reputation puts into
relief her response of faith, the saving grace of God, God’s power to trans-
form, and the way God uses the most unexpected people to accomplish
his purposes.

Third, Jerome and Chrysostom in particular may have been drawn
to Rahab for psychological reasons.While both were celibate, they seemed
to flourish with close female companionship. Jerome’s inner circle
included Paula and her daughter Eustochium with whom he practiced
asceticism and hospitality. ].N.D. Kelly remarks that “Jerome’s association
with these women . . . met a deep-felt need in his make-up46 Similarly,
Chrysostom developed a strong and abiding friendship with Olympias, a
woman with whom he shared spiritual and intellectual affinity. He was
the spiritual director of her convent, and she cared for his basic needs.
Kelly observes that “there was no one in Constantinople with whom . . .
he was to feel more at ease or to whom he was to pour out his heart more
unreservedly, than this independent, strong-willed but also intensely
emotional woman.47 Though one can only speculate, it is possible that
Jerome and Chrysostom were inclined to view Rahab with favor because
of their rich, lived experiences with godly women.

43Adam Clarke, The Holy Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments: A
Commentary and Critical Notes, vol. 2 (Reprinted, Nashville: Abingdon), 11.

44See Matthew Henry’s commentary on Joshua 2 in Commentary on the
Whole Bible. The commentary is accessible online. See https://www.biblestudy-
tools.com/commentaries/matthew-henry-complete/joshua/2.html

45See ABD 5:611-612.

46]N.D. Kelly, Jerome: His Life, Writings and Controversies (Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2000), 93.

47]N.D. Kelly, Golden Mouth (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1995), 113.
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Conclusion: Lessons for Moderns from the
Fathers’ Interpretation of Rahab

The exegetical writings of Origen, Jerome, and Chrysostom exemplify
ancient readings of scripture. Though their interpretive techniques are by
no means identical, they hold at least two exegetical commitments in
common. First, each shows interest in the historical events of the text
while assuming that the literal sense does not exhaust the meaning of
those events. Second, the fathers read scripture as a complete narrative
with Christ as its central, unifying theme. Jesus Christ is just as much the
subject of the Old Testament as he is the New, but in order to come to this
conclusion, they read the events and developments of the New Testament
back into the Old. In the case of Rahab, the fathers affirmed her place in
actual history, but also recognized her as a signpost of something greater
to come. Placing Jesus as the linchpin of the entire narrative of scripture
gave the fathers a theological framework for interpreting every part of
scripture. This is why they were able to see Rahab not simply as a prosti-
tute who did something courageous, but a foreshadow of the Church and
an indication of future redemption through faith and the blood of Christ.

To be sure, some of the techniques the fathers employ make most
modern interpreters cringe. Jerome relating the Rahab in Psalm 87 to the
Rahab of Joshua is a case in point. The Psalm makes no mention of Rahab
the woman. Rahab is named alongside Babylon, prophesying that these
nations will know the Lord. In this context, the referent for “Rahab” is
either Egypt*8 or some other Gentile nation. Nonetheless, Jerome makes a
not-unprecedented move, interpreting “Rahab” the place as Rahab the
person.#> A common technique many church fathers employed was word
association, that is, interpreting a word (or phrase) in scripture in light of
that same word (or same sounding word) in other parts of scripture even
if that word’s meaning in other contexts is quite different. That appears to
be what Jerome is doing here.” The name “Rahab” makes him think of

48See the article in ABD 5:611-612. In other contexts, “Rahab” can refer to a
sea monster. Cf. Job 26:12.

49For example, Cyril of Jerusalem makes the same interpretive move in Cat.
Lect. 2.9. Oddly, J. Kritzinger includes Psalm 86 in a catalog of biblical passages
mentioning Rahab the woman in his study “Raha, Illa Meretrix,” in Acta Patris-
tica et Byzantina 17 (2006): 22.

50Cf. Thomas Scheck, “Introduction” to St. Jerome: Commentary on
Matthew (Washington, D.C.: CUA Press, 2008), 20: “Jerome imitates Origen’s
ability to link up parts of Scripture and to trace NT word usage to its sources in
the OT? See also the helpful discussion in O’Keefe and Reno, 44-68.
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the woman. He is more interested in interpreting “Rahab” in a way that
draws attention to the core doctrines of scripture than he is what the
Psalmist actually meant. For some of the fathers, even if an interpretation
does not follow authorial intent, it is acceptable as long as it points the
reader to Christ and/or affirms the Church’s doctrines.>! The larger idea
here is that one should interpret scripture with scripture because of its
unifying theme.

In spite of their fallibilities and eccentricities by today’s standards,
understanding patristic exegesis of scripture is helpful for Christians.
John Wesley considered the fathers “the most authentic commentators on
scripture, as being both nearest the fountain, and eminently endued with
that Spirit by whom all scripture was given.”>2 On what bases might we
agree with Wesley? First, the fathers’ cultural proximity to the New Testa-
ment renders their interpretations worthy of consideration.>3 Because
their world was not far removed from the New Testament world, their
insights help us better understand the biblical landscape. Second, the
fathers’ exegesis is inseparable from early development of doctrine. Core
dogmas such as those confessed at Nicaea were fashioned, in part,
through the labors of ancient exegesis. Third, for all their differences
most of the fathers interpreted the Bible in light of Christ’s person and
work. With Christ as the hermeneutical key, they recognized signs of
God’s saving purposes in the Old Testament that, without the eyes of
faith, are not apparent according to the literal sense. Reading scripture
this way, though unconventional, might help readers avoid piecemeal
approaches to the Bible by providing a theological framework for inter-
preting each part of scripture in light of the whole. On these grounds,
perhaps the most important lesson moderns can draw from patristic
interpretations of Rahab is how to read the Bible as a whole narrative with
theological coherence.

51Scheck, 28. On Jerome’s exegesis see also Kamesar op. cit.

>2John Wesley, “Address to the Clergy” 1.2 in The Works of John Wesley, vol.
10, ed. Thomas Jackson, 314 edition (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1978), 434.

>3Graves, 11.



JOHN WESLEY’S ASSESSMESNT OF
EARLY BIBLICAL CRITICISM

by
Matthew Richard Schlimm

Introduction

There is no shortage of interpretive approaches to the Bible: textual criti-
cism, historical criticism, source criticism, form criticism, redaction criti-
cism, literary approaches, canonical criticism, theological approaches,
sociological criticism, and ideological criticisms. What would John Wes-
ley make of this great diversity of approaches to the Bible today?

Initially, such a question seems anachronistic. People frequently
associate the nineteenth century—not the eighteenth—with biblical criti-
cism becoming popular in universities. Most modern, scholarly
approaches to the Bible simply did not yet exist in John Wesley’s day. It
seems that the best individuals can do is make conjectures about what
Wesley would agree with if he were exposed to contemporary scholarship.

At times, previous scholars have asked what type of biblical scholar
John Wesley would have been.! However, their answers tend to focus on
John Wesley’s appreciation for original languages and textual criticism.
There is evidence that has been overlooked.

In Wesley’s time and place, some early antecedents of biblical schol-
arship did exist, and Wesley offers his thoughts on them. Particularly
important is Robert Lowth’s work On the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews,
tirst published in 1753.2 This work serves as the forerunner of literary
approaches to the Bible, especially its poetry. Literary approaches became
popular in academic circles in the 1980s, but their roots go back to
Lowth’s work in Wesley’s day.

This article begins by showing Wesley’s appreciation for this work by
Robert Lowth. It then situates Robert Lowth in terms of his impact on

IRobin Scroggs, “John Wesley as a Biblical Scholar;” The Journal of the Bible
and Religion 28 (1960): 415-423; Mark L. Weeter, John Wesley’s View and Use of
Scripture (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2007), 227-232.

ZRobert Lowth, Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews, trans. G. Gre-
gory, 2 vols. (London: J. Johnson, 1787; New York: Garland, 1971).
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biblical studies today. Next, it provides a summary of points in Lowth’s
work of particular interest to Wesley and his followers. Near the end, this
article answers possible questions. In my conclusion, I point to the nor-
mative value of John Wesley’s assessment of nascent biblical criticism,
concluding that the types of literary approaches to the Bible begun by
Lowth should have a particularly important place among Wesley’s follow-
ers today.

Wesleyan Appreciation for Robert Lowth

Three key pieces of evidence show John Wesley’s appreciation for Robert
Lowth’s On the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews. The first is his journal entry
on March 1, 1766:

I read Bishop Lowth’s ingenious Lectures [On Hebrew Poetry],
far more satisfactory than any thing on that subject which I ever
saw before. He shows clearly, that the noblest poetry may subsist
without being beholden either to rhyme or fixed measures.3

Wesley here offers high praise. He not only calls Lowths work “inge-
nious,” but he says it is the best writing on the subject that he has ever
seen. Wesley then summarizes one of Lowth’s driving theses, namely that
admirable poetry need not adhere to strict ideas of rhyme or rhythm.

We find additional evidence of Wesley’s appreciation for Lowth
when examining the collection of books in the Kingswood School
Archives. John Wesley founded this school to provide education for peo-
ple of all ages, including aspiring preachers.# In 1768, a group of
Methodists were expelled from Oxford University, and Wesley decided
that Kingswood School would educate them. Wesley worked to ensure
that the library holdings there were adequate, purchasing and even donat-
ing books from his own personal library.> A good number of these books
have remained at Kingswood over the course of time, and Randy Maddox

3John Wesley, March 1, 1766, in Journals and Diaries, 7 vols., ed. W. Regi-
nald Ward and Richard P. Heitzenrater, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial
Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976- ), 22:32.

4Richard P. Heitzenrater, Wesley and the People Called Methodists (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1995), 105-106.

°Randy L. Maddox, “Kingswood School Library Holdings (ca. 1775),
Methodist History 41/1 (2002): 342-370, here 342; idem, “John Wesley’s Reading:
Evidence in the Kingswood School Archives,” Methodist History 41/2 (2003), 49-
67, here 49.
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has usefully documented what these books are.® Strikingly, Lowth’s lec-
tures are found among the surviving Kingswood books.” The copy at
Kingswood lacks Wesley’s signature, and we can only speculate whether
Wesley or one of his followers secured the copy there, but in any event the
book is present among other books used to train Methodists for ministry.
There thus is confirmation that Wesley’s praise of Lowth in his journal
can be taken as serious and authentic.

The third piece of evidence is the most indirect. It does not come to
us from Wesley’s lifetime but shortly thereafter. In an issue of The
Methodist Magazine dated 1818, readers find high praise of Lowth, as well
as great criticism of one of Lowth’s intellectual opponents, William War-
burton. This periodical talks of Lowth as “the well-known author of “The
Praelections on Hebrew Poetry,” praising Lowth for his “Christian tem-
per;” “Biblical learning,” and “great ability”® What one sees, then, is that
about twenty-five years after Wesley’s death, his followers continued to
hold Lowth in high esteem, connecting him particularly with the work on
Hebrew poetry that Wesley himself called “ingenious.”

Lowth’s Impact on Biblical Scholarship Today

At first glance, it might not seem particularly noteworthy that Wesley
praised a writer of his day, that a copy of this writer’s work exists in the
Kingswood archives, and that even a generation after Wesley’s death, his
followers still spoke positively about this writer. However, Robert Lowth
was not just any writer. He is widely credited as a biblical scholar of high-
est importance.

The Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation calls Robert Lowth, “The
most influential English-speaking OT scholar of his day.”® Historian

6See both works in the previous footnote.

’Maddox, “John Wesley’s Reading: Evidence in the Kingswood School
Archives,” 62.

8No author, “Warburton’s Letters,” Methodist Magazine 41 (1818): 35-38,
here 37-38; no author, “Bishop Lowth on the 119th Psalm,” Methodist Magazine
41 (1818): 116-117. Given Wesley’s and Wesleyan praise of Lowth, it is somewhat
ironic that Lowth’s lectures appeared in English in 1767 in an anti-Wesleyan peri-
odical, The Christian’s Magazine (Leslie Tannenbaum, Biblical Tradition in Blake’s
Early Prophecies: The Great Code of Art [Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1982], 10).

R. R. Marrs, “Lowth, Robert (1710-87),” in Dictionary of Biblical Interpreta-
tion, ed. John H. Hayes, 2 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1999), 2:89-90, here 89.
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Friedrich Meinecke writes, “Lowth’s [work] was perhaps the most
intellectually important product of the whole pre-Romantic movement in
England”10 Meanwhile James Kugel writes about how Lowth’s ideas “con-
quered the world”11

What was it about Lowth that was so important? Some have empha-
sized that Lowth called interpreters to think about the biblical text in
terms of its original context. As Stephen Prickett puts it, “To Lowth we
owe the rediscovery of the Bible as a work of literature within the context
of ancient Hebrew life. Hitherto, it had been understood almost exclu-
sively in terms of its allegorical and typological meanings.”12

While this focus on original context is important to Lowth (see
below), Lowth’s greatest contribution comes in fostering an appreciation
for the literary artistry of the Hebrew Bible, especially its poetry. John
Rogerson is one of the best historians of biblical scholarship, and here is
one way he characterizes Lowth:

Anyone who reads the Old Testament in a standard modern
translation will be familiar with the fact that the books of
Psalms, Proverbs, Job, Lamentations, parts of Ecclesiastes, Song
of Songs, some of the material in the prophetic books and vari-
ous other passages, such as Deuteronomy 32, are set out in
poetic form. If this layout is compared with a traditional edition
of the King James (Authorized) Version, a difference will be
immediately apparent. In the traditional editions, the books are
printed out using a left-hand justified margin for each verse, as
opposed to the indentations of lines found in modern transla-
tions. One man is arguably responsible for this typographical
revolution, Robert Lowth.13

10Friedrich Meinecke, Historism: The Rise of a New Historical Outlook (Lon-
don: Routledge and K. Paul, 1972), 206.

Hjames L. Kugel, “Poets and Prophets: An Overview;” Poetry and Prophecy:
The Beginnings of a Literary Tradition (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1990), 1-25, here 24.

12Stephen Prickett, “Poetry and Prophecy;,” in Words and the Word: Lan-
guage, Poetics, and Biblical Interpretation (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1986), 105-123, here 105.

13]. W. Rogerson, “Lowth, Robert (1710-1787),” in Dictionary of Major Bibli-
cal Interpreters, ed. Donald K. McKim (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic,
2007), 679-682, here 679.
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Walter L. Reed, meanwhile, talks of Robert Lowth’s Lectures on the
Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews as “The prototype or precursor of all mod-
ern poetics of the Bible”14 In his Manual of Hebrew Poetics, Luis Alonso
Schokel makes a similar point:

It is the Anglican bishop Robert Lowth . . . who inaugurates the
systematic study of biblical poetry. Even though he wrote in
Latin and used traditional categories, he showed great sensitiv-
ity in perceiving the poetic value of the Bible, pointed out and
systematized certain poetic techniques such as parallelism,
revealed the similarities and differences in respect of classical
authors and analyzed individual poems.!>

What was it about Lowth’s approach to the Old Testaments poetry
that proved so attractive? As the above quotations begin to indicate, he
persuaded readers that one of Hebrew poetry’s defining features is paral-
lelism. To again quote John Rogerson: “[A]lthough he was not the first
scholar to do so, Lowth nonetheless outlined a theory of parallelism in
Hebrew poetry that, with some modifications, came to be universally
accepted.’16

Lowth appears on the opening page of Robert Alter’s The Art of Bib-
lical Poetry, which goes on to say, “The discovery by Bishop Lowth in the
mid-eighteenth century of the key poetic device of semantic parallelism
was an important step toward seeing the original structures of the

14\alter L. Reed, “A Poetics of the Bible: Problems and Possibilities,” Journal
of Literature and Theology 1 (1987): 154-166, here 156; see also 154, where he
writes, “The idea of the Bible as literature received its distinctive modern formu-
lation in the middle of the eighteenth century in Robert Lowth’s Lectures on the
Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews”

15Luis Alonso Schokel, Manual of Hebrew Poetics, SubBi 11 (Rome: Editrice
Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 2000) 2-3.

16Rogerson, “Lowth,” 680. Marrs, “Lowth,” 89 mentions C. Schoettgen’s
essay “De exergasia sacra” (in Horae hebraicae et talmudicae in universum Novum
Testamentum [2 vols., 1733]) as a forerunner of Lowth’s work. See also James L.
Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its History (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1981), 210, 266-267, 272-273; Patricia K. Tull, “What’s
New in Lowth?: Synchronic Reading in the Eighteenth and Twenty-first Cen-
turies,” Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers 136, no. 39 (Jan 2000): 183-
217, here 190.
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poems”!7 James Kugel makes similar comments.!8 So does R. S. Cripps,
who writes, “Parallelism. This, the genius of ancient Hebrew poetry, will
ever be associated with the name of Lowth.”1?

Although Robert Lowth was the bishop of London and the son of a
highly respected clergyman, his influence was by no means confined to
church circles. He greatly impacted academic scholarship. In fact, it was
while he was a professor of poetry at Oxford that he first gave the lectures
that became Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews.

John Jarick describes this work alongside Jean Astrucs Conjectures
on Genesis, both of which were first published in 1753. Jarick writes,
“Both of these works have had considerable repercussions in biblical
study down to the present day. Indeed they may be said to have inaugu-
rated modern critical approaches to the poetry and prose respectively of
the Old Testament”20 Stephen Prickett similarly talks of Lowth’s On the
Sacred Poetry of the Hebrews as “the book that was to transform biblical
studies in England and Germany alike”2! Rogerson describes Lowth’s
influence on German scholarship, saying:

The general approach to the prophetic literature in later eigh-
teenth century German scholarship was deeply affected by
Robert Lowth’s 1753 Lectures on the Sacred Poetry of the
Hebrews, a British work whose influence upon the German Old
Testament scholarship of its day has probably never been
equalled. Lowth illustrated the many poetic and rhetorical
devices in Hebrew poetry with special reference to Greek and
Latin authors. As a result of this, the prophets came to be

17Robert Alter, The Art of Biblical Poetry (New York: Basic, 1985), 3, 204.
Alter argues that contemporary scholarship has failed to refine Lowth’s cate-
gories.

18Kugel writes, “Robert Lowth is the [person] generally credited with the
discovery of biblical parallelism. His study De sacra poesi Hebraeorum . . . (1753,
revised somewhat 1763) coined the phrase parallelismus membrorum (“the paral-
lelism of the clauses”) and established the general lines of the modern critical
approach to parallelism in the Bible” Idea of Biblical Poetry, 12.

I5R. S. Cripps, “Two British Interpreters of the Old Testament: Robert
Lowth (1710-1787) and S. Lee (1783-1852),” BJRL 35 (1952-1953): 385-404, here
388.

20John Jarick, “Preface;” in Sacred Conjectures: The Context and Legacy of
Robert Lowth and Jean Astruc, ed. John Jarick, LHBOTS 457 (New York: T & T
Clark, 2007), vii-viii, here vii.

21Prickett, “Poetry and Prophecy;” 105.



John Wesley’s Assessment of Early Biblical Criticism 133

regarded as literary artists. Further, if they had used literary
devices in order to convey their message, it was likely that they
were primarily addressing their contemporaries. To suppose
that their poetry was employed merely to describe events that
would not happen for many hundreds of years seemed absurd.
Consequently, appreciation of the poetry of the prophetic mate-
rial went hand in hand with the attempt to see it in its historical
context.22

One need not look far to verify Rogerson’s conclusions. Lowth’s influence
on German scholarship can be seen, for example, in J. G. Herder’s classic
The Spirit of Hebrew Poetry (1782-83).23 Scholars have also emphasized
Lowth’s influence on Johann David Michaelis, Bernhard Duhm, and Her-
mann Gunkel.24

Given the immense impact of Lowth’s work, Wesley’s praise of
Lowth is highly significant—a key indication of the type of modern bibli-
cal criticism that Wesley himself would favor today.

A Summary of Lowth’s Work

While the preceding discussion provides many glimpses of Lowth’s work
on Hebrew poetry, it is worth summarizing Lowth’s work with a particu-
lar focus on what John Wesley would have found so attractive.

First, as indicated from both Wesley’s journal entry and the previ-
ously mentioned secondary sources, Lowth offered a compelling explana-

22John Rogerson, Old Testament Criticism in the Nineteenth Century: Eng-
land and Germany (London: SPCK, 1984), 22-23.

23Herder begins his two-volume masterpiece by writing, “The beautiful and
justly celebrated work of Bp. Lowth, de sacra poesi Hebracorum, is universally
known, and might seem to preclude the necessity of the present undertaking?” J.
G. Herder, The Spirit of Hebrew Poetry, trans. James Marsh, 2 vols. (Burlington:
Edward Smith, 1833), 1:13, obtained through Google Books. Cf. Cripps, “Two
British Interpreters,” 398.

24Michael C. Legaspi, The Death of Scripture and the Rise of Biblical Studies,
Oxford Studies in Historical Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010),
especially 107-128; Gary Stansell, “The Poet’s Prophet: Bishop Robert Lowth’s
Eighteenth-Century Commentary on Isaiah,” in “As Those Who Are Taught”: The
Interpretation of Isaiah from the LXX to the SBL, ed. Claire Mathews McGinnis
and Patricia K. Tull, SBLSymS 27 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006),
223-242, here 239; Rogerson, “Lowth,” 681.

It is also noteworthy that Wilhelm Gesenius appreciated Lowth’s work, espe-
cially his commentary on Isaiah. See Tull, “New in Lowth,” 202; Cripps, “Two
British Interpreters,” 397.
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tion of how Hebrew poetry works. Hebrew literature rarely rhymes, and it
lacks a universally accepted scheme of meter. How, then, can one even be
sure that the Hebrew Bible engages in poetic expression?

To answer this question, Lowth accurately characterized the style of
Hebrew poetry, calling it “sententious” (a term that describes the writings
of Hosea and Amos in Wesley’s Explanatory Notes upon the Old Testa-
ment).2> In Lowth and Wesley’s day, “sententious” meant pithy, pious, full
of wisdom and meaning.26 Lowth describes how Hebrew poetry fre-
quently expresses a sentiment with great concision, only to then repeat,
vary, and amplify that idea.?” Lowth elaborates this description by show-
ing how Hebrew poetry often engages in parallelism.28 Lowth focuses on
three types of parallelism. First, with synthetic parallelism, readers find a
repetition of similar ideas.2? Second, with antithetical parallelism, some
type of contrast takes place.30 Third, with constructive parallelism, read-
ers find some sort of repetition of ideas that do not fall as easily into the
first two categories.3!

These ideas about Hebrew poetry are what Lowth is best remem-
bered for. Given Wesley’s journal entry, it is clear that Lowth was persua-
sive to Wesley on precisely these points. However, there are several other
ideas present in Lowth’s work that would have been attractive to Wesley
as well.

A second such idea is that the Bible deserves high praise and admi-
ration. Early on, Lowth argues that poetry is superior to philosophy and
is a genre completely at home with religion.32 Thus, Lowth’s arguments
about the Bible containing poetry are arguments about the Bible’s great
value. As Lowth writes later:

25John Wesley, Explanatory Notes upon the Old Testament, 3 vols. (Bristol:
William Pine, 1765; Salem, OH: Schmul, 1975), 3:2466 (introduction to Hosea),
2504 (introduction to Amos). As is commonly the case with this work, Wesley
here relies on Matthew Poole’s Annotations upon the Holy Bible.

26Lowth, Lectures, 1:98; OED Online, s.v. “sententious.”

27Lowth, Lectures, 1:100. Some scholars have criticized Lowth for inade-
quate attention to how lines of poetry enhance or present variations on previous
lines (see the discussion in Tull, “What’s New,” 208). However, Lowth’s remarks
on Lectures, 1:100 show he was aware of this textual dynamic.

28 L owth, Lectures, 2:34-59.

29Ibid., 2:35-45.

30Ibid., 2:45-48.

311bid., 2:48-54.

321bid., 1:13, 36-37.
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[T]he Hebrews have obtained an unrivalled pre-eminence. As
far as respects the dignity and importance of the subject, they
not only surpass all other writers, but even exceed the confines
of human genius and intellect. The greatness, the power, the
justice, the immensity of God; the infinite wisdom of his works
and of his dispensations, are the subjects in which the Hebrew
Poetry is always conversant, and always excels.33

On another occasion, Lowth remarks that he would “not hesitate to prefer
the Hebrew writers to the Lyric poets of every other nation”34 Clearly
such sentiments would have warmly resonated with the “man of one
book” who writes, “At any price, give me the book of God!”3>

A third and related idea in Lowth’s writings that would have
appealed to Wesley pertains to divine and human forces working together
in the authorship of the Bible. Without depreciating scripture, Lowth
argues that God and human beings cooperated to pen the Bible. Repeat-
edly, Lowth emphasizes that the Holy Spirit inspired biblical writers.36 As
he puts it in a concluding statement, “the prophetic office had a most
strict connexion with poetic art. They had one common name, one com-
mon origin, one common author, the Holy Spirit’37 While stressing
divine authorship in this quotation, Lowth also emphasizes God’s work-
ing in concert with human writers. Another observation from Lowth con-
cerns Deuteronomy 32, where he says that Moses “by the command of
God, embellishes the subject with all the elegance of verse, in a poem,
which bears every mark of divine inspiration.”3® Both at the beginning

331bid., 1:348.

341bid., 2:200, 202-203, especially 200.

35John Wesley, “Preface,” in Sermons, 4 vols., ed. Albert C. Outler, in The
Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1976- ), 1:105 (§5).

36Lowth, Lectures, 1:44, 238-240. See also talk of the “Sacred Muse” on
ibid., 2:24.

Some have characterized Lowth as a humanist or secularist. However,
Robert P. Gordon, “The Legacy of Lowth: Robert Lowth and the Book of Isaiah
in Particular,” in Biblical Hebrew, Biblical Texts: Essays in Memory of Michael P,
Weitzman, ed. Ada Rapoport-Albert and Gillian Greenberg (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 2001), 57-76, here 59, rightly points out that this view is mis-
taken. At most, one could say that some scholars appropriated Lowth’s work in a
humanistic or secular direction.

37Ibid., 2:18.

381bid., 1:324. See also ibid., 1:275.
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and end of this quotation, Lowth stresses divine inspiration, and yet he
also talks of Moses using his talents as a poet to write scripture.
Later, Lowth navigates the divine-human interplay by writing:

I am indeed of the opinion, that the Divine Spirit by no means
takes such a possession of the mind of the Prophet, as to sub-
due or extinguish the character and genius of the man: the nat-
ural powers of the mind are in general elevated and refined,
they are neither eradicated nor totally obscured; and though the
writings of Moses, of David, and of Isaiah, always bear the
marks of a divine and celestial impulse, we may nevertheless
plainly discover in them the particular characters of their
respective authors.3?

Here, Lowth emphasizes God’s hand guiding the pens of human beings
while—at the same time—maintaining that humans play a role in the
construction of writing. Thus, different parts of scripture display varia-
tions in style, a point Lowth would later make when outlining the unique
characteristics of each of the prophetic books.40

Surely, Wesley would have appreciated this idea that God played a
key role in the writing of the Bible without completely overriding any
human contribution. Someone who could quote the Bible as frequently as
Wesley would have noticed stylistic differences among various books.4!
Lowth’s ideas of inspiration explained that human beings bore responsi-
bility for those differences even while God continually stood as the one
responsible for the Bible’s inspiration.

Furthermore, when Wesley describes how God works with humanity
in conversion and sanctification, he emphasizes divine and human forces

391bid., 1:347. See also ibid., 2:11-12.

40Tbid., “Lecture XXI: The Peculiar Character of Each of the Prophets,” 2:84-
120.

41 As Sangster puts it, “Some of [Wesley’s] pages are little more than a catena
of [biblical] quotations. He seems to have lived in the Scriptures so long that
Bible phrasing has become second nature to him, and he swims from one citation
to another with effortless ease” W. E. Sangster, The Path to Perfection: An Exami-
nation and Restatement of John Wesley’s Doctrine of Christian Perfection, war ed.
(New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1943), 36. For more on how Wesley uses
Scriptural phrasing to express his thoughts, see the discussion in Scott J. Jones,
John Wesley’s Conception and Use of Scripture (Nashville: Kingswood, 1995), 135-
138; Robert W. Wall, “Wesley as Biblical Interpreter;” in The Cambridge Compan-
ion to John Wesley, ed. Randy L. Maddox and Jason E. Vickers (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2010), 113-128, here 114.
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working cooperatively—just as Lowth does with the Bible.#2 In fact, Wes-
ley approximates the type of sentiment expressed by Lowth when writing,
“[H]ow really soever [the apostles] were inspired, we need not suppose
their inspiration was always so instantaneous and express, as to supersede
any deliberation in their own minds, or any consultation with each
other”43 Reflecting on this quotation, Wesleyan scholar Mark Weeter
accurately concludes, Wesley “did not believe in mechanical dictation.”44
The same is clearly true of Lowth as well. Without adhering to theories of
mechanical dictation, both Wesley and Lowth emphasized that God
worked with humanity to create the Bible we have today.

A fourth feature of Lowth’s writings that would have appealed to
Wesley is his belief that the Bible should be interpreted on its own terms.
When Wesley relies on the Old Testament, he tends to favor a literal inter-
pretation that makes use of each passage’s surrounding context (though
exceptions can be found). Wesley writes, “But it is a stated rule in inter-
preting Scripture, never to depart from the plain, literal sense, unless it
implies an absurdity”4> Similarly, Wesley emphasizes the importance of
focusing on what texts originally meant when he writes:

42See Randy L. Maddox, “The Rule of Christian Faith, Practice, and Hope:
John Wesley on the Bible,” Methodist Review 3 (2011): 1-35, here 12.

43John Wesley, Wesley’s Notes on the Bible (Grand Rapids: Francis Asbury,
1987), 484 (note on Acts 15:7).

44Weeter, John Wesley's View, 166.

45John Wesley, Sermon 74, “Of the Church,” in Sermons, 4 vols., ed. Albert
C. Outler, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 3:50 (§1.12); see also John Wesley, Sermon 21, “Upon
Our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount, Discourse the First,” in Sermons, 4 vols., ed.
Albert C. Outler, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols.
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 1:473 (§6), n.22.

For more on Wesley’s literal approach and attention to context, see Robert
Michael Casto, “Exegetical Method in John Wesley’s Explanatory Notes upon the
Old Testament,” (Ph.D. diss., Duke University, 1977), 106-111, 175, 177-180, 222;
Jones, John Wesley’s Conception and Use of Scripture, 198-199; Shelton, “John
Wesley’s Approach,” 41-42; John N. Oswalt, “Wesley’s Use of the Old Testament
in His Doctrinal Teachings,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 12 (1977): 39-53, here
44-50; Wall, “Wesley as Biblical Interpreter;” 123-124. One of the key points made
by many of these authors is that what Wesley understands to be a literal approach
differs from many more strict understandings today. For more on the ways that
Wesley uses Scripture, see especially Jones, John Wesley’s Conception and Use of
Scripture, 129-138, 188-214; Oswalt, “Wesley’s Use of the Old Testament in His
Doctrinal Teachings,” 42-44; Wall, “Wesley as Biblical Interpreter;” 113-128.
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I apply no Scripture phrase either to myself or any other, with-
out carefully considering both the original meaning, and the
secondary sense, wherein (allowing for different times and cir-
cumstances) it may be applied to ordinary Christians.46

Lowth similarly advocates interpreting the Bible in a plain and literal
sense with particular attention to original meaning. He writes, “we must
endeavor as much as possible to read Hebrew as the Hebrews would have
read it”47 Interestingly, the Song of Solomon is a case where both Wesley
and Lowth diverge from their normal pattern of taking texts at face value,
preferring instead a more allegorical approach. Wesley favors an allegori-
cal approach here because a literal approach would be “absurd and mon-
strous”4® Meanwhile, Lowth favors an allegorical approach because of
biblical precedent: other parts of the Bible like Hosea draw a parallel
between a married couple on the one hand and God and God’s people on
the other.4?

A final feature of Lowth’s writing that would have appealed to Wes-
ley is the high value Lowth attaches to expressions of emotion. Although
René Descartes had set the stage for rationalism to flourish in eighteenth-
century England, neither Lowth nor Wesley were willing to surrender
emotion and praise reason alone as the true source of existence. When
Lowth compares philosophy and poetry, he argues that philosophy con-
cerns reason alone. Poetry, on the other hand, concerns reason and emo-
tions—which makes it vastly superior in Lowth’s mind.>° Clearly influ-
enced by Aritstotle, Lowth understood that emotions have a key role to

46John Wesley, “5 An Answer to the Rev. Mr. Church’s Remarks,” in The
Methodist Societies: History, Nature, and Design, ed. Rupert E. Davies, in The
Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1976- ), 9:116 (SIIL5).

47Lowth, Lectures, 1:113. See also ibid., 1:114, 116. Note also Prickett,
“Poetry and Prophecy;” 105.

48Wesley, Explanatory Notes upon the Old Testament, 3:1926. Wesley here
relies on Matthew Poole, Annotations upon the Holy Bible (2 vols.; London:
Thomas Parkhurst, et al., 1696), 1: no page number, but see introduction to
“Canticles”

OWesley, Explanatory Notes upon the Old Testament, 3:1926 (Introduction
to Song of Solomon). Wesley again relies on Matthew Poole, Annotations upon
the Holy Bible. Lowth, Lectures, 2:309-322. Lowth’s approach of relying on scrip-
ture to interpret scripture is favored by Wesley as well. See Weeter, John Wesley’s
View, 201-205; Jones, John Wesley’s Conception and Use of Scripture, 199-205.

50Lowth, Lectures, 1:8; see also 1:80.
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play in the life of virtue. For Lowth, poetry is an instrument by which
these emotions can be shaped for good. As he puts it:

How much the sacred poetry of the Hebrews excels in exciting
the passions, and in directing them to their noblest end and
aim; how it exercises them upon their proper objects; how it
strikes and fires the admiration by the contemplation of the
Divine Majesty; and, forcing the affections of love, hope, and
joy, from unworthy and terrestrial objects, elevates them to the
pursuit of the supreme good; . . . it also stimulates those of grief,
hatred, and fear, which are usually employed upon the trifling
miseries of this life to the abhorrence of the supreme evil.5!

Rather than disdain emotions, Lowth saw them as essential to the virtu-
ous life.

Wesley, similarly, understood emotions to have a key role to play in
godliness.>2 As Theodore Runyon explains, Wesley was concerned not
only with orthodoxy (right belief) and orthopraxy (right action), but also
orthopathy (right affections).>3 Similarly, Randy Maddox describes Wes-
leyan sanctification in terms of one’s tempers and affections being puri-
fied, strengthened, and empowered by God’s grace.>* Maddox even goes
so far as to argue that the goal of Wesley’s “heart religion” is the change of
affections, moving away from affections like lust and passion while mov-
ing toward meekness and love.>> Gregory Clapper would agree. He writes,
“Wesley believed being a Christian consists, to a large extent, of having

511bid., 1:375-376. Similar statements linking emotions to virtue can be
found on 1:45, 80, 366, 369. For other ideas Lowth has about emotions and
poetry, see 2:121, 202, 248-250, 395, 424, 428.

52In addition to the works cited below, see Robin W. Lovin, “The Physics of
True Virtue,” Wesleyan Theology Today, ed. Theodore H. Runyon (Nashville, TN:
Kingswood, 1985), 264-272.

>3Theodore Runyon, The New Creation: John Wesley’s Theology Today
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1998), chapter 5, especially 147-149.

>4Randy L. Maddox, Responsible Grace: John Wesley’s Practical Theology
(Nashville: Kingswood, 1994), 132, especially 201.

>5Randy L. Maddox, “A Change of Affections: The Development, Dynamics,
and Dethronement of John Wesley’s Heart Religion,” in “Heart Religion” in the
Methodist Tradition and Related Movements, ed. Richard B. Steele, Pietist and
Wesleyan Studies 12 (Lanham, MD: Scarecrow, 2001), 3-31, here 17. See also
John Wesley, “A Short Address to the Inhabitants of Ireland Occasioned by Some
Late Occurrences,” The Methodist Societies: History, Nature, and Design, ed.
Rupert E. Davies, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols.
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 9:284 (§9).
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certain religious affections.”>¢ Such a claim is easily verified by even a cur-
sory examination of Wesley’s works. For example, in Sermon 1, Wesley
defines the Christian faith as “not barely a speculative, rational thing, a
cold, lifeless assent, a train of ideas in the head; but also a disposition of
the heart”>” Meanwhile, when preaching on the Sermon on the Mount,
Wesley talks of how Jesus:

. . . has described inward religion in its various branches. He
has laid before us those dispositions of soul which constitute
real Christianity; the inward tempers contained in that ‘holi-
ness, without which no man shall see the Lord;” the affections
which, when flowing from their proper fountain, from a living
faith in God through Christ Jesus, are intrinsically and essen-
tially good, and acceptable to God.>8

For Wesley, “heart religion” is not a happenstance term but an authentic
description of what the life of faith entails.>®

The place where Lowth and Wesley most differ is on how emotions
can best be shaped toward godly living. For Lowth, the answer is poetry.¢°
For Wesley, the answer is the means of grace.6! However, the differences
between their two answers are not as significant as might first appear.

%6Gregory S. Clapper, John Wesley on Religious Affections: His Views on
Experience and Emotion and Their Role in the Christian Life and Theology
(Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1989), 3. A comma was removed from this quo-
tation for the sake of readability.

57John Wesley, Sermon 1, “Salvation by Faith,” in Sermons, 4 vols., ed. Albert
C. Outler, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 1:120 (SL.4).

Clapper, John Wesley, chapter 5 shows how consistent Wesley was on this
topic throughout different periods of his life. For more on how both John Wesley
and Jonathan Edwards believed that saving faith entailed experiencing “gracious
affections,” see Richard B. Steele, “Gracious Affections” and “True Virtue” accord-
ing to Jonathan Edwards and John Wesley (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1994),
passim, especially xi.

58John Wesley, Sermon 26, “Upon Our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount, Dis-
course the Sixth,” in Sermons, 4 vols., ed. Albert C. Outler, in The Works of John
Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 1:572-
573 (S1).

Maddox, “A Change of Affections,” 4.

60See the discussion above.

¢1Henry H. Knight, III, The Presence of God in the Christian Life: John Wes-
ley and the Means of Grace (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1992), passim. See
also Maddox, “Change of Affections,” 19; Henry H. Knight, III, “The Role of
Faith and the Means of Grace in the Heart Religion of John Wesley;” “Heart Reli-
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Wesley believes that studying scripture is a means of grace, and that
would obviously involve studying the Bible’s poetry.

To summarize, there are many reasons that Wesley and his followers
appreciated Lowth’s Lectures. Lowth found keys to identifying, under-
standing, and appreciating biblical poetry. Both Lowth and Wesley
revered the Bible as God’s word. At the same time, they believed God
worked cooperatively with human beings in the construction of scripture.
Lowth and Wesley sought to understand the Bible on its own terms and
in its original context whenever possible. And lastly, they believed that
emotions were integral elements of the life of faith. In light of these
dynamics, Wesley’s praise of Lowth makes perfect sense.

Questions Answered

Nevertheless, several questions about the preceding discussion are
worth examining. First, did Wesley praise Lowth’s work simply because
Lowth was a well-known bishop? In other words, can we trust Wesley’s
words as authentic judgments, or might Wesley have given a positive
assessment merely to court favor with a high-ranking ecclesial authority?

Those sympathetic to John Wesley would be reluctant to question
his honesty. Yet, the question is worth considering and can be adequately
answered. When we look at Wesley’s writings, it is obvious that he had no
problem criticizing bishops. In fact, he did so on several occasions
with Bishop William Warburton, the Bishop of Gloucester.62 In Sermon

gion” in the Methodist Tradition and Related Movements, ed. Richard B. Steele,
Pietist and Wesleyan Studies 12 (Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press, 2001), 273-290.

62Warburton and Lowth disagreed quite significantly on the interpretation
of the book of Job (Scott Mandelbrote, “Biblical Scholarship at Oxford in the
Mid-Eighteenth Century: Local Contexts for Robert Lowth’s De Sacra poesi
Hebraeorum,” in Sacred Conjectures: The Context and Legacy of Robert Lowth and
Jean Astruc, ed. John Jarick [New York: T&T Clark, 2007], 3-24, here 15), which
would have been of great interest to Wesley, given that he worked on his father’s
commentary on the book. Wesley agrees with Lowth over Warburton precisely
on this matter when he writes in his journal, “I read Bishop Lowth’s Answer’ to
Bishop W. If any thing human could be a cure for pride, surely such a medicine
as this would!” John Wesley, January 9, 1766, in Journals and Diaries, 7 vols., ed.
W. Reginald Ward and Richard P. Heitzenrater, in The Works of John Wesley,
Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976- ), 22:28. Lowth’s
“Answer” is [Robert Lowth,] A Letter to the Right Reverend Author of The Divine
Legation of Moses Demonstrated (Oxford, 1765) and 2nd ed. (London, 1766).
On page 126 of ibid., Lowth writes, “the Allegorical Interpretation of Job is
entirely groundless, or, if you please, false”
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107, “On God’s Vineyard,” Wesley refutes Bishop Warburton as “mis-
take[n]”63 In a 1762 letter to his brother, John writes, “I was a little sur-
prised to find Bishop Warburton so entirely unacquainted with the New
Testament: And, not withstanding all his parade of learning, I believe he
is no critic in Greek”®* In 1766, Wesley casts Bishop Warburton among
those whose works he has—via argumentation—“dashfed] . . . to
pieces”65

In fact, in a later letter to his brother, John does in fact criticize
Lowth, writing, “What I mean is, Bishop Lowth is sometimes hyper-criti-
cal, and finds fault where there is none.”6®¢ Wesley even goes so far as to
speak negatively to Bishop Lowth himself in 1780 when Lowth was the
Bishop of London. Wesley criticizes Lowth for failing to ordain a certain
“Mr. Hoskins” while ordaining “other persons, who knew something of
Greek and Latin; but who knew no more of saving souls, than of catching
whales”67 Given that Wesley would criticize bishops and even criticized
Bishop Lowth directly, his praise of Lowth’s Lectures on Hebrew Poetry
appears completely authentic.

A second question: did Wesley include Lowth’s work in the 50 vol-
ume Christian Library that he published? Obviously, Lowth’s inclusion
there would signal additional praise of Lowth. However, Lowth’s inclusion
in this library would be impossible, given that the library was published in
1750, and Lowth’s lectures were first published (in Latin) in 1753.

Third, what do we know about other eighteenth-century precursors
to biblical studies and Wesley’s reaction thereto? Textual criticism had

63John Wesley, Sermon 107, “On God’s Vineyard,” in Sermons, 4 vols., ed.
Albert C. Outler, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols.
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 3:505 (§1.3).

64John Wesley, “To the Rev. Charles Wesley [January 5, 1763], in Letters, 7
vols., ed. Frank Baker and Ted A. Campbell, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicen-
tennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976- ), 27:315 (lines 6-8).

65John Wesley, “Some Remarks on ‘A Defence of the Preface to the Edin-
burgh Edition of Aspasio Vindicated,” The Works of John Wesley, 3rd ed,
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1984), 10:353 (§9). See also the letter Wesley
postscripted to these remarks.

66John Wesley, “Letter LXXVI [to His Brother Charles, dated February 12,
1767 The Works of John Wesley, 314 ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984), 12:132.

67John Wesley, “Letter DCCCLXXXVIII—To Bishop Lowth [dated August
10, 1780];” The Works of John Wesley, 3rd ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 13:143.
For an interpretation of this letter, see Richard P. Heitzenrater, Wesley and the
People Called Methodists (Nashville: Abingdon, 1995), 275.
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already become a mainstay of biblical interpretation, and Wesley con-
cerned himself with this topic, especially regarding the New Testament
text.®8 He relied on the standard scholarly tools of his time.®® With the
Old Testament, a key issue in his day was the trustworthiness of the
Masoretic pointing of the Hebrew text. John Hutchinson (1674-1737)
proposed doing away with diacritical markings, taking Hebrew letters as
symbolic, and finding therein evidence of even the Trinity in the Old Tes-
tament. According to one scholar, “Hutchinson’s followers . . . were
prominent . . . in mid-eighteenth-century Oxford”70 Wesley, however,
was wisely skeptical of Hutchinsonian thinking, even though it supported
some of Wesley’s trinitarian leanings.”! Later scholarship would vindicate
Wesley’s judgments.

If text criticism is lower criticism, what about higher criticism?
Obviously, source criticism had not yet become a mainstay of biblical crit-
icism in the 18th century. In the late seventeenth century and early eigh-
teenth, John Toland sought to demythologize the Bible, for example, by
giving naturalistic causes for so-called miracles.”> Wesley does not give
Toland much attention.”3 Jean Astruc moved things in a source critical

68Weeter, John Wesley’s View, 228; Scroggs, “John Wesley as Biblical Scholar,”
415-419.

69Maddox, “The Rule of Christian Faith,” 6-7.

70Mandelbrote, “Biblical Scholarship at Oxford,” 16.

71See John Wesley, December 20, 1746; January 17, 1756; October 26, 1756;
November 22, 1756; April 26 [i.e., 27], 1758; July 31, 1758; February 13, 1770;
August 31, 1770, in Journals and Diaries, 7 vols., ed. W. Reginald Ward and
Richard P. Heitzenrater, in The Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34
vols. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976- ), 20:151; 21:40, 80-82, 143-144, 159; 22:215-
216, 246-247. See also John Wesley, “Letter DXLV—To the Rev. Dean D——- [no
date],” The Works of John Wesley, 3td ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984), 12:464-465.

72See Rogerson’s concise overview of Toland in his Old Testament Criticism,
151-152.

73In his journal dated July 6, 1781, Wesley makes a passing reference to
Toland’s Nazarenus being “disingenuous.” John Wesley, July 6, 1781, in Journals
and Diaries, 7 vols., ed. W. Reginald Ward and Richard P. Heitzenrater, in The
Works of John Wesley, Bicentennial Edition, 34 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1976-
), 23:214. On the significance of this work of Toland’s from 1718, see E. Stanley
Jones, “The Genesis, Purpose, and Significance of John Toland’s Nazarenus, in
The Rediscovery of Jewish Christianity: From Toland to Baur, ed. F. Stanley Jones
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 91-101. Toland’s work in attempt-
ing to demythologize features of the Bible came in Christianity not Mysterious
(1696) and Hodegus (1720) (so Rogerson, Old Testament Criticism, 151-152).
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direction in 1753 by arguing that Moses used multiple sources in writing
Genesis.”* However, his work was written in French, and I have found no
evidence that Wesley was familiar with it.”> In Germany, Johann Gottfried
Eichhorn began to make a critical splash during the last decade of Wes-
ley’s life, but again, I have found no evidence that Wesley was familiar
with his work.”6 Both John Locke and Thomas Hobbes made some criti-
cal moves in their works, but Wesley is more interested in engaging their
thought philosophically and politically than hermeneutically.”? In the
eighteenth century, Matthew Tindal’s Christianity as Old as Creation won
great praise from Deists. In this work, Tindal asks the sorts of questions
that would later concern Wilhelm de Wette in his foundational source
critical work on the Hebrew Bible.”® However, Wesley does not zero in on
those matters when interacting with Tindal’s approach to the Bible.”?
While there was not much interest in source critical matters in Wes-
ley’s day, there was interest in biblical history, culture, and archaeology.

74Jean Astruc, Conjectures sur les mémoires originaux dont il paroit que
Moyse sest servi pour composer le Livre de la Genese, Avec des remarques, qui
appuient ou qui éclaircissent ces conjectures (Brussels: Chez Fricx, 1753).

75 As Weeter, John Wesley’s View, 228, puts it, Astruc’s “writings seem to have
little effect on Wesley’s generation.” Additional confirmation is offered by the fact
that Astruc’s work is not mentioned in Maddox, “Kingswood School;” idem,
“John Wesley’s Reading: Evidence in the Kingswood School Archives;” idem,
“Remnants of John Wesley’s Personal Library,” Methodist History 41/2 (2003):
122-128; idem, “John Wesley’s Reading: Evidence in the Book Collection at Wes-
ley’s House, London,” Methodist History 41/3 (2003): 118-133.

761t is not mentioned in bibliographies complied by Maddox in the previous
footnote. According to J. Sandys-Wunsch, Eichhorn’s influence on the English-
speaking world was limited, in part because of how long it took for his work to be
translated into English. See J. Sandys-Wunsch, “Eichhorn, J[ohann] G[ottfried]
[1752-1827]) in Dictionary of Major Biblical Interpreters, ed. Donald K. McKim
(Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2007), 400-404, here 403.

770n Hobbes and Locke’s role in biblical criticism, see Rogerson, Old Testa-
ment Criticism, 147-151.

78Matthew Tindal, Christianity as Old as Creation: Or, the Gospel, a Republi-
cation of the Religion of Nature (London: n.p., 1732), 240-241. Cf. ]. W. Rogerson,
“De Wette, Wilhelm Martin Leberecht (1780-1849),” in Dictionary of Major Bibli-
cal Interpreters, ed. Donald K. McKim (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic,
2007), 355-358.

79For a discussion of how Wesley reacted to the sorts of ideas found in Tin-
dal’s writing, see Matthew R. Schlimm, “Defending the Old Testament’s Worth:
John Wesley’s Reaction to the Rebirth of Marcionism,” Wesleyan Theological Jour-
nal 42/2 (2007): 28-51, especially 36-37, 40, 43-45, 50-51.
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Wesley thought that such historical study was good and very appropriate
for Methodists, and the Kingswood School contained different historical
works and accounts of antiquities from the ancient Near East.80

What about canonical and theological approaches? These ways of
interpreting the Bible can be very diverse, and space limitations prevent
an exhaustive treatment of the matter.8! However, it is obvious from even
a cursory reading of Wesley that he interprets particular passages with a
concern for how they relate to the rest of the Bible, core tenets of Chris-
tian faith, and the lives of his audience. Thus, Wesley would likely be
sympathetic to at least some ways of approaching the Bible canonically
and theologically.82

What about sociological and ideological modes of interpreting the
Bible? Here, followers of Wesley are likely to find greatest disagreement
among themselves. Wesley was clearly committed to both the Bible and
the disadvantaged. Consequently, it can be difficult to guess how he
would evaluate approaches that often find fault with the Bible for how it
has contributed and can contribute to oppression. Personally, I cannot
imagine Wesley joining ideological critics in disparaging scripture, but I
can imagine him heeding their words and avoiding texts that may do
harm among disadvantaged members of his audiences.

What we can say with confidence is that Wesley had sympathies for
text critical and literary approaches to the Bible. He used the Bible for
theological purposes, displaying an awareness of the canon’s importance.
He even concerned himself with the cultural and historical world of the
Bible. What Wesley would have made of source, redaction, sociological,

80Laurence Clarke’s Complete History of the Holy Bible, The Famous and
Memorable Works of Josephus, Frederick Louis Norden’s Travels into Egypt and
Nubia, John Potter’s The Antiquities of Greece, Charles Rollin’s 13-volume The
Ancient History of the Egyptians, Carthaginians, Assyrians, Babylonians, Medes
and Persians, Macedonians and Grecians, and Abednego Seller’s The Antiquities of
Palmyra are mentioned on Maddox, “Kingswood School Library Holdings,” 350,
357, 360, 362, 363, 364 respectively. A volume of Herodotus’s history is men-
tioned on Maddox, “John Wesley’s Reading: Evidence in the Kingswood School
Archives,” 65. See also the book by Francis Dobbs on Persian history in Maddox,
“John Wesley’s Reading: Evidence in the Book Collection at Wesley’s House, Lon-
don,” 122.

81While many sources describe the diversity of canonical and theological
approaches to the Bible, a particularly helpful one focused on Old Testament the-
ology is James Barr, The Concept of Biblical Theology: An Old Testament Approach
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999).
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or ideological criticism, on the other hand, is much more subject to
guesswork and speculation.

Implications and Conclusions

There is some difficulty in knowing what Wesley would have made of
each methodology within modern biblical scholarship. However, one
point is clear: given Wesley’s appreciation of Robert Lowth, he surely
would appreciate the works of subsequent biblical scholars who have
focused on aesthetics, rhetoric, literary art, and poetics.

The technicality and variety of critical approaches to the Bible can
make students, pastors, and even scholars feel overwhelmed. However,
those looking to Wesley can rediscover wisdom in his appreciation of
Robert Lowth. Approaching the Bible with a focus on aesthetics allows
readers to understand the rhetoric and content of texts so that biblical
messages can be made plain amid modern contexts. Most people today
do not come to church to learn about source criticism, to take sides in
denominational battles, to get lost in administrative structures, or to be
entertained. They come to church because they want to communicate
with God. Lowth’s approach to the Bible enables readers to understand
the mechanisms by which God communicates with people through scrip-
ture. Little wonder Wesley appreciated it.83

82Wall, “Wesley as Biblical Interpreter,” 124-125.

83] would like to extend special thanks to the Fourteenth Oxford Institute of
Methodist Theological Studies for giving me the opportunity to present an ear-
lier edition of this article as a paper. I am particularly indebted to the biblical
studies participants, especially Robert W. Wall, for valuable feedback.



A PARATEXTUAL APPROACH
TO WESLEY’S SERMONS:
“CATHOLIC SPIRIT” AS A CASE STUDY!

by
Robert W. Wall

The more ambitious purpose of this essay is to introduce a new approach
for reading John Wesley’s sermons. The theological significance and his-
torical setting of this extraordinary homiletical deposit has, of course,
long been studied by Wesley scholars. In the absence of a systematic the-
ology, these productions are read as the principal source of Wesley’s theo-
logical conception, shaped as it was by the particular exigencies of his
gospel ministry and the Methodist movement he led during England’s
eighteenth century. The theological and religious trajectories of reading
Wesley’s sermons into our own worlds has become a more recent interest,
cued especially by Methodism’s participation in the church’s global mis-
sion.

I have selected one of Wesley’s canonical sermons, “Catholic Spirit,”
to illustrate this new approach. The rationale for choosing this particular
sermon is not only because its rhetorical design and pastoral function are
typical of Wesley’s other sermons, but because its current, widespread use
within the Methodist communion underwrites the sermon’s enduring rel-
evance. Global Methodism’s appeal to a “catholic spirited” activism
underwrites the motive of its ecumenical conversations with other reli-
gious and Christian traditions. Especially now in the context of a divided
communion, this appeal helps to bring order and even a remarkably
irenic tone to its own intramural disputes.

The other application, even more tricky than the prospect of a Wes-
leyan-predicated ecumenicity, is to justify Methodism’s participation in

IThe present article substitutes for my 2020 annual lecture as the Paul T.
Walls Professor of Scripture & Wesleyan Studies at Seattle Pacific University and
Seminary, which was cancelled because of the covid-19 pandemic. As always I
give thanks to Lynda and Cliff Collins and the Walls family for their steadfast
support of my work, and for my colleagues at Seattle Pacific University, especially
Daniel Castelo and Doug Strong who read and commented on bits and pieces of
this present study on its way to the Journal.
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the so-called “work of diversity,” cued as it often is by the ever-expanding
theological, social, economic, and political fractures within the body of
Christ. Both movements, or so it is routinely claimed, are an inheritance
of Wesley’s catholic-spirited Christianity as articulated in this canonical
sermon.?

My promised new approach to this sermon trades on an emerging
interest in a literary approach to the Bible that assesses the interpretive
value of a text’s various paratextual elements. The French structuralist,
Gérard Genette, first called attention to the importance of those ancillary
or “fringe” literary additions, often added by editors long after a text was
authored, that become over time instrumental in a composition’s recep-
tion and continuing usefulness. Genette’s work elevated their interpretive
value in the overall architecture of a literary composition. We think of
these additions, such as a text’s title or attributions of its author(s), per-
haps its prologue or an epilogue—that is, literary bits that do not belong
to the text itself but travel with it over time and space as integral to the
whole whenever it is picked up and read again and again by an ever-
expanding community of readers. Genette called these elements the
“paratext of the work”—from the Greek prefix “para,” which has many
uses but generally points readers to the stuff apart from something else
while still an integral part of that something.

These literary elements are added to aid the continuing reception
and performance of a principal text in a manner that insures what

Genette referred to as the text’s “transaction.”* That is, these paratextual

>«

2My use of “canonical” to qualify Wesley’s “standard” sermons is prompted
by two intentions: first, to underwrite their enduring theological and practical
importance for the worship, catechesis, mission, and devotional life of a “people
called Methodist” and, second, to focus attention on their final published form
and placement within Wesley’s collection of sermons that he thought most
important for navigating the Methodist movement into the future. For this use of
“canonical,” see in particular William J. Abraham, Canon and Criterion in Chris-
tian Theology: From the Fathers to Feminism (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1998).

3Gérard Genette, “Introduction to the Paratext,” New Literary History 22
(1991): 261, and his expanded introduction in Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpreta-
tion, ET (Cambridge University Press, 1997), 1-14, in which he considers ways in
which the paratextual elements of a primary text are added during the course of
its history to control how it is received and read.

4Genette, 262.
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elements work on a continually changing readership to help them adapt
texts from different time-zones in response to “differences of pressure”
experienced in new places. An example of this phenomenon from my
own discipline, biblical studies, is the attribution of prophetic or apostolic
authorship added by later editors to a booK’ title long after its composi-
tion for its first readers (or more typically its auditors) to locate it within a
particular theological tradition. The existential “transaction” between the
performed text and its readers/auditors in worship or catechesis is autho-
rized and even anticipated by this apostolic attribution (rather than by,
say, the prior reconstruction of its author’s real identity as the essential
basis of a canonical text’s enduring authority, which remains the anachro-
nism of modern biblical criticism).>

Perhaps another metaphor to envision a paratext’s role in assuring
the ongoing performance of a text, especially if it introduces new revi-
sions of familiar things, is a “pathway” or “portal” In this sense, the para-
text not only facilitates a “transaction” between the text and its new
reader but also occasions a “transformation” in how the familiar is now
reimagined. I have argued elsewhere that the postbiblical additions to a
biblical text may have helped the church recognize the universalizing
effects of texts written in the past for other communities in response to
their particular exigencies but then canonized as scripture for subsequent
generations of a church catholic. In this case, the paratextual elements of
a canonized text continue to invite ever-changing audiences into the
“strange new world of the Bible,” as Barth called it,> where they hear a

5[ find David Trobisch’s connection between manuscript production and
their oral performances in the earliest stages of the canonical process illuminat-
ing. Trobisch reminds us that manuscripts were written and copied with punctu-
ation markers, paragraph divisions, chapter headings and the like. When canoni-
cal stories or letters were read aloud in a small community of mostly illiterate
auditors, the reader needed to make interpretive moves to tell the story or read
the letter in ways that communicated God’s word to God’s people. That is, some-
thing so elemental as the divisions and headings of the critical text is another
paratextual element to consider; see his “Oral Performance of Biblical Texts in
the Early Church,” ConJ (2011): 277-84.

6Karl Barth, The Word of God and the Word of Man (NY: Harper&Row,
1957), 28. One should note that Barth does not refer to the Bible’s “world” as
“strange”—this adjective was added by the translator of the German original. I
doubt that Barth himself would consider the Bible’s “world” as “strange” but
rather one inhabited by the word of a transcendent God.
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Spirit-inspiring word from God that marks out a new pathway into their
own particular world.”

The most important paratextual elements to consider when reading
a Wesley sermon are its title, sermon text, any attachment added later to
enhance its final publication, and its placement within the canonical col-
lection of his standard sermons. Each of these elements has the epistemic
potential for clarifying the sermon’s theological subtexts as well as facili-
tating its “transaction” with new congregations of readers as a portal into
fresh insight of its relevance for issues at stake in their particular socio-
political worlds. This seems true of a contemporary reading of Wesley’s
“Catholic Spirit”

The Sermon Text and the Text of the Sermon

The purpose of this essay is not to provide a detailed analysis of this ser-
mon nor an exegesis of its text. However, to illustrate the role of its para-
textual elements in illuminating a sermon’s unwritten subtexts, it is
important first of all to set out both the sermon’s outline and the biblical
text it expounds.

True of every Wesley sermon, “Catholic Spirit” was shaped by reli-
gious impulses currently at work during England’s long eighteenth cen-
tury.® In the case of this sermon, two were most important. First, was a
“latitudinarian impulse” formed mostly in response to the horrors of the
Civil War and Restoration during the preceding century, which featured
battles over political governance that were often guided by religious
motives. If nothing else, many argued that the partisan rivalry between
different religious communions that resulted in hostility and bloodshed

7In addition, as properties of the canonical process, the importance of a
book’s paratext is not retrospective of its particular origins or of the communica-
tive intentions of a particular author for a particular audience located in a partic-
ular social world at a particular moment in time. The effect of canonization (and
so of each element of a book’s paratext) was to universalize and globalize the
intended audience. The interpretive act, then, is also transformed, evident in the
history of a booK’s reception, to contemporize its meaning for its current readers.
In this special sense, then, the title, “Catholic Spirit,” is affixed to the publication
of a sermon so that its different readers, including the first Methodist ministers
who learned their pastoral cues by reading Wesley’s canonical sermons, might
adapt “Catholic Spirit” to new settings where a catholic spirited version of the
gospel was necessary as a way forward.

8For a superb summary of this, see A. Outler’s introductory note to this ser-
mon in Works, 2:79-80.
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made clear that a sectarian religion was contrary to the common good.
(England’s reception of the Enlightenment at the same time may have
reinforced this sentiment on intellectual grounds.) In response, latitudi-
narians, both religious and not, defended the virtue of an unbounded tol-
erance in matters of religion. This was at the root of their work of diver-
sity, which Wesley castigated as an expression of indifference to God’s
gospel, to the church’s doctrinal foundationalism, and to its public witness
of the assurance of God’s salvation from sin and guilt.

Second, was the “pietistic impulse” of the species of Anglicanism
that shaped Wesley, especially during his unsettling sojourn in colonial
Georgia where he encountered the pietism of Moravian missionaries with
whom he shared fellowship and worship. Accordingly, Wesley resisted a
systematic formulation of his theological conception; rather, in addition
to the essential theological agreements received from the apostles, his
understanding was mostly a matter of the heart—a theological intuition
forged by worship practices and spiritual discipline that enabled “alto-
gether Christians” to rightly discern the difference between the “almost
Christian” and a genuine disciple of the risen One.® Wesley’s sermon
walks the uneven ground between these two impulses. While he rejects a
tolerance without limits—in fact, this sermon provides one of the clearest
articulations of Wesley’s embrace of an analogy of faith as common theo-
logical ground for a work of diversity within the church catholic—he also
rejects a dogmatism without wiggle room.

The sermon opens with a reading of a single moment from the Bible’s
graphic narrative of Jehu’s coup detat, which reads like a prequel to Games
of Thrones. He proceeds to assassinate any who might block his path to
Israel’s throne—indeed entire families of his royalist competition—by mil-
itary force and clever deceit until “not one was left” (2 Kings 10:14). The
prophecy of Elijah’s young protégée had been fulfilled; Jehu’s reign had
begun but it was a messy affair. One’s initial impression of Wesley’s sermon
text, then, is one of puzzlement: why choose this text to preach!?

9Although it is important to note here S. A. Mullen’s evocative study of John
Wesley’s pietism, which she rightly earths in his conception of sanctification.
Mullen argues on this basis that Wesley’s brand of pietism does not detach heart
from mind, “right loving” from “right thinking” in forming Christian existence.
“The ‘Strangely Warmed’ Mind: John Wesley, Piety, and Higher Education,” in
The Pietist Impulse in Christianity, ed. C. C. Winn, et. al. (PTM-155, Eugene, OR:
Pickwick, 2011) 161-71. For this reason, Wesley could reasonably defeat any
accusation of anti-intellectualism.
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In fact, such an evocation anticipates the paratextual role of a ser-
mon text. Wesley’s use of a sermon text provides him with a leading ques-
tion and a gesture laden with homiletical potential. The extraordinary
set-text from 2 Kings 10:15 that cues this sermon focuses attention on the
passing encounter of two vastly dissimilar characters: Jeru, the divinely
appointed king of Israel whose ruthless genocide annihilated all potential
rivalsl® comes upon pious Jehonadab!! to whom he asks the sermon’s
leading question, “Is thine heart right as my heart is with thy heart?”
Jehonadab’s positive response produces the evocative gesture: a helping
hand of partnership that binds them together in a religious campaign
against Ba’al worshippers (2 Kgs 10:16-27).12

The narrative setting of this encounter matters little to Wesley. Here
he finds the right question and the appropriate gesture of partnership for
his own day.!3 The severely gapped nature of biblical narratives allows
Wesley to imagine why it suits his more immediate concerns.!4 For exam-
ple, Wesley notes that Jehu boldly invites Jehonadab’s partnership without
any indication that either is aware of or interested in one another’s “opin-
ion” or that either one knows the other’s political résumé.1> Jehonadab evi-
dently has no idea what readers of this story and Wesley himself would
surely allow: that this genocidal Jehu is of “mixed” character! Neither pre-
sumes they know more than the other; their exchange, Wesley suggests, is

10Cf. 2 Kgs 9:1—10:14.

LIS, Jer. 35:1-11.

12Note R. Alter’s winsome translation of this verse: “And he went from there
and encountered Jehonadab son of Rechab coming toward him, and he greeted
him and he said to him, Ts your heart steadfast with me as my heart is with
yours?” And he said to him, ‘Tt certainly is’ ‘Give me your hand’ And he gave him
his hand, and he took him up to him in the chariot” The Hebrew Bible, Volume 2:
Prophets (New York: Norton, 2019), 563.

13John Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” § 5, in Sermons II, ed. Albert C. Outler, vol.
2 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley (Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 1985), 81-95.

141 introducing Roger Le Déau’s important review essay, “Apropos a Defi-
nition of Midrash,” Interp 25 (1971): 259-82, James A. Sanders observes that
“comparative midrash,” which refers to “the methods used by various sects of
second-temple or early Judaism that contemporized or explicated biblical tradi-
tions for their day, have their origins in the Bible itself and are present in all Jew-
ish literature and continue in all Jewish life throughout post-biblical times” (259).
I take it that John Wesley’s use of scripture in his preaching is a modern example
of comparative midrash.

I5Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 1.1-3.
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innocent of any prejudice that would subvert one or the other’s free will or
personal opinion.!¢ The offering of a helping hand is stated without a for-
mula that introduces who it is that offers it or why. Nothing is mentioned
by the storyteller about personal preferences (which Wesley illustrates by
the contemporary squabble over modes of worship!); in fact, Wesley’s
imagination is captured by the directness of Jehu’s question: “Is thine heart
right as my heart is with thy heart?” It may help to read a Wesley sermon
as a kind of rabbinical midrash—i.e., a creative exposition that clarifies the
contemporary meaning of a Bible verse.l” Midrash is more an approach or
posture toward a sacred text than it is a particular method or criticism for
interpreting its intended meaning, whether authorial or ideological. Every
textual detail of a verse is essential to unpack. But biblical texts are natu-
rally sparse; its every detail is “divinely inspired” and so cues a much fuller
meaning than is initially revealed to the reader. The interpreter must stand
in and fill in the textual gaps of current interest, such as a character’s
motive for acting in a particular way or making a particular comment.
This may be especially true of an Old Testament story whose theological
meaning must be clarified for its Christian readers.

The inherent intertextuality of midrash is evident when the inter-
preter draws other biblical texts into dialogue with the sermon text as
Wesley does, whether by quoting or alluding to others biblical texts that
tell similar stories, use the same words, or make connections with the
same issues at stake. The preacher’s purpose for writing into a sermon
what is left unwritten in scripture is to make clearer the potential relevance
of a biblical text for the theological formation of its contemporary readers.

Notably Wesley prefaces his sermon with a brief intertextual study of
1 John 3:11 and 2 Kings 10:15, the first text providing the canonical
demand—to love one another—that is illustrated and elaborated by the
second text.18 The effect of this interpretive move is to reread the ques-

16 Tbid., 1.4-6.

17For two fluent but different definitions of “midrash,” see G. G. Porton,
“Midrash,” in ABD 4.818-822 and B. L. Visotzky, “Midrash,” in NIDB 4.81-84.

18John Wesley’s opening move in this regard is especially significant given
the importance of 1 John in shaping his theological vision. I have argued that 1
John is Wesley’s canon within the Canon—a norming text that freights all other
biblical texts with added meaning. This is certainly the case here. More could be
added here by an analysis of this preface as a paratextual element, which reads
the opening paragraphs as constructing a stage on which the entire sermon is
performed as commentary on 1 John’s demand to love one another—a demand
that provides the centerpiece of the apostolic gospel.
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tion Jehu puts to Jehonadab and the gesture of a helping hand offered him
as act of obedience to God!® that inwardly motivates a heart that is right
toward his neighbor.20 Because any inquiry of a mode of worship or con-
tent of religious “opinion” is lacking in the sermon text, Wesley is allowed
to assume that agreement on these matters is not a condition of their lov-
ing fellowship. What is crucial to note, however, is that this textual silence
also vocalizes their mutual commitment to the “essentials” of the faith,
which is a condition of any heart is right toward God?2! and the precondi-
tion of a heart inclined toward each other in Christian fellowship.22 In
this regard, the sermon text does not clearly indicate whose hand is
offered to whom, which Wesley exploits by exhorting his readers “not to
dispute those points or to hear or speak one word concerning them. Let
all opinions alone on one side. Only give me thine hand.”23 The assisting
hand becomes in effect the all-encompassing liturgical gesture of a com-
munity’s catholic spirit that subsumes every act of love,24 every occasion
of prayer,2> and every note of instruction.2¢

The next several paragraphs of the sermon adapt Jehu’s question to
the disagreements between Christians, which are taken up again at the
sermon’s end in Wesley’s biting response to his latitudinarian opponents.
The “catholic spirit” of those who belong to any Christian communion,
no matter their location, evidently does not require them to set aside as
unimportant the theological distinctives of their faith communion, nor
differences of worship practices with members of other denominations.2”
In fact, as Tom Greggs puts it, “catholicity is the context in which we learn
to disagree better and to improve the quality of our differences and dis-
agreements within the Christian faith”28 The critical matter of any faith-
ful Christian no matter their religious or social location is whether “thy
heart is right with God,” which for Wesley depends on an unyielding

1OWesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 1.16.

20Ibid., 1.17-18.

21Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 1.12-13.

22Cf. footnote 9 above.

23Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 2.1.

241bid., 2.3-4.

25Ibid., 2.5.

26Ibid., 2.6.

27Tbid., 1.10-11.

28Tom Greggs, “The Catholic Spirit in Protestantism,” Pro Ecclesia 26, no. 4
(2017): 357.
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commitment to the perfection of God’s being2?*—most aptly put by Son-
dra Wheeler as the “sovereignty of grace” 3>—and on a robust experience
of God’s salvation-creating grace because of Christ.3!

What is noteworthy by this particular allusion to Paul’s theological
grammar is its concentration on the interior life of the believer rather
than on the doctrinal loci of historic Christian faith. While there is clearly
a nod to commitments of this kind in the sermon, discipleship is intro-
duced here as a walk by faith, not by sight, and this species of faith is
formed within a person’s heart in whom Christ dwells. The “heart right
with God” is Wesley’s trope for an inward faith—a faith formed by spiri-
tual experience and theological intuitions—in which its institutional
instantiations of one kind or another fade in importance for “laying hold
of eternal life”32

In fact, the effect of this variety of faithfulness is an “energy of love”
for God;33 it is an energetics of the soul wholly trained on God. The pub-
lic demonstration of love is once again detached from any ecclesial obli-
gation, framed by doctrinal tests and liturgical practices, and is more sim-
ply understood in doing good works exemplified by Jesus and willed by
God,3* the avoidance of sinning,3> and the love of every neighbor without
exclusion3¢ to “the uttermost of your power”3” This is the essential mark
of catholic-spirited koinonia as well as the principal characteristic of all
those with whom Christians can fellowship.

Wesley’s turn to the contemporary significance of Jehu’s helping
hand begins by noting the sparseness of scripture’s narration of his ges-
ture: he offers his hand to Jehonadab without stated condition or a quid
pro quo. He fills the storyteller’s silence by allowing the offering of a help-
ing hand does not require other believers to give up their own “opinions”
or theological commitments.3® Randy Maddox corrects the claim that

29Ibid., 1.12.
30Sondra Wheeler, “Confidence and Humility in Moral Judgment: Remarks
for a Colloquy on Church Unity;” unpublished paper given in 2019.

31Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 1.13.

321bid., 1.13.

331bid., 1.14.

31bid., 1.15.

35bid., 1.16.

36Ibid., 1.17.

37Ibid., 1.18.

38Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 2.1-2.
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John Wesley uses “opinion” to distinguish nonessential beliefs from doc-
trinal loci essential for salvation and the cultivation of holy living. He
observes that essential beliefs have an inherent epistemic value; their
affirmation helps to identify the canonical sources of theological under-
standing for any and all confessing Christians. “Opinions” on the other
hand refer to an individual believer’s more targeted appropriation of these
doctrinal sources. Wesley’s epistemology in this regard trades of England’s
early reception of the Enlightenment found in certain writings of John
Locke who distinguishes between an “object” (i.e. essential doctrine) and
its varied, more “subjective” interpretation (i.e. opinion).3? It does require,
however, that one loves another with “tender affection,0 prays for the
other,4! prods the other to do good works,#2 and to do these works hand-
in-hand with the other.43 This is the measure of any whose “heart is right
toward God and man . . . as Christ hath loved us”44

On this basis, then, Wesley profiles a “truly catholic spirit” as charac-
teristic of any believer, no matter their faith communion, whose religious
opinion is settled on the “first elements of the gospel of Christ’4> He
rejects as “the spawn of hell” the theological indifference of those whose
unbounded tolerance marginalizes the essential theological agreements of
his analogy of faith, which frustrates another’s baptism into the “very
spirit of Christ.”4¢ This rejection of indifference extends also to worship

39R. Maddox, “Opinion, Religion, and ‘Catholic Spirit’: John Wesley on The-
ological Integrity,” AsbT] 47 (1992): 63-65. In this sense, one’s individual “opin-
ion” reflects an intellectual understanding of Christianity’s theological agree-
ments. Even though such an understanding is fallible since the human intellect is
imperfect and incomplete, an “opinion” does not refer to uncertain or fleeting
beliefs that one only “feels” are right (69). Moreover, Wesley’s strategic contrast in
his concluding castigation of latitudinarian “indifference” between “opinions”
and those beliefs “essential” for the sanctification of believers presumes the avail-
ability of a test that can measure whether an “opinion” even though different
from one’s own is nonetheless acceptable to God (cf. 74-76). This test comprises
four different practices of an active love that offers “cheerful and effectual assis-
tance” in a shared work that brings God glory (2.7).

40Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 2.3.

41bid., 2.5.

42Ibid., 2.6.

Ibid., 2.7.

441bid., 2.8.

45Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 3.1.

461bid., 3.1.
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practices, including both its “particular mode” and its liturgical gestures.
A catholic spirit is fully alert to the traditions and practices that shape
particular communities of Christ’s disciples, whether this is a place where
God is found and where one can find God. In this particular sense, then,
public testimony of the experiences of God at work in human lives is evi-
dence of a mode of worship practiced in spirit and truth. Church mem-
bership is hardly incidental to the formation of our life with God but is
purposeful of it. Wesley’s recognition of ecclesial catholicity, then, is
deeply rooted in this existential reality that a diversity of polity, liturgy,
musical mode and homiletical expression is God’s social media for find-
ing and forming a people of God*” “rooted in the faith once delivered to
the saints and grounded in love”48

One of the peculiar effects of this sermon’s reception has been to
prompt the very latitudinarian indifference that it sought to upend!
Moreover, some find here justification for a kind of “heart religion” that
elevates the moral platitude of loving others but without theological tests
or conditions that would motivate or explain an action motivated by gen-
uine love. If Genette’s idea that the paratext’s purpose is to enhance or
guide the “transaction” between the text and its reader, then the role of a
sermon text is to pry open a door into a practical problem that then
requires the preacher’s exposition to fully explore. In this case, 2 Kings
10:15 offers scripture’s response to 1 John’s criterion of discipleship: we
are to love one another in a Christ-like manner, presumably exemplified
by Jehu’s love of Jehonadab. The irony of the sermon’s interpretive history,
however, is that readers rarely make it beyond the sermon’s appointed text
before presuming what Wesley might make of it.

The other potential role of a puzzling sermon text moves in the
opposite direction. Hearing the sermon text read aloud, a congregation
may be rightly interested to find out how in heaven’s name the preacher
makes Christian sense of the strange story that surrounds in scripture.
This sermon is a useful example of how Wesley does his homiletical work.
Modern biblical criticism, which underscores the importance of wrapping
biblical texts in their historical and literary contexts, might well cringe at
Wesley’s selective handling of a biblical story that seems to legitimize the
unconstrained theological pluralism is seeks to avoid. Moreover, Method-
ists use this sermon to secure a particular idea of “heart religion” that ele-

47Ibid., 3.2-3.
481bid., 3.6.
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vates the hermeneutical value of inward experience—what feels right—to
determine a text’s Christian sense even over traditional teaching or the
plain sense of scripture.

The Sermon’s Title: “Catholic Spirit”

The role performed by the titles given by Wesley (in most cases) to his
published sermons typically serves a rhetorical end: titles introduce ser-
mons with a sound bite that attracts attention while at the same time sum-
marizing the sermon’s big idea. Since Wesley’s sermons often respond to
criticisms or unfounded fictions about his ministry or the Methodist
movement he led, titles sometimes locate sermons in the vicinity of hot-
button controversies within the Church of England. Just as often a sermon
title cues Wesley’s response to a social ill or questionable moral practice or
a catechetical motive for his newly converted readers or the newly licensed
ministers trained to lead them into the faith. For example, the title of this
sermon, “Catholic Spirit,” introduces its orienting concern: to encourage
unity among different Christian communions where division currently
existed and so subverted the church’s participation in the missio Dei.

But a title that works especially well is notably ironical and ambiva-
lent; it is, in a word, intertextual. It implicates other texts or conversations
that are crucial in gaining a fuller understanding of the topic at hand. By
analogy, this is clearly true of the titles that editors gave to biblical books
during the canonical process, often long after they were composed and
widely circulated among faith communities in diverse geographical loca-
tions. Among other roles, book titles placed that text in conversation with
other biblical texts, one text reading the other for greater clarity and
deeper insight. Wesley’s sermon titles often function in this way. For
example, the inherent intertextuality and even the irony of the title,
“Catholic Spirit,” is quickly noticed when we place the so-titled sermon
into conversation with other Wesley sermons/writings or when illumined
by Wesley’s theological grammar, especially enlightened by the pivotal
role of the Holy Spirit who enables the practice of a “catholic love”

In fact, Wesley alerts his readers to this ambivalence when he intro-
duces the problem his sermon occasions in confessional terms: ““God is a
Spirit; and they that worship God must worship God in spirit and in
truth’; yet the particular modes of worshipping God are almost as various
as among the heathens”# The relationship between God’s Spirit and the

OWesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 1.8.



A Paratextual Approach to Wesley’s Sermons 159

human spirit related to worship is practically relevant since the contro-
versy over different modes of worship is front-and-center in the crisis that
occasioned this sermon’s publication. But it also is the pivot point of Wes-
ley’s pneumatology, which is implicated and elaborated by other Wesley
texts.>0 That is, the role of titles is to cue unwritten theological subtexts:
while the title introduces the sermon’s self-evident topic—the cultivation
of a believer’s or community’s “catholic (small “s”) spirit’—this is not its
essential topic, which is the holy Spirit’s cultivation of a confessing
believer’s inward affections that form in them a deeper love for God and
neighbor. Nor is the lack of a catholic spirit among Christians the primary
conflict this sermon addresses; rather, the crisis is the fracturing of the
bones of Christ’s body by intramural contentiousness, which is only
healed by the fruit born by the Spirit’s transforming work.

This is certainly the implied point of Wesley’s concluding exhorta-
tion, where his adumbration of “catholic,” repeated sixteen times to drive
home his sermon’s exhortation to catholic love, presumes his readers have
accepted the points already scored. Especially when the intertextuality of
the idea of a catholic spirit is recognized, readers understand that the lati-
tudinarian threat to this affectation is the indifference to “the first ele-
ments of the gospel of Christ,”>! to public worship,>2 to the “ordinances of
God,”>3 to “strong and cordial affection of neighbors and strangers,
friends and enemies,’>* “careful to abstain from evil and zealous of good
works . . . ready to ‘lay down one’s life’ for their sake,’>> and to “the royal
way of universal love”¢ These are all marks of a “true catholicism,” which
we know from other Wesley texts are formed in cooperation with the

30T would contend that the three principal Wesley co-texts are these canoni-
cal sermons: “The First Fruits of the Spirit” (Sermon 8), “The Witness of the
Spirit- 1”7 (Sermon 10), and “The Marks of the New Birth” (Sermon 18). See also
D. Castelos treatment of the Patristic source of the Spirits internal witness, on
which Wesley drew heavily, in his Pneumatology: A Guide for the Perplexed
(London: T&T Clark, 2015), 45-64, and J. W. Cunningham, John Wesley’s Pneu-
matology: Perceptible Inspiration (New York: Routledge, 2014) for its philosophi-
cal grounding.

51Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 3.1.

521bid., 3.2.

531bid., 3.3.

>41bid., 3.4.

55bid., 3.5.

56]bid., 3.6.



160 Robert W. Wall

Holy Spirit as the material effects of the inward operation of God’s
grace.”’

57How does the title cue the reader to follow the leading of a catholic spirit?
The primary rhetorical device Wesley uses in persuade the reader is contrast.
There is a particular kind of adversarial catholic—the “speculative latitudinar-
ian”—who is tolerant of all kinds of Christianities but indifferent to the settled
“first elements” of a genuinely apostolic gospel. Perhaps the most frequently
quoted line from this sermon in contemporary Methodism asks, “though we can't
think alike, may we not love alike?” Insofar as it often used to secure a kind of
ecumenism disinterested in doctrinal rigor or in softening the theological bound-
aries of a genuinely apostolic faith, it’s also a line that is rarely read in context.
Wesley asks the question in the concluding section of the sermon where he
defines “true catholicism.” He does so mindful of its patristic use where a commu-
nity’s “catholicity” not only attends to its inclusion within the global boundaries of
the church catholic but also within its theological boundaries as well. To be a
“catholic” Christian was to profess a faith that aligned with the apostolic witness to
Jesus and to God’s promise of salvation realized because of him. It is because of
the polyvalence of the word “catholic” that Wesley can, on the one hand, seek fel-
lowship with all other Christians and yet, on the other hand, castigate the “indif-
ference” of those latitudinarians to the “essentials” of a genuinely apostolic faith.

The title’s use of “catholic” also calls attention to a genuine disciple’s posture
toward the form of worship—a bone of contention in Wesley’s England where
there was a sometimes vicious debate between those who supported a “high” or a
“low” liturgy of worship. Here Wesley argues against a disciple’s facile acceptance
of a diversity of worship practices found within the church catholic as scriptural
and reasoned, without also discerning the particular manner and the particular
worshiping community by which they encounter and are transformed by the liv-
ing word of the Lord God Almighty.

The initial point made is Wesley’s opposition of the latitudinarian practice
of a “catholic” Christian that too easily accepts all kinds of religious faith as
equally scriptural and thoughtful but at the same time is indifferent to one’s own
existential need of locating oneself in a particular worshiping community that is
most formative of one’s discipleship.

The sovereignty of divine love, which is the centerpiece of Wesley’s theologi-
cal grammar, shapes a final element of his definition of “catholic”” This is really
what the title prepares a congregation to hear. The hallmark of Wesley’s Catholi-
cism is ethical, not religious. That is, the formation of disciples within one partic-
ular worshiping community that most effectively mediates their encounters with
God is the capacity to love all others. Wesley writes these are those who “embrace
with strong and cordial affection neighbors and strangers, friends and enemies.
This is catholic or universal love. And those that have this are of a catholic spirit.
For love alone gives the title to this character: catholic love is a catholic spirit”

What is crucial to note is the deep logic of this definition, which demands
that decisive choices are made that isolate particular religious locations from
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The Sermon’s Placement: The Canon-logic of the Sermon Collection

Often unnoticed in studies of John Wesley’s sermons is their precise place-
ment within the entire collection of his canonical sermons. In his preface
to the bicentennial collection of Wesley’s sermons, Albert Outler claims
his arrangement envisages what would have been “Wesley’s own sense of
their proper order”8—an attempt to envision the “canon-logic” of the
standard sermons.>® While admitting there is no ideal ordering of the ser-
mons, he does allow that a sequence that instantiates Wesley’s scripture
way of salvation is superior to other patterns of ordering the sermons,
such as chronological, since his sermons set out the core of his doctrinal
teaching. Outler notes, for example, that sermons 1-36 are not ordered by
chronology but by theology: they set out the theological agreements of
Wesley’s way of salvation, which is centered by the sovereignty of divine

others as the place where one’s religious experiences forge the capacity to love all
others. These are places where the gospel of the apostles is taught and practiced
and where saving encounters with God are the routine and rhythm of worship.

The ambivalence in how the sermon’s reader/auditor should understand
“spirit” is made clear by Wesley’s first use of spirit, when he introduces the prob-
lem his sermon occasions in confessional terms: “God is a Spirit; and they that
worship God must worship God in spirit and in truth’; yet the particular modes
of worshipping God are almost as various as among the heathens” The title cues
a conflict that provides the plotline of this sermon: if God is a divine Spirit, then
the human spirit of our worship of God must cohere to this unity both in prac-
tice and in truth. But what Wesley rather saw, as we do today, is a diversity of
practicing the truth of one God that had devolved into a disunity of a catholic
faith. It is as if multiple warring spirits indwell the church catholic, which frac-
ture the bones of Christ’s body rather than to heal them.

58Qutler, Works, 1:ix.

39See also Jason E. Vickers and Kenneth J. Collins’ suggestive arrangement
of Wesley’s sermons, which includes sermons outside the forty-four canonical
sermons, to give fuller expression to his conception of scripture’s way of salva-
tion. Jason E. Vickers and Kenneth J. Collins, eds., The Sermons of John Wesley: A
Collection for the Christian Journey (Abingdon Press, 2013), xx-xxii. Let me make
two observations to explain why some argue that their arrangement of Wesley’s
sermons improves on Outler’s canon-logic: (1) Vickers and Collins, in conference
with an international panel of Wesley scholars, prefer to think of Wesley’s soteri-
ology, which all agree is at the epicenter of his theological conception—as a
“via”—an unfolding pathway or “journey” toward life with God—rather than an
“ordo”—an “order” of dogmatic loci of God’s salvation. (2) The metanarrative
that maps this unfolding pathway is provided by scripture: it is a scripture way of
salvation. In their scheme, then, “Catholic Spirit” is strategically placed among
sermons that address various “challenges to the Christian life”
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grace—i.e., a settled view that God’s salvation is an exercise of God’s abso-
lute freedom to choose the who and the how by which all creation is
righted and restored according to God’s plan and purpose. These sermons
have historically attracted the most attention by Wesley scholars, mined as
they are for a more “systematic” theology of his ordo salutis.

These sermons are then followed by a set of three more canonical
sermons, 37-39, including “Catholic Spirit,” which Outler contends
respond to the mischief provoked by Wesley’s “Evangelical Revival” in
England during its long eighteenth century. In particular, these sermons
respond to the presumption that his theology of salvation was divisive.
All three sermons are deeply ironical. Wesley’s responses to these various
provocations hardly calms his opponents and in effect promotes a kind of
catholicism that is hardly tolerant of a Christianity that strays from his
account of the Reformation’s analogy of faith. The firm embrace of these
essentials is a condition of Christian koinonia. On this point, as is true of
most of Wesley’s overarching theological conception, he depends on the
New Testament letter, 1 John, to advance a bounded notion of truth and
the practice of love. I should note that there is hardly another biblical
writing that draws these boundaries more generously yet more defini-
tively than 1 John. If a Christian does not embrace the apostolic witness
of the historical Jesus—the incarnate One whom the apostles saw, heard
and touched “from the beginning”—then such Christians are liars and are
excluded from the hospitality of Christian fellowship. These are perhaps
the “Almost Christians” Wesley calls out elsewhere to repent.

The point of this paratextual subtext, then, is to understand the idea
of “catholic” over and against the generosity of the latitudinarians for
whom acceptance of another is motivated by the threat of a diversity with-
out fellowship. It may also be understood as a criticism of those oppo-
nents, such as Joseph Butler, who thought the Methodist movement was
dangerous. A practiced Christianity is a dangerous force, whenever our
beliefs in God and the universal scope and transforming experiences are
embodied in the variety of practices that marked the Evangelical Revival.

The Sermon’s Epilogue: Charles Wesley’s “Catholic Love”®®

Five years after its initial publication in Wesley’s collection Sermons
on Several Occasions (1750), he published “Catholic Spirit” as a tract with

60R. Maddox writes the editorial introduction to this poem: “John Wesley’s
sermon Catholic Spirit is the classic expression of his desire for greater accep-
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the addition of this epilogue: Charles Wesley’s poem titled “Catholic
Love’6! Near the end of “Catholic Spirit,” Wesley had written in reference
to the believer who has a catholic spirit that they “embrace with strong
and cordial affection neighbours and strangers, friends and enemies. This
is catholic or universal love. And they that have this is of a catholic spirit.
For love alone gives the title to this character—catholic love is a catholic
spirit.”62 In concluding so, Wesley had made this statement his sermon’s
decisive moment of decision-making, his “altar call” Wesley’s call for
greater solidarity among believers had failed to produce many converts.
Not only had the same old rivalries between Protestants and Roman
Catholics and between Methodists and Anglicans continued unabated,
but now especially within the Methodist movement the growing con-
tentiousness between its Wesleyan and Calvinist members had only
increased in volume.

When epilogues are added to a text, often by editors long after the
initial publication, the primary intention is to provide readers with a ret-
rospective on the text’s performance. An epilogue looks back at the recep-
tion history of the text to which it is attached as an assessment of its past
effects upon its readers. In performing such a role, an epilogue also impli-
cates a mid-course correction that envisions a hopeful change of direc-
tion. “Catholic Love” performs both these roles and in doing so is
arguably this sermon text’s most important paratextual element for
today’s readers. It remains to this day an elaboration of Wesley’s altar call.

Wesley’s sermon text had addressed two problems current in 1750,
which I think are alive and well today. (1) The first is the inability of
diverse Christians from different communions to offer a helping hand to

tance, love, and mutual support among those who share the central beliefs and
practices of Christianity. This sermon first appeared in volume three of John’s
Sermons on Several Occasions (1750). Then, in 1755, responding to current sharp
tensions among his followers over remaining in connection with the Church of
England and ongoing tensions between the Calvinist and Wesleyan branches of
the Methodist movement, John issued the sermon as a separate tract. Charles
lent his voice to the cause by attaching a hymn on “Catholic Love” While this
hymn was never added to the “Catholic Spirit” in reprints of John’s Sermons or in
his collected Works, it was included when John reprinted the separate tract in
1770 (in the context of heightened tensions with the Calvinist Methodists) and
1789.

61Hereafter, when only the name “Wesley” is used, it will refer to John Wes-
ley specifically.

62Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 3.4; italics mine.
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one another in projects of common resolve. The global church struggles
to stay together on a common ground. In the biblical case study, Jehu and
Jehonadab formed a coalition without qualification to purify a holy land
from the pollutions of Ba’al worship. With notable exceptions, the denom-
inational tribalism that divided the church of greater England persists. I
doubt we have ever been more divided, certainly along socio-political and
existential (e.g., personal identity) lines if not also among theological
lines. (2) The second—and I think Wesley’s primary concern—is the the-
ological relativism that resulted in an indifference toward the essential
beliefs of the Christian faith. Despite a midrash that transforms the two
characters of the biblical story as prefigurations of Christians who accept
and work with one another in an unqualified way, Wesley insists that such
cannot happen unless the core beliefs of God’s way of salvation along with
its principal moral effect—the practice of neighborly love for all—is
shared. This was an expression of Wesley’s optimism of grace; in fact, it
remained a large, perhaps unrealistic requirement to meet, especially given
the unchecked tolerance for the very religious indifference forged by the
liberal Zeitgeist of early modernity. Today it still remains the unlikely
prospect of a “genuinely ecumenical, catholic-spirited Christianity.”63
Nonetheless, it remains an important exercise to consider Charles
Wesley’s poem as a paratextual element for it not only rehearses the deep
logic of a catholic-spirited faith, but it reminds us also of the theological
catechesis that is central in the church’s work of diversity. But for all that
we claim for a Christian unity from John Wesley’s catholic-spirited ver-
sion of Christianity, we continue to fail to note what controls Wesley’s
entire exposition: the distinction between a theological opinion, which
may be distinctive of a particular religious tribe, and a theological essen-
tial, which unites in grace all those saints on earth and in heaven. The
opening two stanzas of Charles Wesley’s epilogue express a weariness in
“all this wordy strife” over the “notions, forms, modes, and names” of
those diverse parties and sects that currently populate a religious Babel of
confusion and division, which is the church and its academy. But in these
same two stanzas, Charles Wesley stipulates the source of what inflames
and enlarges the heart to love: the divinely taught truth about Jesus alone.
A separate article is required to study Charles Wesley’s hymn as
apropos of an epilogue to his brother’s sermon. Simply put, more than

63This is a phrase found in Seattle Pacific University’s Faith Statement in
claiming that ours is a “genuinely ecumenical” mission.
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elaborating what Wesley himself concludes that “a catholic love is a
catholic spirit,’¢4 the following catalogue of observations must suffice to
bring focus to the hymn’s paratextual role as the sermon’s epilogue.

(1) Rather than anchoring his concern with disagreements over
modes of worship as Wesley did, Charles Wesley aligns his lyrical line
with a weariness of the “wordy strife”®> of social media brought forth by
the technological innovations of a “Babel”®® where the words of rival
“parties and sects”®7 only confuse and divide. Perhaps for this reason, the
epilogue envisions a church whose catholic membership includes all the
saints in heaven and on earth who constitute a “hidden, unknown, and
obscurely safe” congregation.®® This unknown church of catholic love is
unmarked by denominational labels like “Free Methodist” or “Evangeli-
cal” but known by its practice of “uniting grace” This then is prospective
of John Wesley’s idealized community of a catholic spirit.

(2) If anything, Charles Wesley’s poem of “catholic love” focuses
even more keenly than did the sermon on the epistemic source of the
heart “inflamed”®® and “enlarged””? to love God”! and spring forth the
“unfeigned unbounded love” that one finds dispersed oer earth abroad.”2
These images of spiritual renewal would imply that the formation of a
catholic spirited community, capable of loving others, is impossible with-
out a Spirit-led renewal by which God’s love is poured out into the
enlarged hearts of the sanctified. This is hardly a renewal characterized by
emotional excess but rather by a divinely taught understanding of the
Way, Truth, and Life; it is the renewal of those who explore the latent
truth that bows to Jesus’ name alone; it is a renewal of those who are led
by the “anointing Spirit” (1 John 2) into the mind of Christ.”> Charles
Wesley’s conception of “heart religion” reminds readers that the

64Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” 3.4.

65Charles Wesley, “Catholic Love” (modernized), in Charles Wesley’s Pub-
lished Verse (Duke Divinity School: The Center for Studies in the Wesleyan Tra-
dition), 28-31, line 1.

661bid., line 7.

67Tbid., line 8.

681bid., line 37.

691bid., line 4.

701bid., line 9.

711bid., line 30.

721bid., lines 32-33.

73Charles Wesley, “Catholic Love,” lines 22-23.
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sovereignty of love is given material expression in the economy of divine
revelation, extra-specially disclosed by God’s incarnation in Jesus.
Thereby we learn to love self-sacrificially from the apostolic witness to
Jesus Christ, and to obey what is learned is to do God’s will.7# The deep
logic expressed by Charles Wesley’s poem is absolutely crucial for a right
reading of Wesley’s sermon: while loving all others is the primary expres-
sion of a catholic spirit and must be located at the epicenter of the
church’s work of diversity, such an activism is tracked and cultivated,
made possible and effective, by the humble reception God’s word.

The subtext of this observation is to elevate the importance of theo-
logical catechesis for shaping a community of practice. We love not
because we know not; to have the mind of Christ is to have the capacity to
think of others as God does.

(3) We should observe Charles Wesley’s interest in those with a taste
for “glorious liberty”7> that is characteristic of the community whose love
is global. The heart set on fire and enlarged by divine revelation to love all
others is one that is redeemed by God’s grace to become free-thinkers,”®
which enables them to walk with God “in purest white””7 and with
opened arms to embrace the world”8 with “unfeigned unbounded love”7?
By “freedom” Charles Wesley surely means to be freed from the institu-
tional legalisms of “parties and sects” to love God and others as led to do
so by the Spirit.

(4) Finally, this poem, as was the sermon to which it is affixed as epi-
logue, intermingles images of a catholic or universal love with those of a
more sectarian spirituality—a kind of time-stamped emphasis in both
sermon and hymn that reflects England’s religious culture during the
eighteenth century. But it strikes me that this remains a critical warning
of today’s quest of a catholic spirit as well. So much of the religious infras-
tructure of the church’s work of diversity, at least when sounded by its
progressive voices, is theologically thin. Wesley understands that the
church’s activism, even when its theological diversity is stripped to the
bone, still requires a firm embrace of the essentials—those theological

741bid., line 26.

751bid., line 14.

76Charles Wesley, “Catholic Love,” line 9.
771bid., line 18.

781bid., lines 15-18.

791bid., line 33.
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agreements we confess we believe and that we trust in for our salvation
from sin and death. Charles Wesley reinforces his brother’s insistence that
the helping hand that joins like-hearted folks in the work of diversity
share a common faith consisting of the doctrinal essentials of the Chris-
tian faith. Theirs is not a justification for interfaith dialogue. While the
community’s mission of loving all others inclusive and global, its mem-
bership is not. Not everyone can truly love God with the mind like
Christ’s.

I do not think, then, that the Wesleys thought it possible to form a
kinship for the common work of loving diverse neighbors without a theo-
logical foundation that provides its motive, its content, its justification, its
eschatology, and its raison detre. In the wonderfully pithy phrase of one of
my mentors, James A. Sanders, “we must first learn to theologize before
we moralize” The sermon’s epilogue issues this same exhortation in hym-
nic genre and so corporate setting, and functions, then, to reclaim as its
epilogue what not only is the sermon’s deep theo-logic but also its most
severe test.



WESLEY ON LOVE AS “THE SUM OF ALL”
by
Rem B. Edwards

How seriously do or should we Wesleyans today take John Wesley’s
proclamation that love is “the sum of all”’? The following discussion will
explore Wesley’s position on this and its ramifications.

Basic Christian Doctrines

John Wesley identified the most fundamental doctrines of Christianity
without being a fundamentalist in the modern sense of the term, that is,
without holding that every verse in the Bible is inerrantly true when all its
words are construed literally. Despite rare (but often cited) comments to
the contrary, Wesley was not typically a practicing fundamentalist.!
Wesley often distinguished “essential” Christian beliefs from what he
called “opinions”—doctrines that are allowable but only marginally sig-
nificant. Exactly where to draw the line between the two was never made
completely clear. At times, Wesley called even the most essential beliefs of
Christian orthodoxy “opinions,” that is, “right opinions” He wrote,
“[O]rthodoxy, or right opinions, is at best but a slender part of religion, if
it can be allowed to be a part at all”> His many inventories of “right,”
“orthodox,” “capital,” “first,” “central,” or “essential” Christian “opinions”
varied, but there was usually some overlap in content. In “On Living with-
out God,” the “capital doctrines” were said to be “the fall of man, justifica-
tion by faith, and of the atonement made by the death of Christ, and of
his righteousness transferred to them.”3 In “The Causes of the Inefficacy
of Christianity, Wesley identified even more “very first principles” of
Christianity: God’s “natural and moral attributes,” God’s providence, the
“offices of Christ,” the “operations of the Holy Ghost,” the new birth, and

1Rem B. Edwards, “John Wesley’s Non-Literal Literalism and Hermeneutics
of Love,” Wesleyan Theological Journal, 51, no. 2 (2016): 26-40. See also Rem B.
Edwards, What Today’s Methodists Need to Know about John Wesley (Lexington,
KY: Emeth Press, 2018), chapters 2 and 3.

2Wesley, “A Plain Account of the People Called Methodists,” Bicentennial
Edition of Works (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1984—), 9:254-255.

3Wesley, “On Living without God,” Works, 4:175.
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“inward and outward sanctification.”# An extensive account of Protestant
essentials (about which he expected thoughtful Catholics to agree)
appeared in “A Letter to a Roman Catholic” Paraphrasing and summariz-
ing a bit, these were: belief in an infinite, good, and fatherly God, God as
Creator, Jesus as Savior, Jesus as Divine, the two natures of Christ (human
and divine), his virgin birth, his atoning crucifixion, his Resurrection, the
Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as equals, the church universal, the
forgiveness of sins, hell forever for some, and happiness forever for
others.> Some of Wesley’s catalogs of Christian basics included Divine
and human love, but many did not. In “Scriptural Christianity;” the very
“essence of his [the Christian’s] faith,” was “a divine [evidence or convic-
tion] of the love of God the Father, through the Son of His love, to him a
sinner, ‘now accepted in the beloved.””® In “A Letter to a Roman
Catholic,” Wesley affirmed that “a true Protestant [and any real Christian]
loves his neighbor (that is every man, friend or enemy, good or bad) as
himself, as he loves his own soul, as Christ loved us””

Such beliefs, he thought, were among the central doctrines or “right
opinions” of Christian orthodoxy. He never completely clarified the pre-
cise contents and boundaries of his notion of “orthodoxy”® Yet, Wesley
had some if not all of the above in mind when he announced that ortho-
doxy is “at best but a slender part of religion, if it can be allowed to be a
part at all>®

The Deep and Deepest Essentials of Christian Orthodoxy

As the above incomplete synopses show, Wesley thought that many differ-
ent doctrines belong to the essentials of Christian orthodoxy. But did he
rank any of these beliefs as more basic or fundamental than others? And
do we? Some Wesley scholars seem to think so. Consider just one exam-

4Wesley, “Causes of the Inefficacy of Christianity,” Works, 4:89.

>Wesley, “A Letter to a Roman Catholic,” sections 6-10, in John Wesley, ed.
Albert Outler (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1964), 494-496.

6Wesley, “Scriptural Christianity,” Works, 1:161-162.

7Wesley, “A Letter to a Roman Catholic,” in Outler, 497.

8Wesley scholars do not agree among themselves about these precise con-
tents and limits. See Ted A. Campbell, “The Shape of Wesleyan Thought: The
Question of John Wesley’s “Essential” Christian Doctrines,” The Asbury Theologi-
cal Journal 59, nos. 1 and 2 (2004): 27-48.

9Wesley, “A Plain Account of the People Called Methodists,” Works, 9:254-
255.
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ple. In 1997, Scott J. Jones explained that the Bible was for Wesley the ulti-
mate source of and authority for Christian doctrines, supported by the
“interpretive components” of experience, tradition, and reason (the
Quadrilateral). The authority of scripture itself was one such doctrine.
Jones affirmed, “For Wesley, the wholeness of Scripture is constituted by
its doctrinal content, specifically soteriology.’10 (Soteriology is the theory,
practice, and process of salvation.) The “content” of “God’s way of salva-
tion,” Jones wrote, “has three main points: original sin, justification by
faith, and sanctification”!! (Surely the Atonement also belongs here.)
Divine and human love were conspicuously absent from this particular
list of scriptural basics. To his credit, however, Jones promptly recognized
that for Wesley “the general tenor of the whole Bible” was also “the
redeeming love of God and the possibility of salvation by faith that God
offers people,” as well as human “faith working by love”12 Yet, toward the
end of his article, he returned to the seemingly narrower theme that sal-
vation is the deepest motif of the Bible, thereby of Christianity itself. He
wrote, “[T]he general message of the Bible must be construed as the way
of salvation. Others may argue that the Bible’s general theme is something
else, and such arguments may be taken seriously. While those who dis-
cern other themes may in fact be Christians, it is difficult to imagine that
it is Wesleyan to claim any other center for Scripture than a soteriological
one. At the heart of the Wesleyan approach to Scripture is the question of
salvation, not only for the individual, but “the nation” and the nations.”13

Of the two, which was indeed the deepest or most central theme for
Wesley, soteriology—(original sin, justification by faith, sanctification, and
the Atonement), or Divine and human love? Or were they equally funda-
mental? One theme can be more basic than another in several ways. In
the order of knowing, one can presuppose or be logically derived from
the other. In the order of becoming, one can exist prior to the other and
give rise to the second. In the order of values, one can be axiologically
more significant than the other. The main problem here is this. In such
ways, did Wesley regard Divine and human love as more basic than soteri-

10Scott J. Jones, “The Rule of Scripture” in W. Stephen Gunter, Scott J. Jones,
Ted A. Campbell, Rebekah L. Miles, and Randy L. Maddox, Wesley and the
Quadrilateral (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1997), 53.

H7bid., 54.

121bid., 55.

131bid., 60.
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ology, or the reverse? Both may be such indispensable doctrinal “roots”
that Wesley’s “think and let think14 which he applied to less central
beliefs, does not apply to them. These two roots may be so intertwined
logically and practically that they cannot be separated and ranked, but
maybe not. Perhaps one goes deeper than the other. If so, we should be
able to prioritize them.

Many Wesleyan scholars recognize that soteriology is one central
theme of Scripture and thus of Christianity itself, but is it the deepest
theme? Gerald R. Cragg said, for example, that Wesley’s essentials were
those “vital to salvation,’!> but he did not call soteriology the “most vital”
Randy Maddox recognized that Wesley “highlighted” soteriological doc-
trines, but he promptly added that “such a thematically-controlled read-
ing of Scripture has negative as well as positive possibilities.”16 He recog-
nized that Wesley’s “analogy of faith” referred mainly to four
soteriological truths, “the corruption of sin, justification by faith, the new
birth, and present inward and outward holiness”17 As Jones acknowl-
edged, other Christian thinkers might emphasize something else besides
soteriology as central or most basic. To give one possible example, some
reformed theologians might argue that God’s sovereignty or omnipo-
tence, i.e., God’s absolute power and right to control and predestine
everyone and everything, is the most basic of all biblical beliefs. Obvi-
ously, Wesleyans would not agree, but we should be as clear as possible
about our own priorities.

As widely recognized, some of Wesley’s affirmations were at odds
with others, and he often changed his mind in light of greater experience
and deeper reflection. He can be quoted on both sides of many issues
including: Which is most ultimate, soteriology or Divine and human
love? Jones made a strong and well documented case for soteriology as
the “center for scripture” (and thus of Christianity itself) for Wesley. Wes-
ley himself claimed that he was a “man of one book,” and that there was
only one thing he wanted to know, “the way to heaven—how to land
safely on that happy shore”!8 These count heavily toward soteriological

14Wesley, “The Character of a Methodist,” Works, 9:34.

15Gerald R. Cragg, “Introduction,” Wesley’s Works, 2:23.

16Randy Maddox, Responsible Grace: John Wesley’s Practical Theology
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1994), 38.

17Tbid.

18Wesley, “Preface;,” Works, 1:105.
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beliefs as rock bottom basics. Yet, neither of these rather extreme exagger-
ations fits the actual facts of Wesley’s own exceptionally broad reading,
thinking, curiosity, and serious concerns.

Love as the Deepest of All Christian Basics

Without denying that soteriology was of immense significance to Wesley
himself, or that Jones made a strong and well documented case for it as
Wesley’s “central motif,” what follows will be an equally strong and well
documented case for thinking that Wesley regarded “something else” as
the most significant “general theme” at the “heart of” scripture. In many
discussions, Wesley grounded everything, including soteriology, in “God
is love” plus the two “greatest” love commandments, as Jesus identified
them. I regard these three beliefs as “rock bottom Christianity,” though
such were not Wesley’s own words. He preferred “the sum of all”

According to Wesley, “No Scripture can mean that God is not love,
or that his mercy is not over all his works”;!° and everything in “the Word
of God,” should be judged “in proportion to the nearness of its relation to
what is there laid down as the sum of all—the love of God and our neigh-
bors”20 Thus, nothing is more basic than this, and this is more essential
than all else. Love is the key to everything in scripture and tradition that
we should take seriously; but, as Wesley knew, not everything in the Bible
is loving. Some things are very unloving. In “Free Grace,” Wesley argued
that even though predestination and God loved Jacob but hated Esau are
there in the Bible, they flat out contradict “God is love,” and they must be
rejected as contradictions within the Bible.2! (Should anything else in the
Bible be reject as unloving or logically incoherent?)

Wesley regularly posited the two love commandments as rock bot-
tom Methodism, true religion, and Christianity itself. In defining
Methodism, he wrote, “[A] Methodist is one who has ‘the love of God
shed abroad in his heart by the Holy Ghost given unto him’ [Rom. 5:5];
one who loves the Lord his God with all his heart, and with all his soul,
and with all his mind, and with all his strength”22 (Of course, there is a
lot more to Methodism than that.) Explaining “This alone is religion,
truly so called,” Wesley singled out the two love commandments as the

1OWesley, “Free Grace,” Works, 3:556.

20Wesley, “On Laying the Foundations of the New Chapel,” Works, 3:587-
588.

21Wesley, “Free Grace,” Works, 3:552.

22Wesley, “The Character of a Methodist,” Works, 9:35, 37-38.
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“two grand branches”?3 of true religion. They are its foundational princi-
ples. Christian spirituality consists of believing and living out the first,
Christian morality of believing and living out the second. Christianity
affirms that “the most acceptable worship of God is to imitate him he
worships” This means,

Above all (italics added), remembering that God is love, he [the
Christian] is conformed to the same likeness. He is full of love to
his neighbor: of universal love, not confined to one sect or party,
not restrained to those who agree with him in opinion, or in out-
ward modes of worship, or those who are allied to him by blood
or recommended by nearness of place. Neither does he love
those only that love him, or that are endeared to him by inti-
macy of acquaintance. But his love resembles that of him whose
mercy is over all his works. . . . For he loves every soul that God
has made, every child of man, of whatever place or nation.24

Love so universal, comprehensive, and divine in scope or inclusive-
ness is grounded scripturally in “God is love.” More than once Wesley
identified only the two love commandments as “the sum of all’—without
explicitly mentioning the third, “God is love,” (I John 4:7 and 16). This is
because “God is love” is implicit in the command to love God with every-
thing we've got, heart, soul, mind, and strength. The scriptural, logical,
ontological, and experiential link between our loving God and the very
nature of God himself, Wesley thought, is also right there in the fourth
chapter of I John, verse 19, which he often cited. We are inspired and
enabled to love God, that is, actually to obey the first love commandment,
“because He first loved us” Wesley wrote, “We love him, because he first
loved us - This is the sum of all religion, the genuine model of Christian-
ity. None can say more: why should any one say less. . . 2725 Our very abil-
ity to love God, to obey the first commandment, logically, ontologically,
axiologically, psychologically, spiritually, and in practice presupposes
God’s existence, that God is love, and that God loved us first—before we
ever knew it, and while we were and are yet sinners. So affirms “the sum
of all religion.”

23Wesley, “The Way to the Kingdom,” Works, 1:221-224.

24Wesley, “A Plain Account of Genuine Christianity;” in Outler, 184.

2>Wesley, Explanatory Notes Upon the New Testament, Wesley’s comment
on I John 4:19. Wesley’s Bible commentaries are available online at: http://wes-
ley.nnu.edu/john-wesley/john-wesleys-notes-on-the-bible/.
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Because God first loved us, human salvation (soteriology) is avail-
able to all (not just Christians) by God’s grace, but love has ontological,
logical, and axiological priority over salvation. Wesley often cited John
3:16, “For God so loved (italics added) the world, that he gave his only
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but
have everlasting life” Soteriology itself is derived from God’s love. Thus, if
the two love commandments plus “God is love” are “the sum of all,” then
every viable doctrine of Christian orthodoxy must somehow be derived
from, express, be logically consistent with, and manifest “God is love”
Any proper understanding of and response to God’s attributes or perfec-
tions, Wesley thought, must be so derived. “[L]ove is God’s “reigning
attribute,” he wrote, “the attribute that sheds an amiable glory on all his
other perfections.”?6 (Which is why the outrageously unloving doctrine of
predestination is wrong!) “God is love” also accounts for when, where,
and how God has related historically to human beings both within and
without what Wesley called the “Christian dispensation.” “God is love” is
how we can best understand all of that.

Love with and without Doctrinal Orthodoxy

Even within Christendom people can be “real Christians,” Wesley
thought, without mentally comprehending, believing, or affirming many,
perhaps not even any, of the fundamental doctrines of Christian ortho-
doxy, previously identified, including Christian soteriology. Wesley did
not always restrict “opinions” to marginal, allowable, or optional beliefs.
At times all beliefs and doctrines were deemed “opinions,” including the
“right opinions” of Christian orthodoxy. After several decades as an itin-
erant evangelist and pastor, Wesley eventually came to realize that many
very good and loving Christians do not consciously understand or affirm
many, if any, orthodox opinions at all; that is, they cannot name or
explain them, but they are very loving persons nevertheless; and many
individuals with clear and extensive “right opinions” are not good and
loving persons. As he put it,

Whatsoever the generality of people may think, it is certain that
opinion is not religion: no, not right opinion; assent to one or to
ten thousand truths. There is a wide difference between them:
even right opinion is as distant from religion as the east is from

26Tbid., Wesley’s comment on I John 4:8.
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the west. Persons may be quite right in their opinions, yet have
no religion at all. And on the other hand persons may be truly
religious who hold many wrong opinions . . . but many of them
are now real Christians, loving God and all mankind.?”

Wesley did not deny that very orthodox individuals can be loving
persons and good Methodists, but he did think that even within Chris-
tendom many very non-orthodox individuals are profoundly loving per-
sons, good Methodists, and real Christians. True religion, real Christian-
ity, and authentic Methodism, Wesley thought, are not primarily matters
of the head. They are chiefly matters of the heart, of love and all the devo-
tions, tempers, affections, virtues, actions, gifts, beliefs, and practices that
constitute and issue from love. Wesley affirmed Christianity, “not as it
implies a set of opinions, a system of doctrines, but as it refers to men’s
hearts and lives”28 “False religion,” he said, “is any religion which does
not imply the giving the heart to God. Such is, first, a religion of opinions,
or what is commonly called orthodoxy”?® Methodists “hold right opin-
ions; but they are peculiarly cautious not to rest the weight of Christianity
there”30

Wesley agreed with James 2:19 that the devils resolutely believe that
God is one. He expanded this to mean that the devils actually assent to all
doctrines in the Bible and the Creeds!3! If you want to find a true
believer, go to the Devil! Faith, properly understood, “is not (as some
have fondly conceived) a bare assent to the truth of the Bible, of the arti-
cles of our Creed, or of all that is contained in the Old and New Testa-
ment. The devils believe this, as well as I or thou; and yet they are devils
still”32 Someone can be “as orthodox as the devil,’33 and still not be a
good Christian. What do real Christians have that the devils do not have?
Love and the “labours” of love.

27 Wesley, “On the Trinity;” Works, 2:374, italics added.

28Wesley, “Scriptural Christianity,” Works, 1:161.

29Wesley, “The Unity of the Divine Being,” Works, 4:66.

30Wesley, “On Laying the Foundations of the New Chapel,” Works, 3:588.

31Wesley, “Salvation by Faith,” Works, 1:119-120; Wesley, “The Way to the
Kingdom,” Works, 1:220, 230; Wesley, “The Marks of the New Birth,” Works,
1:418; Wesley, “The Almost Christian,” Works, 1:138-139; Wesley, “On Faith,”
Works, 3:497; Wesley, “On the Wedding Garment,” Works, 4:146.

32Wesley, “The Way to the Kingdom,” Works, 1:230; Wesley, “The Marks of
the New Birth,” Works, 1:418-419.

33Wesley, “The Way to the Kingdom,” Works, 1:220.
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Beliefs really are very important, at least some of them—reasonable,
true, and loving beliefs—but Christian love itself is even more valuable
than Christian beliefs. To avoid blindness, both love and faith must be
informed (formed by information); but faith, understood as nothing
more than assent to doctrines, is “only the handmaiden of love. As glori-
ous and honorable as it is, it is not the end of the commandment. God
hath given this honor to love alone: love is the end of all of the command-
ments of God.”3* All genuine Christian doctrines, commandments, prac-
tices, and institutions are (ideally) judged by, logically consistent with,
derived from, express, and manifest God’s love for us and God’s expecta-
tions of us—as expressed in the two love commandments. All of these
other things are only means of grace given to support our true ends—
knowing and living in love to God, to every person in every nation on
earth (including ourselves), and to every creature loved by God, which is
every creature God has made.

So, is it possible for someone to become, exist, grow, and flourish as
a truly loving person, devoted in love God, to every human being, and to
every creature God has made, without understanding, mentally affirming,
or experiencing the elements of Christian soteriology— “original sin, justi-
fication by faith, sanctification” as Jones identified them, plus the Atone-
ment, and even without mentally grasping and undergoing an intense
evangelical “new birth” experience?

After several decades of revivalism, after gaining much pastoral
experience of his own, and after receiving many relevant reports from
other Methodist pastors, Wesley reluctantly recognized the reality of
gradual and almost imperceptible Christian beginnings and develop-
ment.3> So again, are believing in and intensely experiencing Christian
soteriology the only available means to loving God and our neighbors?
Experience (supported by love and conscience) probably answers this
question better than scripture, reason, or tradition. The least expendable
element of traditional soteriology may be sanctification, the process of
growing in, living in, and being fulfilled by the grace of love and all else
that issues from love—in this world and the next.

But is becoming a Christian the only available way to be or become a
loving person? Are the only loving and devoted people in the world those
within the “Christian dispensation” who have experienced either gradual
or sudden Protestant conversions?

34Wesley, “The Law Established Through Faith,” Works, 2:38.
35Maddox, Responsible Grace, 153-156.
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Wesley’s Affirmation of Love Alone

In some writings, Wesley seemed to collapse everything, (including
the Protestant “order of salvation”) into love, Divine and human. We are
left wondering how much doctrinal orthodoxy remains, how much is
really essential for salvation, Divine acceptance, holy living, and true reli-
gion. Can non-Christians be “acceptable” to God? Yes, Wesley emphati-
cally affirmed. He was definitely not a Christian exclusivist. God’s love
includes all, and so should ours.

But can non-Christians be loving persons? Perhaps. Consider some
of his relevant comments. In a 1746 letter, Wesley wrote, “I regard even
faith itself not as an end but as a means only. The end of the command-
ment is love, of every command, of the whole Christian dispensation. Let
this love be attained, by whatever means, and I am content; I desire no
more. All is well, if we love the Lord our God with all our heart and our
neighbor as ourselves”3¢ How seriously should we take “by whatever
means’? This statement immediately followed Wesley’s recognition that
Deists and Quakers reject Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, so “love is
attained, by whatever means” definitely included them. Wesley must have
known from experience that Deists, who reject special revelation and are
theological Unitarians, and Quakers, who have many heterodox views
and practices, can still be loving persons. It may be of some interest that a
somewhat younger Thomas Jefferson, a Deist, and John Wesley, an ortho-
dox Christian, were in complete agreement about rock bottom true reli-
gion. Jefferson wrote, “That to love God with all thy heart and thy neigh-
bor as thyself, is the sum of all religion.”3”

But did Wesley’s “by whatever means,” “all is well,” and “I desire no
more” open salvation’s door, soteriology itself, true religion, and God’s
love and acceptance, to all non-Christians, along with marginal Deists
and Quakers, assuming that they live lovingly by the best light they have?

Wesley was convinced that all non-Christians, including all Jews,
Muslims, and “heathens,” who live up to the “best light” they have, would
be completely acceptable to a loving God. He also advised Christians who

36Wesley, “To John Smith,” June 25, 1746, section 9, in the Works of the Rev-
erend John Wesley, ed. John Emory, (New York: B. Waugh and T. Mason, for the
Methodist Episcopal Church, 1835), 6:637.

37Thomas Jefferson, “To Doctor Benjamin Waterhouse, June 26, 1822, in
The Writings of Thomas Jefferson, ed. Andrew A. Lipscomb and Albert E. Bergh
(Washington: The Thomas Jefferson Memorial Association, 1903), 15:383.
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disagree with one another that they can do no more than live up to the
“best light” they have.3® Good advice, by the way. Much has been pub-
lished about Wesley’s views on the salvation of non-Christians,3® but here
are some relevant quotes, with a few italics added for emphasis.

I have no authority from the Word of God ‘to judge those that
are without! Nor do I conceive that any man living has a right
to sentence all the heathen and Mahometan world to damna-
tion. It is far better to leave them to him that made them, and
who is “the Father of the spirits of all flesh”; who is the God of
the heathens as well as the Christians, and who hateth nothing
that he hath made.40

“He that believeth not shall be damned” (Mark 16:16) applies
only to “them to whom the gospel is preached. Others it does
not concern; and we are not required to determine anything
touching their final state. How it will please God, the Judge of
all, to deal with them we may leave to God himself 4!

As for “our modern Jews . . . it is not our part to pass sentence
upon them, but to leave them to their own Master.’42

But this we know, that he is not the God of the Christians only,
but the God of the heathens also; that he is “rich in mercy to all
that call upon him,” “according to the light they have”; and that
“in every nation he that feareth God and worketh righteousness
is accepted of him.43

But in every nation he that feareth God and worketh righteous-
ness — He that, first, reverences God, as great, wise, good, the
cause, end, and governor of all things; and secondly, from this

38Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” Works, 2:85, and Wesley, “A Farther Appeal to
Men of Reason and Religion, Part II,” Works, 11:203-204.

39See Randy Maddox, “Wesley and the Question of Truth or Salvation
Through Other Religions,” Wesleyan Theological Journal, 27 (1992): 7-29; and
Philip D. Wingeier-Rayo, “A Wesleyan Theology of Religions: A Re-Reading of
John Wesley Through His Encounters with Peoples of Non-Christian Faiths,”
Methodist Review, 10 (2018): 1-22.

40Wesley, “On Living without God,” Works, 4:174.

41Wesley, “On Charity;” Works, 3:295-296.

4ZWesley, “On Faith: Hebrews 11:6,” Works, 3:495.

3Wesley, “On Charity,” Works, 3:296. Allusions are to Romans 10:12, 12:6,
and Acts 10:35.
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awful regard to him, not only avoids all known evil, but endeav-
ours, according to the best light he has, to do all things well; is
accepted of him — Through Christ, though he knows him not. The
assertion is express, and admits of no exception. He is in the
favour of God, whether enjoying his written word and ordinances
or not.4

Wesley fully understood that Jesus was citing his own Jewish scrip-
tures when he called the two love commandments the “first” and “sec-
ond” greatest of all (Matthew 22:35-40, Mark 12:28-34, and Luke 10:27).
That alone should be enough to show that loving persons need not be
orthodox Christians. The “greatest” commandments come directly from
Judaism. Jesus referenced Deuteronomy 6:5, Leviticus 19:18, and perhaps
also loving “strangers” as oneself in Leviticus 19:34. Wesley understood
that these “greatest” commandments belonged initially to non-Christian
Jews—as they still do, because he commented on these pre-Christian texts
in his Explanatory Notes Upon the Old Testament. Wesley may or may not
have known that Islam also affirms that God is loving, just, merciful, and
compassionate, and that it also requires loving God and our neighbors.
Many current books and discussions affirm that these rock bottom love
affirmations belong to both historical and contemporary Islam.4> Presi-
dent George W. Bush was right when he said that Islamic terrorists have
“hijacked a great religion.”4

Wesley understood full well that non-Christians do not believe in
Christ and do not arrive at “the best light” they have by way of Christian
orders, doctrines, or experiences of salvation. He would have been more
concerned about their soul-transforming experiences than about their
doctrines and opinions. God accepts them, he thought, “Through Christ,”
even if they never heard of him, and the gospel has never been preached

44Wesley, Explanatory Notes Upon the New Testament, comments on Acts
10:35.

45For example, hundreds of distinguished contemporary Muslims have
affirmed that love of God and of neighbors is as fundamental in Islam as it is in
Christianity and Judaism. See A Common Word between Us and You (Amman,
Jordan: The Royal Ala Al-Bayt Institute for Islamic Thought, 2012). See also
Mahnaz Heydarpoor, “Perspectives on the Concept of Love in Islam,”
http://www.al-islam.org/perspectives-concept-love-islam-mahnaz-
heydarpoor/human-love.

46Remarks by President George W. Bush on “U.S. Humanitarian Aid to
Afghanistan,” October 11, 2002.
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to them. Countless modern and ancient “heathens” live or lived by their
best light, and “No more, therefore, will be expected of them than the liv-
ing up to the light they had;” some are even “taught of God, by his inward
voice, all the essentials of true religion”4” Like Christians, they are cor-
rupted by sin and are morally and spiritually enlightened only by degrees.
But does their own “light” exemplify degrees of “the sum of all religion”—
the love of God and neighbors? Not all heathens are loving persons, of
course, but neither are all Christians. Perfection in love is always by
degrees, by God’s grace, by our own cooperative striving, choosing, or
“going on,” and through diverse but locally effective beliefs, means of
grace, practices, and processes. Of course, degrees of difference can be
very extensive. Non-Christians might not agree with Wesley that Chris-
tians have more light than others,*8 yet he was convinced that others have
light enough to be acceptable to God.

As yet unanswered, did Wesley intend to say that their being accept-
able means that they are capable of loving? What exactly constitutes “the
best light” that “heathens” have? This light includes theistic beliefs, rever-
ence, avoiding known evil, endeavoring to do all things well, and confi-
dence in divine rewards and punishments.4® Regrettably, this inventory of
Wesley’s makes no explicit place for love, so we are still left wondering if
he thought that non-Christians are capable of loving. Also, what if some
“heathens” (like many compassionate Buddhists) are not doctrinal the-
ists? And are “heathen” standards of “evil,” “well,” “good,” and “righteous-
ness” reliable? By God’s universal prevenient grace, Wesley thought, even
non-Christians have a natural (universally present) moral conscience that
discriminates between good and evil, right and wrong, but even that does
not tell us that all people have a natural and universal capacity for loving.
The crucial question remains, does their “best light” include unselfish
love as well as moral conscience?

Are “heathens” really capable of loving God and others? Wesley may
have been on both sides of this fence. On the negative side, he wrote,
“[N]one can love his neighbor as himself, unless he first love God, and
none can love God unless he believe in Christ, (italics added) unless he
have redemption through his blood, and the spirit of God bearing witness

47Wesley, “On Faith,” Works, 3:494.

481bid.

OWesley, Explanatory Notes Upon the New Testament, comments on Acts
10:35; also, Wesley, “Salvation by Faith,” Works, 1:119.
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with his spirit that he is a child of God”0 The case for the positive side is
a bit more difficult to make (though partly made already). Yes, as Wesley
affirmed, without knowing or believing in Christ, “heathens” can have
redemption “Through Christ” But did he think that such redemption,
and/or God’s prevenient grace, enables non-Christians to be loving as
well as morally conscientious persons?

Being a loving moral person, Wesley thought, is best expressed in
living by and acting in accord with the Golden Rule. He acknowledged
that many non-Christians have understood and practiced the Golden
Rule, as indeed many have.>! Wesley’s own example was the “heathen
emperor, Alexander Severus.”?2 According to Wesley, the Golden Rule
“commends itself, as soon as heard, to every man’s conscience and under-
standing”>3 Here “every man” includes those who know nothing of and
have never experienced Christian soteriology. God’s prevenient grace
gives (some wording of) the Golden Rule to people everywhere as a mat-
ter of moral conscience. But does the Golden Rule cover love as well con-
science? One complication here is that one need not obey the Golden
Rule because one loves others as oneself. The Golden Rule can be obeyed
in Kantian fashion merely because one values rules or laws as such, but
not people as such,>* as ends in themselves. Or, expecting payback, it can
be obeyed merely from “long-term egoism,” “quid pro quo,” “the social
contract,” “reciprocal altruism,” but not because one genuinely loves and
intensely identifies with others in their definite, concrete, but ever
increasing becoming, their richness in good-making properties, and their
individuality or uniqueness.

According to Wesley himself, “We may clearly perceive the wide dif-
ference there is between Christianity and morality...both the inward
experience and outward practice of justice, mercy, and truth,” all of which

50Wesley, “Sermon on the Mount, X,” Works, 1:662.

>1See “Golden Rule Chronology” at: https://www.harryhiker.com/chronol-
ogy.htm

52Wesley, “Sermon on the Mount, X,” Works, 1:660, including note 65.

531bid., 661.

54As Kant explained, “Respect persons as ends in themselves and never
merely as means” is nothing more than “respect for the law...of which he gives us
an example” Persons have value for Kant only as receptacles for holding or con-
taining the moral law, but not in their concrete existence, temporality, definite-
ness, richness, and uniqueness. Immanuel Kant, Fundamental Principles of the
Metaphysics of Morals (New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1954), 19, n. 3.
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can “exist without Christianity” Christians must and do have such moral-
ity, but they must have much more—“the whole mind that was in Christ,
enabling you to walk as Christ walked” and become new creatures.>> One
problem here is, only mature Christians who have reached “entire sancti-
fication” have the whole mind of Christ, that is, complete Christian per-
fection in love. All new Christians are only “babes in Christ,>® mere
beginners in love and in exercising their spiritual sensitivities. From mod-
est beginnings they grow by degrees in love, affection, compassion,
understanding, conscience, grace, and spirituality. They gradually work
out their salvation over the remaining course of their lifetime, and
beyond, so Wesley thought. But can those in “the heathen and
Mahometan world,” who know nothing of Christ, also have genuine
aspects or manifestations of the mind of Christ without understanding it
in those terms? This depends on the meaning of “the mind of Christ”
Aren’t all loving and spiritually sensitive souls or minds Christ-like by
degrees, whether or not they are culturally, historically, mentally, or per-
sonally connected with Jesus?

Wesley declared, we have “no authority from the Word of God” to
judge those who are not “under the Christian dispensation.”>” Such out-
siders need not have any knowledge, acceptance, or experience of Chris-
tianity’s “capital doctrines” in order to “benefit from his death”>8 The
powerful redemptive work of Christ, and the boundless love of God, are
sufficient to cover, care for, and save them. Having just such outsiders in
mind, Wesley wrote,

I believe the merciful God regards the lives and tempers of men
more than their ideas. I believe he respects the goodness of the
heart rather than the clearness of the head; and that if the heart
of a man be filled (by the grace of God, and the power of his
Spirit) with the humble, gentle, patient love of God and man,
God will not cast him into everlasting fire prepared for the
devil and his angels because his ideas are not clear, or because
his conceptions are confused.>?

55Wesley, “On Living without God,” Works, 4:174.
>6Wesley, “On Sin in Believers,” Works, 1:322-322.
571bid.

581bid., 175.

591bid.
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Here, Wesley affirmed that persons lacking clear or distinctively
Christian beliefs and experiences can indeed be filled “with the humble,
gentle, patient love of God and man.” Only lovers within the Christian
dispensation are required to have specifically Christian beliefs and soteri-
ological experiences,® but by God’s grace all people everywhere are capa-
ble of having morally good and loving hearts by degrees, even without
Christian heads. In reality, some do have good hearts, and some don',
just as within Christendom. Sinfulness and seeing through a glass dimly
are also universal.

Thus, consciously understanding, believing in, and experiencing
Christ and his Atonement do not seem to be necessary for becoming,
growing, and persevering as loving persons who partake of “sum of all”
true religion. What Wesley would call “daily experience” shows us today
that there are many loving, compassionate, conscientious, just, reverent,
gifted, and devout people all over the world. “By their fruits you shall
know them,” Wesley often affirmed with Jesus, who did not say, “By their
doctrines you shall know them.” Daily experience discloses that many
loving persons belong to non-Christian religions and many to no “orga-
nized religion” at all. From experience, we know that Christians have no
monopoly on significant degrees of moral conscience and tempers, spiri-
tual devotion, love, compassion, justice, moral and spiritual gifts and sen-
sitivities, and human hearts. Sadly, many unloving, immoral, and unspiri-
tual people with hard hearts are also found everywhere, including within
our own churches.

Wesley’s Most Extreme Affirmation of Love Alone

Now consider one of Wesley’s strongest affirmations of love, and only
love, as “the sum of all.”

Another ground of . . . a thousand mistakes is the not consider-
ing deeply that love is the highest gift of God—humble, gentle,
patient love; that all visions, revelations, manifestations what-
ever, are little things compared to love; and that all the gifts
above mentioned are either the same with or infinitely inferior
to it.

It were well you should be thoroughly sensible of this—the
heaven of heavens is love. There is nothing higher in religion—
there is, in effect, nothing else; if you look for anything but

60Tbid., 174 and Wesley, “On Charity;” Works, 3:295-296.
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more love, you are looking wide of the mark, you are getting
out of the royal way. And when you are asking others, “Have
you received this or that blessing?” if you mean anything but
more love, you mean wrong; you are leading them out of the
way, and putting them upon a false scent. Settle it then in your
heart, that from the moment God has saved you from all sin,
you are to aim at nothing more, but more of that love described
in the thirteenth of Corinthians.6!

Even if “there is, in effect, nothing else,” Wesley cautioned that love
as “the sum of all” means far more than having nothing more than
intense, inner, sentimental feelings of affection. It also means much more
than merely affirming mentally that God accepts us. Wesley repeatedly
recognized that Christian love, works, and faith are inseparably united, as
in “the faith that works through love.” Properly understood, each of these
three terms is an integral part of the very meaning of the other two.62
When any one of them is separated conceptually and practically from the
other two, as did some of the Moravians, it loses its real Christian mean-
ing. Love as “the sum of all,” Wesley insisted, “does not supersede either
faith or good works.’63

Authentic Christian beliefs, Wesley assumed, can include only those
biblical and traditional doctrines that are formed and informed by “God is
love,” plus the two great love commandments. Authentic Christian faith
deliberately excludes and rejects all beliefs incompatible with Divine and
human love. To repeat, Wesley declared that everything in “the Word of
God,” should be judged “in proportion to the nearness of its relation to
what is there laid down as the sum of all—the love of God and our neigh-
bors”64 Nothing in the Bible can say otherwise (even if it does), Wesley
insisted. As noted, his own earliest examples of unloving biblical beliefs
that say otherwise were God’s hating Esau, and St. Paul’s predestination.6>
When he sent his “Sunday Service” to the Methodists in America in 1784,
Wesley deliberately rejected and omitted fifteen of the Church of England’s

61John Wesley, A Plain Account of Christian Perfection (London: Epworth
Press, 1995), 90.

62As explained in Edwards, What Today’s Methodists Need to Know about
John Wesley, chapter 5.

63Wesley, “Sermon on the Mount, IV, Works, 1:542.

64Wesley, “On Laying the Foundations of the New Chapel,” Works, 3:587-
588.

65Wesley, “Free Grace,” Works, 3:552.
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“Thirty Nine Articles” and modified several others. So much for tradition.
He also rejected all of the “imprecatory Psalms,” as they have been called;
34 malicious Psalms were completely deleted, and additional vindictive
verses were omitted from 58 other Psalms.6¢ He pronounced them to be
“highly improper for the mouths of a Christian congregation.”®’ These
unloving “imprecatory Psalms” invoke vengeance, destruction, suffering,
horrible evils, and death upon one’s enemies or rivals. Wesley’s own dis-
cerning insights and practices leave us today with an open invitation to
“search the Scriptures” for both loving and unloving biblical texts. Some
traditional and scriptural beliefs are indeed unloving and unconscionable.
Both love and conscience need to be added to the Wesleyan Quadrilateral as
basic Wesleyan hermeneutical principles, yielding a Wesleyan Hexagonal.%8

Some of our biblical (and nonbiblical) beliefs do indeed contradict
or otherwise interfere with living lovingly and conscientiously. (Isn't this
relevant to today’s LGBTQ issues? What would be the most loving thing
for us to do?) Wesley advised, “Do not spend your time and strength con-
tending for or against such things as of a disputable nature;” instead leave
“a thousand disputable points to those who have no better business than
to toss the ball of controversy to and fro”®® Yet, many widely held biblical
beliefs are disputable precisely because they are unloving and morally
unconscionable, and these require careful reconsideration.

If love is “the sum of all” then Christian works as well as doctrines,
properly understood, can include only deeds required by, consistent with,
and expressive of God’s love and the two love commandments. All intol-
erably unloving and unconscionable works done in the name of God,
even if required by the Bible, would be excluded—like putting to death all
people who work on the Sabbath, all practicing male homosexuals, and
both the male and female partners involved in adultery.”® These were not
Wesley’s own examples,”! but what else?

66https://christianity.stackexchange.com/questions/32359/which-psalms-
did-wesley-leave-out-in-sunday-service-of-the-methodists-and-why.

67Wesley, “Preface” to “The Sunday Service of the Methodists in the United
States of America,” in Works of the Rev. John Wesley, ed. John Emory (1835),
7:581, (italics added).

68Edwards, What Today’s Methodists Need to Know about John Wesley, chap-
ter 3.

69Wesley, “On Attending the Church Service,” Works, 3:478.

70Exodus 35:2, Leviticus 20:13 and 20:10.

71Sadly, in his Explanatory Notes Upon the Old Testament, Wesley raised no
objections to any of these incredibly unloving commandments, all of which value
rules far more than people.
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>«

Wesley’s “Catholic Spirit” implicitly recognizes also that many tradi-
tional beliefs and scriptural verses, passages, assertions, commands, and
practices may actually be completely irrelevant to love as “the sum of all”
About conspicuously abundant diversity in doctrines and worship prac-
tices, Wesley advised, “Keep your opinion, I mine,” and “We must both
act as each is fully persuaded in his own mind”72 The critical issue is,
“Though we can't all think [or act] alike, may we not love alike? May we
not be one heart, though we are not of one opinion? Without all doubt,
we may. 73 (He did not say, “We will.”)

Many scriptural beliefs and practices, (and many hotly contested
issues in today’s biblical criticism), make no real difference to anyone’s
becoming a more loving person, obeying the love commandments, and
loving God and our neighbors. As in Wesley’s day, Christians today spend
far too much time and effort preaching, teaching, learning, fretting over,
being divided by, and rejecting one another over irrelevancies. Can you
think of any examples?

Consider this. Wesley did not say so (to my knowledge), but most
verses and surrounding passages in the Bible are seldom if ever used as texts
or topics for sermons of any kind, much less for love-affirming sermons.
Too many sermons today teach us who and how to hate, not who and how
to love. Ministers “in the field,” then and now, always decide selectively
which scriptures pertain significantly to themselves and their congrega-
tions. During the entire lifetime of every minister, most scriptures and
commandments are never used as sermon texts, perhaps because they are
irrelevant in practice or contrary to moral and spiritual loving and living.
If not that, then why? Yes, life just isn’t long enough to cover everything,
but for what other reasons? Jewish rabbis say that in the “Old Testament”
alone (as we, but not they, call it), there are 613 commandments, not
merely 10. How many of these are ever used as sermon topics, preached,
taught, or endorsed by our ministers? (What about never charging or pay-
ing interest on loans, for example?) And how many additional command-
ments are there in the New Testament, neglected or not?

Conclusions

If we were now to embrace fully Wesley’s view that Divine and human
love are truly “the sum of all,” would that modify what pastoral ministry

72Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” Works, 2:89.
731bid., 82.
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track students are required to study in our Wesleyan divinity schools? Are
our pastoral ministers being trained adequately for changing, forming,
nurturing, and being caregivers of more and more loving souls? Does or
should their curriculum center primarily on sanctification (moral and
spiritual development) applied to themselves and for the sake of their
future parishioners? Does or should it focus primarily on the theology,
axiology, psychology, homiletics, hermeneutics, and practice of love—
which Wesley identified with holiness? And less on what, if anything?
What would a course on each of these look like, especially one centering
on the homiletics of love? Should our teaching and preaching concentrate
more on loving grace and less on rules, more on the moral and spiritual
formation of souls, and less on dogmas deeply aligned with unloving
political, secular, and religious cultures, or less on pleasant (or unpleas-
ant) trivialities that do not nourish human souls, loving souls? Should all
of us focus on loving God, people, animals,’4 and “creation care” more
than we love dogmas, laws, ideologies, and the inanimate “things of the
world”? Rules, doctrines, and worldly material objects were made for
people, not people for rules, doctrines, and material things. Should we
attend more to knowing, growing, practicing, rejoicing, living, and serv-
ing in love, and less on anything that logically contradicts or is irrelevant
to such? And should our ministers tell us more than they now do about
John Wesley’s own profound thinking, devotion, believing, acting, loving,
and compassionate living and serving? (During my many decades as a lay
Methodist, I have heard very little about Wesley’s life and thoughts from
our pulpits, especially his thoughts.)

Going slightly deeper, how would Methodism be transformed if we
took very seriously Wesley’s conviction that nothing more is required of
anyone, Christian or not, than love itself, informed by loving beliefs,
manifesting loving dispositions, tempers, sensitivities, and values, and
expressed in loving actions, gifts, practices, and experiences? If the Bible
contains any unloving texts like the numerous vengeful imprecatory
Psalms, or unconscionable beliefs and practical requirements—e.g., that
we affirm predestination, execute homosexuals and adulterers, require
slaves to be absolutely obedient, subordinate women, and forbid women

74Concerning Wesley’s remarkable views about animals, see Rem B.
Edwards, John Wesley’s Values—And Ours (Lexington, KY: Emeth Press, 2012),
73-82, and Edwards, What Today’s Methodists Need to Know about John Wesley,
71-78.
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to speak in church—should our ministers tell us explicitly that such
things contradict and are incompatible with love, and then guide us
toward more excellent ways—like those in the “thirteenth of Corinthians,”
as Wesley called it? Later if not earlier in life, Wesley himself opposed
most of these, (but I have found no discussion where he objected to scrip-
tures about executing homosexuals and adulterers).

Would Methodism flourish again in the twenty-first century if we
were to concentrate more than we now do on grace, devotional practices,
and moral and spiritual gifts, affections, tempers, values, and virtues that
constitute thinking, living, repenting, growing, serving, rejoicing, and
flourishing in love? This includes love’s derivative and expressive sensitiv-
ities, devotions, beliefs, gifts, practices, and virtues like those in Wesley’s
works of piety and works of mercy’>—communal and private worship,
heartfelt devotion, repentance, prayer, searching the scriptures, fasting,
communion, compassion, justice, kindness, repentance, forgiveness, gen-
erosity, humility, gratefulness, truthfulness, honesty, and so on. Should we
focus much more deeply than we do now on love itself and its “proper
objects”7—God, human souls and bodies, and the souls and bodies of
“every creature God has made”? And less on what? What is irrelevant, and
what are love’s improper objects—our idols? What has made the mainline
churches, ours included, so irrelevant or repulsive to the lives of so many?

Cannot the “true religion” of love be expressed both outwardly and
culturally, as well as inwardly and personally, in an immense variety of
enlightened and loving ways, and in many diverse cultures, communities,
denominations, congregations, world religions, and other persuasions? In
his universal love, mercy, grace, and goodness, hasn't God given effective
and acceptable non-Christian sensitivities, beliefs, practices, means of
grace, and gifts of love, virtue, service, and holiness to persons of other
times, places, nations, religions, and persuasions, that is, to those who do
not “think” and “walk” as we do? In the “Catholic Spirit” of John Wesley,
and without asking first about their opinions, (as Jehu did not ask
Jehonadab in II Kings 10, so Wesley pointed out),”” may we not say to all
who live and love by the best light they have, “If your heart is as my heart,
give me your hand”? Even then, the much more difficult matter of loving

7>Wesley, Works, “On Zeal,” 3:313-314, “The Scripture Way of Salvation,”
2:166.

76Wesley, Works, “The Great Privilege of Those that are Born of God,” 1:433.

77Wesley, “Catholic Spirit,” Works, 2:82.
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“all mankind without exception,” including our enemies, even “the ene-
mies of God,””8 would still remain. Perfection in love is a very high stan-
dard to meet—in scope, affective depth, understanding, and practice.

78Wesley, “The Almost Christian,” Works, 1:138, 141, “Catholic Spirit,” 2:89;
“The Reformation of Manners,” 2:321; “The Character of a Methodist,” Works,
9:38.



TRINITARIAN THEOLOGY FOR BETTER
PASTORAL CARE: WESLEYAN DISTINCTIVES

by

Don Thorsen

One of the things that impresses me most about John Wesley is that he is
remarkable at describing in practice what biblical Christianity looks like
in real life, even though his theory (viz., theology) is not generally recog-
nized as being amply systematic in its formulation. Of course, there are
probably several reasons for this. Perhaps life is not all that systematic; in
fact, it might be quite messy due—for example—to the finitude of human
life and, I believe, the impact of sin. Another reason might be that, to
some extent, Western civilization for centuries has been enamored with
the rationally articulated life. Oh, you might find variations of this fixa-
tion on rationalism or empiricism, idealism or existentialism, and even
modernism or postmodernism. However, Westerners have tended to pre-
fer those who present their ideas logically, critically, and with philosophi-
cal aplomb.

Wesley was not unfamiliar with this fascination with “the reason-
ableness of Christianity”! However, he feared that Christianity would
reduce to formality—“mere outside religion”—if it focused too much on
abstract, depersonalized, and propositionally oriented truth statements.?
To be sure, Wesley also knew that Christianity could suffer from the
opposite extreme, namely, a subjectivist “enthusiasm.”> What Wesley
aimed for was a balanced approach between the two—a flexible balance,

IWesley was familiar with the books written by John Locke entitled The
Reasonableness of Christianity, as Delivered in the Scriptures (1695) and A Vindi-
cation of the Reasonableness of Christianity (1695). He was also familiar with the
development of deistic religion in the Church of England, which Wesley consid-
ered an aberration of the gospel; for example, Matthew Tindal’s Christianity as
Old as the Creation (1730).

2John Wesley, preface, Sermons on Several Occasions, §6, in The Bicentennial
Edition of the Works of John Wesley, vol. 1, ed. Albert C. Outler (Nashville: Abing-
don, 1984), 106.

3See John Wesley, Sermon 110, “The Nature of Enthusiasm,” in The Bicen-
tennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley, vol. 2, ed. Albert C. Outler (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1985), 44-63.
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and not a rigidly conceived center point. As an alternative, he advocated
religion of the heart, or “heart-religion”# Like his Anglican background,
Wesley appreciated the concept of a via media—a middle way (rather
than a propositionally identifiable idea) between the human desire for
understanding truth, on the one hand, and real-life applicability, on the
other hand.

One way to learn about Wesley’s heart-oriented approach to Chris-
tianity is through his understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity. Wesley
was orthodox in his understanding of the doctrine and did not add any-
thing new to it. However, the relational dynamics of the Trinity interested
him the most. Wesley appreciated the personal, interdependent relation-
ship between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.> There is a partnership that
occurs between the three persons (or Godhead) of the Trinity, and each
defers to one another, when appropriate, and each acts responsibly, when
appropriate. Similarly, God voluntarily defers to people in order that they,
by prevenient grace, may also act responsibly. This responsibility on the
part of people is important not only for their salvation, holistically con-
ceived, but also for how they minister (and respond to ministry) in ways
that are loving and just, empathetic and accountable, compassionate and
advocative on behalf of those in need.

Although he focused on more than the relationality of the Trinity, Wes-
ley emphasized the partnership between the three persons of the Godhead,
and between God’s grace and our task in caring relationally for the needs of
others because God intends that we be restored to the wholeness—individ-
ually and collectively—of the divine image in which we were created. I will
begin by talking about Wesley’s general approach to theology and min-
istry, followed by his view of the Trinity and its relevance to the Christian

4Wesley, preface, Sermons on Several Occasions, §6, in Works, vol. 1, 106.

°] use traditional biblical language in referring to the Trinity as Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, which nowadays are considered male-exclusive terms, especially
with regard to God the Father. Ordinarily I refer to God as God, or to God as
Parent. So I am very aware of and in agreement with use of inclusive language
with regard to God as well as to people. All human language about God is ana-
logical, and scripture includes female, animal, and other analogies to describe
God. Thus, it seems to me that flexibility is in order with regard to language
about God in general, and in particular about God in this paper. Since this paper
is about Wesley and the Trinity, and their implications for pastoral care, I will use
traditional biblical language in referring to the Trinity, lest we become side-
tracked with an issue not at stake in this paper.
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life and to pastoral care, holistically conceived, for others. By emphasizing
relationality in his understanding of God and the Trinity, Wesley never
lost sight of the need to be holy, that is, to love and to secure justice in
relationship with others—spiritually and physically, individually and
socially, lovingly and righteously.

On a personal note, I write this paper as a theologian, one who has
been ordained and spent the majority of his life training clergy and lay
leaders for the church. Most of what I teach and write about occurs
within the context of ministry, broadly conceived. However, I do not
intend to speak principally as a pastoral caregiver. Nor do I intend to
speak comprehensively about how best to provide pastoral care—in its
myriad manifestations. Instead, my goals are more limited, more modest.
I intend to talk about Wesley’s approach to theology, his theological
understanding of the Trinity, and how such considerations contribute to
caring for the holistic needs of others. However, the practical applications
I offer from the perspective of Wesleyan beliefs, values, and practices
come from Wesley more than from my personal experience or expertise
in providing pastoral care.

Wesley’s Approach

Let me begin by talking about Wesley’s approach to theology and
ministry. There unquestionably was method to his approach both to the-
ology and to ministry. Wesley affirmed the primacy of scriptural author-
ity, but he did not appeal to it exclusively, as suggested by the Protestant
slogan of sola Scriptura (Lat., “scripture alone”). Wesley did not think that
the Reformers, such as Martin Luther and John Calvin, slavishly used
scripture alone in their theological decision-making, nor had any Chris-
tians of note prior to them.

In line with his Anglican (or Anglo-Catholic) heritage, Wesley
believed that church tradition and critical thinking served as genuine—
albeit secondary—religious authorities in addition to the primacy of
scriptural authority.® To these, he added relevant experience, to which
Wesley thought that Christians had always appealed authoritatively, con-
sciously or unconsciously, throughout church history. Such claims to
experiential (or, as Wesley also said, “experimental”) authority may have

®Henry R. McAdoo, The Spirit of Anglicanism: A Survey of Anglican Theo-
logical Method in the Seventeenth Century (New York: Scribner’s, 1965), vi; cf.
312-313.
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referred primarily to religious experience, but it also included social expe-
rience (including what we call culture) and even scientific knowledge.”
Wesley’s appeal to these respective religious authorities, in subsequent
Methodist history, occurs by the shorthand term of the “Wesleyan
quadrilateral,” which refers to scripture, tradition, reason, and experie-
nce.8 The quadrilateral represents a heuristic tool for talking about Wes-
ley’s complex, dynamic approach to decision-making both for the sake of
theological reflection and for applications to personal life and ministry.

The language of contextuality applies to Wesley’s approach to theol-
ogy. Although the concept of contextual theology is relatively recent, it
talks about the situatedness of people as well as the beliefs and values they
have.? Wesley certainly did not use the language of contextuality per se,
but his fourfold understanding of religious authority lends itself to such
theologizing, far better than does sola Scriptura. As such, Wesley helps
Christians to be more up-to-date and relevant for current concerns about
the situatedness of truth as well as pastoral care for those whose needs are
constantly changing and require creative pastoral responses.

Admittedly, the Wesleyan quadrilateral looks somewhat messy, theo-
retically speaking, relative to the clear-cut concept of sola Scriptura. How-
ever, since people inconsistently appeal to the theory of sola Scriptura,
Wesley’s messier approach to religious authority and Christian decision-
making makes more sense in practice. Of course, the quadrilateral seems
more theoretically sound to me as well, at least, more sound than advo-
cating scripture alone.

The messiness of Wesley’s theology extends to his view of God’s role
in the world, vis-a-vis, people’s role, or what may be referred to as the
relationship between God’s providence (and predestination) and human
freedom (and responsibility). To be sure, the issue of God’s relationship

7Wesley, preface, Sermons on Several Occasions, §6, in Works, vol. 1, 106.

8See Don Thorsen, The Wesleyan Quadrilateral: A Model of Evangelical The-
ology (1990 rpt.; Lexington, KY: Emeth Press, 2005), 5-7.

9See Virginia Fabellas definition of contextualization: “Contextualization is
now understood in different ways; in general, however, it connotes taking a criti-
cal look at the local context (with its historical, socioeconomic, political, cultural,
ethnic, racial, and religious dimensions) as well as the impact of outside forces
(such as the imposition of a global market and homogenized culture) on the peo-
ple;” see Virginia Fabella, “Contextualization,” in Dictionary of Third World The-
ology, eds. Virginia Fabella and R.S. Sugirtharajah (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books,
2000), 58.
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with people represents a different kind of messiness than that of religious
authority, but the undeniable reality of mystery permeates the depth of all
human knowledge, including theological knowledge. For this reason, the
apostle Paul talked about how “we see in a mirror, dimly” (1 Corinthians
13:12, NRSV). For millennia Christians have appealed to Paul’s words in
order to remind everyone that we must “walk by faith, not by sight” (2
Corinthians 5:7), that is, by God’s grace through faith, rather than
through either reason or experience for the legitimation of Christianity.

Let me give a specific example of the mysterious nature of God’s
relationship with people. Wesley believed in the sovereignty of God, but
emphasized the sovereignty of God’s love, rather than the sovereignty of
God’s power. Because he thought of God primarily in terms of love, since
“God is love” (1 John 4:8), Wesley also thought of God and people pri-
marily in terms of relationality. To a degree, God created people in a way
that they had freedom to choose, which involved freedom to relate, free-
dom to love. Wesley considered such freedom to be grace enabled. People
do not have the natural wherewithal to do anything of eternal significance
without the prevenient grace of God. As such, God must initiate, enable,
and complete people’s salvation by grace. Yet, such enablement requires
the free, uncoerced, responsible choice on the part of people to accept (or
reject) by faith God’s gift of salvation.10 In fact, all things that God desires
for people, including their sanctification as well as their justification,
requires their responsible choices in synergistic partnership with God’s
Holy Spirit.

In contradistinction, Wesley rejected those theologies that conceived
of God’s relationship with people in a more deterministic, authoritarian,
or hierarchical way. Certainly, God is sovereign and all-powerful, but God
chooses voluntarily to restrict that differential in order to provide people
with sufficient reciprocity for genuine love, trust, and joy. People’s
responses to God are not merely compatibilist in the sense of doing that
which God ordained for them to do before the foundation of the world;
instead, people’s responses to God are not determined effectually or irre-

10Randy Maddox emphasizes the synergistic understanding Wesley had of
the dynamic relationship between divine grace and human freedom. He empha-
sizes the responsibility people have, based upon God’s prevenient grace, as
“responsible grace”; see Randy L. Maddox, Responsible Grace: John Wesley’s Prac-
tical Theology, Kingswood Series (Nashville: Kingswood Books for Abingdon,
1994), 91-92.
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sistibly. There exist real-life, indeterminate conditions of faith, salvation,
and relationship with God, for which God has given people sufficient
freedom—sufficient prevenient grace—to choose.

In fact, the messiness of God’s relations with people, including its
rather non-systematic character, extends to God’s Trinitarian existence as
well. Since the earliest creedal statements about the Trinity, the God-
head—and the relationship between the three persons of the Trinity—was
enshrouded in mystery. Of course, the doctrine did intend to explain
exhaustively the theory of God’s nature; it served more as a shorthand ref-
erence to the mysteries of divine transcendence. However, in practice, the
doctrine of the Trinity was useful and sufficient for understanding scrip-
ture as well as for relating with God regarding salvation and the Christian
life.

The Trinity

Wesley held an orthodox view of the doctrine of the Trinity. But in his
orthodoxy, Wesley had opinions about the Godhead that complement
and, perhaps, illustrate how he viewed other dimensions of theology and
ministry. In other words, the Trinity was practical to Wesley, and the
practicality of the doctrine extends far beyond its relevance for pastoral
care. Let us consider further this practicality of the Trinity.

To begin with, Wesley thought significantly about the Trinity in
terms of relationality. God the Father relates to the Son and Spirit; God
the Son relates to the Spirit and Father; and God the Spirit relates to the
Father and the Son. The relational nature of the Godhead emphasizes
God as love, preliminarily alluded to as the affection and association
between Creator/Redeemer/Advocate, or perhaps better Parent/Sibling/
Fellow. Just as love leads God’s inter-relationality, love leads God’s rela-
tionality with people. God does not intend to relate with people only (or
even primarily) in terms of power, authority, and hierarchy, but in terms
of authentically free interaction between persons. Although God and
people are different, to be sure, scripture maintains that salvation repre-
sents as much as a restored relationship as it is a ransom, substitution, or
some other analogy used in scripture to describe salvation. But it is a sal-
vation that sufficiently restores relationship—a lost relationship—and the
interaction will continue more fully in heaven for eternity, where scrip-
ture portrays God and people residing with one another (Rev 21:3).

Wesley also thought of the Trinity more in terms of three-ness than
of one-ness, similar to that of Orthodox Christianity. Both Western and
Eastern traditions affirmed the Trinity; however, the Western tradition
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emphasized the oneness of the Godhead, and the Eastern tradition
emphasized the three-ness of the Godhead, while both remained ortho-
dox in their understanding of the doctrine. Wesley leaned more toward
the Eastern Orthodox side, emphasizing the relationality, mutuality, and
equality of the three persons.!! He did not use the language of perichoresis
(Gk., ‘interpenetration, ‘inter-relational’), but the concept is reflected in
his understanding of the Trinity. Likewise, Wesley did not directly
address the filioque issue, but disliked interpretations of the doctrine of
the Trinity that upturned the mutuality and equality of the Godhead.

Wesley emphasized the mutuality and equality of the three persons
of the Trinity, focusing upon the synergistic partnership between Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. Such a partnership has been interpreted theologi-
cally various ways in church history. Each variation conveys a slightly dif-
ferent motif—social Trinity, economic Trinity, and so on. The concept of
a social Trinity, for example, is a relatively new theological term, with
which Wesley would have been unfamiliar. If the social Trinity is under-
stood more as tritheism, then most certainly he would have rejected the
concept; if the social Trinity is understood more as a relationally oriented
understanding of orthodox belief, then most certainly Wesley would have
found the concept appealing. However, it is anachronistic to project par-
ticular beliefs upon Wesley, especially if those projections are intended to
judge him for some heretical opinion.

Wesley did not tolerate heretical views of the Trinity, but likewise he
did not tolerate those who judge such opinions so severely that it resulted
in pastoral exclusion, violence, and possibly death. Wesley criticized
Calvin, for example, for giving ecclesiastical approval for the magisterial
execution of Michael Servetus, who challenged traditional articulations of
the Trinity and infant baptism.12 Such judgments and violence toward the
beliefs of others represented the antipathy of God’s loving relationship
with people, which Wesley believed was bent more towards reconciliation
and restoration than towards divine self-defense (see also apologetics)
and mortal discipline.

l1See Maddox, Responsible Grace, 136-140. I draw upon the Maddox’s dis-
cussion of Eastern Orthodoxy’s influence upon Wesley in the remainder of this
paragraph.

12See John Wesley, “Some Remarks on ‘A Defence [sic] of the Preface to the
Edinburgh Edition of Aspasio Vindicated}” §6, in The Works of John Wesley, ed.
Thomas Jackson, 14 vols. (1872 rpt.; Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1978),
10:351. Words in brackets are mine.
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With regard to the economic Trinity, Wesley would have appreciated
the description of each function played by the Godhead—of each person
of the Trinity. However, he most decidedly wanted to avoid unnecessary
speculation, in his opinion, about the economic, vis-a-vis, ontological
debates regarding the “essence” or “substance” (Lat., substantia) of the
Trinity. Such debates were needful, but they were not his concern. To his
knowledge, debate over such issues did not ordinarily contribute to
greater knowledge of and relationship with God. To the degree that
debate over the doctrine of the Trinity aided Christians in their daily
lives, Wesley was grateful. However, for the most part, speculative discus-
sions about the inner reality of the Godhead too easily distracted Chris-
tians from more important, explicit emphases promoted in scripture—
emphases having to do with loving God, and with loving one’s neighbor
as oneself.

The various analogies of God’s dynamic essence, for indeed they are
analogous attempts to explain the transcendent God of the universe,
attempt to capture more and more of whom God is. To that extent, they
are needful, especially when they most align with scripture. Wesley’s
longest discussion of the Trinity occurred in his sermon “On the Trinity;’
in which he affirmed the doctrine, but mentioned as many precautions as
admonitions about its meaning.!3 As already stated, Wesley did not dab-
ble much in theological debates about the Trinity; he was more concerned
about affirming and embodying the doctrine—to the degree that it is pos-
sible—than in explaining it. Still Wesley believed that we may learn from
the doctrine and glean from it insights that are practically relevant here
and now for Christian life and ministry.

Let me give a commonsense example of practical insight available to
Christians by contemplating the doctrine of the Trinity. Consider the fol-
lowing three statements:

e When we think of God the Father, we think of God the Creator,
Providential-caregiver, Covenant-maker, Law-giver, Judge, Avenger
against injustice, and Liberator from oppression.

e When we think of God the Son, we think of Savior, Lord, Rabbi,
Teacher, Sibling, Role-model, and Conqueror.

13See John Wesley, Sermon 55, “On the Trinity,” in The Bicentennial Edition
of the Works of John Wesley, vol. 2, ed. Albert C. Outler (Nashville: Abingdon,
1985), 373-386.
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e When we think of God the Spirit, we think of Advocate, Coun-
selor, Inspirer, Empowerer, Gift-giver, Fruit-giver, Intercessor, and
Witness-bearer.

Which of the aforementioned statements about God is most important?
Of course, as Christians we would say that all of them are important. Yet,
in our individual Christian lives and respective churches, we tend to
emphasize the characteristics (or functions) of one person of the Trinity
more than others. For example, evangelically oriented churches tend to
emphasize the person and work of the Son; justice-oriented churches tend
to emphasize the person and work of the Father; and charismatically ori-
ented churches tend to emphasize the person and work of the Holy Spirit.
Of course, God may lead us, individually or collectively, in our church
focus on certain types of ministry more than others. So long as we do not
downplay (or worse, judge, condemn, and punish) the ministries of other
Christians, all the ministries together make up a greater spiritual gestalt
than what may occur with any individual church or connection of
churches (e.g., denominations).

The apostle Paul understood this concept when he talked about the
church as the body of Jesus Christ. In 1 Corinthians 12, he talks about
how churches are made up of Christians with different charisms, gifts,
and talents, all of which contribute to a greater whole than can be
achieved by any individual. In my experience, the body of Christ analogy
is most often applied to local churches; however, it also applies to the
church universal. Different churches and denominations contribute to a
greater whole than is achievable by any individual church or denomina-
tion. Sadly, too much emphasis can be placed on putting down or even
opposing other Christian and denominational expressions of ministry.
Instead, should they focus on how all of the expressions may support the
body of Christ as a whole, thus reflecting a more genuinely Trinitarian
understanding of the diversities of ways in which God has and continues
to minister to us? If we want to represent, as ambassadors of God (2
Corinthians 5:20), all of the ministerial concerns expressed through each
person of the Godhead, then we need to broaden our understanding,
appreciation, and application of God’s Trinitarian breadth of love, salva-
tion, and renewal of people and of the world.

Wesley would also say that focusing on the Trinity, holistically con-
ceived, reminds us not only of how important it is to talk about God the
Creator and Jesus Christ the Savior, but also of the Holy Spirit the Advo-
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cate. For Wesley, Christians neglected the Spirit in church history, and yet
it is the Spirit who represents the present, most real, and most powerful
presence of God in our lives! The Spirit today saves and sanctifies Chris-
tians. The Spirit gives spiritual charisms, gifts, and fruit. It is the Spirit
who witnesses assurance of our salvation and who works to restore Chris-
tians to the image of God—to Christlikeness, even to become “sanctified
entirely” (1 Thessalonians 5:23). Wesley believed that too many Chris-
tians lived powerless lives, overlooking the dynamic, relational presence
and work of the Spirit in the world. Both individually and collectively, the
Spirit promises power to regenerate as well as justify, to sanctify as well as
give assurance, and to heal as well as persevere. In fact, salvation should
be conceived holistically, even therapeutically, for the healing of all
dimensions of people’s lives: spiritually, physically, emotionally, relation-
ally, socially, and so on.14

Finally, with regard to the doctrine of the Trinity, it is not enough to
emphasize “right beliefs}” known as orthodoxy. As practically oriented as
Wesley was, it was also not enough to emphasize “right practices,” known
as orthopraxis. Wesley emphasized heart-religion, religion of the heart, or
what could also be called orthokardia—a “right heart”1> When consider-
ing the Trinity, it is not enough to recognize a right belief about it. Chris-
tians should also emphasize the praxis-oriented implications of the doc-
trine as well as the heart-oriented (or love-oriented) implications of the
Godhead’s eternal love for one another, which in turn reflects God’s eter-
nal love for us. Getting bogged down in right beliefs (as important as
propositionally stated beliefs about God are) may distract Christians
unhealthily, both theologically and spiritually, with regard to the fullness
of the gospel and the dynamic reality of salvation—of reconciliation with

14Gee Maddox regarding “The Therapeutic Focus of Salvation,” Responsible
Grace, 144-145.

157 first learned about this valuable concept of ‘orthokardia’ in understand-
ing Wesley, by reading Gregory S. Clapper, John Wesley on Religious Affections:
His Views on Experience and Emotion and Their Role in the Christian Life and
Theology (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1989), xii, 154-156. Clapper also talks
about “orthopathy”™ (right passion or desire) and alludes to “orthoaffectus” (right
temper or affection), since Wesley talked about right passions, desires, tempers,
and affections. Each generally intends to communicate the same dispositional
and/or relational value in Wesley. Of course, to these categories could be added
right social relations, for example, “orthosocietas” (right society) or “orthocom-
munitatis” (right community).
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and renewal by God. After all, it is not enough for God to make atone-
ment possible so that people may have eternal life; God wants to restore
people to the loving, just, and holy image in which they were originally
created, reflective of the dynamic reality of God’s trinitarian self.

Pastoral Care

What applications for pastoral care may we draw from our discussion of
Wesley’s approach to theology and ministry as well as from his under-
standing of the doctrine of the Trinity? Before I enumerate some applica-
tions of Wesley for pastoral care, let me first qualify my discussion two
ways: First, I intend to talk about pastoral care broadly, and not just in
terms of pastoral counseling, which is how some people may view pas-
toral care. We all know that pastoral care involves far more than counsel-
ing others; it involves a full range of pastoral leadership, preaching, teach-
ing, admonishing, and so on. In fact, the ways in which pastors provide
care for people may be virtually impossible to itemize, given the variety of
unique ways that pastors end up ministering to others, inside the church
as well as outside of it.

Second, let me briefly talk about my own ministerial background. I
have been ordained and taught in seminary education for more than
three decades. My pastoral involvement has occurred primarily in the
area of Christian education, but it has always been within the larger con-
text of serving as a ministry by training men and women preparing for
ordained as well as lay positions of leadership in churches.

Now, let me enumerate ten applications of Wesley’s beliefs, values,
and practices that I believe are helpful for pastoral care, drawing upon his
approach to theology in general and in particular to his understanding of
the Trinity. The following applications reflect the Trinity to greater or
lesser degrees, but all come as distinctive of Wesley. It may sound simplis-
tic of me to list the applications point-by-point. Nevertheless, I generally
try to make applications user-friendly, and I think that Wesley would
agree.

1. Pastoral care involves qualitatively more than biblical knowl-
edge alone. Christians, especially Protestant Christians, need to get
beyond the confessional axiom of sola Scriptura, including when it comes
to pastoral care. As crucial and primary as scriptural authority is, the
Bible is not the only religious authority that Christians use in practice,
neither in day-to-day life nor particularly in pastoral care. While appeals
to scripture alone may pique our pietistic impulses, they distract us, if we
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do not consciously employ a more diverse and richer approach to Chris-
tian life and ministry. For example, it is needful to consider knowledge
and wisdom found from church history, critical thinking, and contextual
experience—individual, social, and (behavioral) scientific experience—if
we are to provide pastoral care for the full range and complexity of church
life as well as for problems with which people deal. Some of the best
insights for pastoral care may not come from scripture either directly or
indirectly. If ‘all truth is God’s truth; so to speak, then Christians ought to
draw from a breadth of sources, without having to eisegete their existence
from the Bible.

2. Pastoral care needs to be done contextually. Although the con-
cept of contextuality is relatively recent, its importance extends to Chris-
tianity past as well as present. Wesley’s appeal to scripture, tradition, rea-
son, and experience, at least, is remarkably open to such contextual
considerations. With regard to pastoral care, contextuality pertains first to
understanding the situation—the situatedness—of the person or persons
in need of pastoral care. This might include the person or persons’ “social
location” and/or “intersectionality of identities” (e.g., socio-economic sta-
tus, gender, race, age, ability, and sexual orientation, along with the inter-
sections of these). Contextuality also pertains to the situatedness of the
person, clergy or layperson, intending to provide care. One ought not to
jump to conclusions about what people need in the way of pastoral care
without first spending time endeavoring to understand the context (e.g.,
nature, extent) of need. Likewise, one needs to be attentive to one’s own
context. How does one’s own situatedness help or inhibit pastoral care?
Contextuality extends to all potential sources of pastoral care, including
how one understands and uses the Bible. Just as the Bible ought not to be
taken out of context in potentially ministering to someone, the Bible’s
own contextuality—its situatedness—needs to be kept in mind, lest we
project upon it a veneer of truth or relevance for people’s present needs
more than what the biblical text realistically provides.

3. Pastoral care involves a partnership between God’s grace and
human responsibility; this pertains to the one ministering as well as to
those receiving ministry. Life does not consist of merely discovering
God’s plan for our lives. Wesley was adamant about how God relates with
people in ways that require choices and responsibilities for their lives.
Human freedom, of course, is dependent upon God’s grace. But God’s
grace is given preveniently so that people are free to choose rightly or
wrongly, wisely or unwisely, lovingly or sinfully. Wesley preferred to call
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human freedom “free grace,” rather than free will.16 But the net result is
the same: By grace, people must act responsibly—even if that responsibil-
ity remains somewhat mysterious, given admitted limitations upon peo-
ple’s freedom in this world. Pastoral caregivers must be aware of their
choices and responsibilities; likewise, those to whom pastoral care is
given must be aware (or should be made aware) of their responsibilities—
of their potential to progress or regress with regard to the particular chal-
lenges or needs they face. God may foreknow their thoughts, words, and
actions, but God does not ordain or decree them. In the same way, each
person of the Trinity acts individually, freely, and responsibly. Although
there is no one-to-one correspondence between the freedom of God and
the freedom of people, there is an important and valid analogy between
them.

4. Developing a relationship—to the degree to which time,
opportunity, and appropriateness allow—undergirds what we custom-
arily call pastoral care. Those intending to give pastoral care do not
always have the luxury of spending an extended amount of time getting
to know people as well as they would like to do so. But to the degree that
it is possible, Christian caregivers—both clergy and lay people—ought to
try to develop relationships that are genuine and not merely contrived. Of
course, this relationality can be difficult, given differences that justly exist
between people: pastor/lay person, counselor/counselee, and so on. Nev-
ertheless, those giving pastoral care in general ought to be open to devel-
oping greater depth of relationship; they ought not to view people per-
functorily or less than the valuable people they are, created in God’s
image. Throughout history, different phrases have been used to describe
this need for developing genuine relationships, for example, treating peo-
ple as a “Thou” rather than an “It] or treating them authentically as
“Other” rather than in an instrumental or obligatory way. As pastoral
counselors, we may talk about “therapeutic alliance” or the “therapeutic
relationship” Sometimes the greatest healing comes through this—a
redemptive or corrective relationship with a counselor. A strong thera-
peutic relationship is a common factor of healing, recognized across
numerous theoretical orientations. Focusing upon the inherent relational-
ity of the Trinity (as well as upon God’s relationality with people) helps us

16See John Wesley, Sermon 110, “Free Grace,” in The Bicentennial Edition of
the Works of John Wesley, vol. 3, ed. Albert C. Outler (Nashville: Abingdon,
1986), 542-563.
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to remember that pastoral care requires authentic relationality on our
part, if we want to achieve the same kinds of loving results that God
intends towards us. Perhaps giving people relationship or friendship, of
some sort, may be the only care that is pastorally possible. However, even
the gift of caring relationship, when we are present with others, may be
sufficient for an immediate situation.

5. Helping people focus on orthokardia (right heart) and ortho-
praxy (right practice), and not just orthodoxy (right belief), helps to
minister to people in more holistic (and realistic) ways. Sometimes
“getting your head straight,” so to speak, is not what people need in terms
of pastoral care. Sometimes people have needs of the heart, and such
needs may be physical, emotional, relational, and social as much as they
are spiritual. Likewise, people have needs relating to praxis, rather than
right beliefs, and such needs may require drastic, long-term therapy or
other therapeutic means by which they may overcome all that binds them
due to addictive habits or other kinds of bondage. As important as right
beliefs may be for mature Christianity, people in need are often far from
anything close to looking mature—by any definition. For many in need,
subsistence is a day-by-day challenge, which requires subsistence health-
wise, financially, or by other tangible means of survival. Pastoral care
ought to be prepared to become involved incarnationally in the very
mundane aspects of survival in order to help people cope with their
immediate as well as long-term needs. This may also involve guiding
people to additional, outside sources of counseling and other tangible
forms of care. It means admitting that one, as a pastoral caregiver, cannot
provide holistically and realistically on his or her own.

6. Although a certain honor and authority belongs to those who
provide pastoral care, differences in roles (or functions) do not pre-
clude the need for a sense of mutuality, equality, and humility in relat-
ing with those in need. Those intending to provide pastoral care to oth-
ers ought always to remember the adage: “there but for the grace of God
go 17 It is tempting to think of oneself as being better or more blessed by
God, when in reality God loves everyone equally, just as each member of
the Trinity loves one another with mutuality and respect. The predomi-
nant history of Christian beliefs about the Godhead emphasized mutual-
ity, respect, and humility between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Wesley
rejected attempts in his historical context to introduce inequality, authori-
tarianism, and hierarchy into the doctrine of the Trinity. In like manner,
Christians intending to provide pastoral care ought to view themselves as
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needing as much divine grace as everyone else. They may have benefited
from experiences and opportunities different from those to whom they
want to minister, but everyone at one time or another needs help. Accord-
ingly, those giving pastoral care may at times need to admit that they
themselves need the grace of pastoral care from others. Sometimes cer-
tain people or groups of people need more help than others need—lots
more. People do not necessarily need pastoral care because they deserve it
or because they are being punished through their neediness; neediness
may also be the result of random or unjust causes, for which they are not
at fault. As such, differences in people’s needs do not signify differences in
quality or deservedness of divine love and care, regardless of whether it
comes directly or indirectly through those providing pastoral care.

7. Emphasis on the Holy Spirit should remind us of the holistic
and therapeutic aspects of salvation, by which God ultimately intends
to heal all aspects of people’s lives spiritually, physically, emotionally,
relationally, and socially. Salvation represents more than receiving a “get
out of hell” ticket, but a lifelong (indeed, eternal) process of becoming
reconciled with God, of being restored to a pristine image of God, and of
advocating on behalf of the gospel's message of love, justice, and other
biblical virtues. As such, pastoral care involves far more than caring for
people’s spiritual well-being, as important as that is. Pastoral care requires
that we go deeper in ministering to the holistic needs of people, regard-
less of what their immediate needs are. It is through the person and work
of the Holy Spirit that God wants to sanctify our lives, regenerating and
perfecting us, even when we want neither to occur. However, if Christians
believe that God is perfect, then God does not work in people for the sake
of mediocrity, but of perfection. God’s sanctifying grace works both in the
lives of those intending to provide pastoral care and in the lives of those
receiving pastoral care.

8. The Trinity, holistically conceived, reminds us that pastoral
care on behalf of God emphasizes (and advocates) for justice and
empowerment for renewal as well as for salvation. Sometimes pastoral
care involves compassion ministries (i.e., caring for the symptoms of suf-
fering) and sometimes it involves advocacy ministries (i.e., caring for the
causes of suffering). In the former instance, pastors perform a priestly
function of caring for the intra-church needs people have; in the latter
instance, pastors perform a prophetic function of caring for the extra-
church needs people have. In providing pastoral care for some, the real-
ization may arise that little can be done immediately for the person or
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persons involved. For example, there may exist structural, organizational,
or governmental laws and policies that preclude a satisfactory resolution
for people. Such laws and policies may lead to the marginalization of peo-
ple; they may also lead to worse conditions of socio-cultural marginaliza-
tion, oppression, or persecution. Such persecution may become so great
as to result in violence or death towards those treated unjustly or, at least,
unlovingly. These conditions may even occur in church and denomina-
tional contexts. It may not be sufficient, in providing pastoral care, to help
people’s immediate pain and suffering. It may also be necessary to
become socially aware and active in order to advocate on behalf of those
treated unjustly, for example, due to discrimination based upon racial,
ethnic, gender, class, age, ability, linguistic, national, religious, or sexual
orientations.

9. Although pastoral care alternates between the care and cure of
people’s needs, pain, and suffering, Wesley was hopeful with regard to
the power of God’s grace to heal. As Christians, we sometimes hear it
said that people must manage their pain and suffering, more than think
that such challenges can be resolved or cured. After all, we live in a sinful
world wherein Satan and other forces are at work oppressing us spiritually
as well as in other ways. Christians ought not to be hopeful about the
world becoming a better place, for people neither individually nor for
people collectively. However, Wesley disagreed. If the Creator God of the
universe still exists, if the divine Savior of the world still lives, and if the
Advocate for the world still works, then God’s power should make us
hopeful about the degree to which goodness, justice, love, and healing
may increase. If God heals people from sin and death, giving them eternal
life, then God can heal people in other ways here and now. Although it is
easy to become discouraged in this life, given the awfulness and extent of
injustice, pain, and suffering in the world, Wesley was hopeful. Moreover,
he would say that everyone who intends to provide pastoral care for oth-
ers should approach their ministry with hope, rather than hopelessness.
To be sure, they ought not to approach pastoral care with a sense of enti-
tlement, naively believing that God is more concerned about displaying
power than love. Yet, to the degree that displays of power and of cures aid
in the spiritual maturation of people, God may indeed work signs and
wonders on behalf of those in need—preternatural healing that surpasses
human ability.

10. The Golden Rule, which epitomized Wesley’s understanding
of holiness—including the loving of one’s neighbor (individually and
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collectively) as one loves oneself—never ceases to inspire greater
improvement of pastoral care. It may sound monotonous to some
Christians to talk about the so-called Golden Rule, yet how often do we
meditate upon it? The rule says, “Do to others as you would have them do
to you” (Luke 6:31; cf. Matthew 7:12), which parallels Jesus’ command to
“love your neighbour as yourself” (Mark 12:31; cf. Paul’s summation “of
the whole law”: “You shall love your neighbour as yourself”—Galatians
5:14). With regard to the latter verses, I like to point out that the prerequi-
site for loving one’s neighbor is first to love oneself. Oddly, Christians
throughout church history have too often considered self-love to be
prideful, self-centered, and indeed the seed of sin (for example, see
Augustine).l7 Yet, Jesus said that we are to love our neighbors as we first
love ourselves. Wesley would recommend the development of a healthy
self-love, self-care, and self-nurture that is helpful for everyone—both for
pastoral caregivers and for those to whom care is directed. (As pastoral
caregivers, we need to be concerned about self-care, including how this
may prevent burnout or ‘compassion fatigue’) If Christians meditated
more upon both the Golden Rule and its correlate command in the
Greatest Commandment, then they may learn more about how to care
maturely and to love themselves as well as care for and love others. If
indeed love represents one of the highest (if not the highest) of virtues of
relationality—within the Trinity, between God and people, for oneself,
and for others—then we ought to meditate upon it as well as responsibly
endeavor to love to the fullest God, ourselves, and others.

17“Pride is the beginning of sin. And what is pride but the craving for undue
exaltation? And this is undue exaltation—when the soul abandons Him to whom
it ought to cleave as its end, and becomes a kind of end to itself” Augustine of
Hippo, City of God, in. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers: First Series, ed. Philip
Schaft, Volume II, St. Augustine: City of God (rpt.; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
20d ed,, 1996), 273-274, (Bk. 14, Ch. 13: That in Adam’s sin an evil will preceded
the evil act).
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Introduction

The historical and contemporary realities of maltreatment of people with
intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDD)? in Christian ecclesial

IWith special thanks to Randy Maddox who facilitated an independent
study course for me at Duke Divinity School in 2015 where this essay was born,
and to Jon DePue who provided substantial constructive feedback on an earlier
version of this essay.

2For nearly the last two decades, person-first language (person with a dis-
ability) has been the universal standard for academic, professional, and other
public writing on disability. However, an increased turn toward identity-first lan-
guage has surfaced, particularly among physically disabled people as well as the
autistic community. While most professional and medically-based organizations
still call for the exclusive use of person-first language, the disability community
has pressed for a shift toward identity-first language, even in academic publica-
tions. While the use of person-first language is still preferred among many peo-
ple with IDD, I will alternate between multiple descriptions of disability identity
throughout this paper, recognizing that the IDD community holds varying per-
spectives on the use of disability language. For further reading, see Lydia Brown,
“The Significance of Semantics: Person-First Language: Why It Matters”
(https://www.autistichoya.com/2011/08/significance-of-semantics-person-
first.html); William Evans, “I am not a dyslexic person I'm a person with
dyslexia’: Identity constructions of dyslexia among students in nurse education,”
Journal of Advanced Nursing 70/2 (2014): 360-372; Morton Ann Gernsbacher,
“The use of person-first language in scholarly writing may accentuate stigma,”
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 58/7 (2017): 859-861; Anders Gustavs-
son, et al. “Plurality and continuity—Understanding self-identity of persons with
intellectual disability,” European Journal of Disability Research 10 (2016): 310-326;
Beth Haller et al., “Media labeling versus the US disability community identity: a
study of shifting cultural language,” Disability & Society 21 (2006): 61-75; Edlyn
Vallejo Pena, et al., “Critical Perspectives on Disability Identity,” New Directions
for Student Services 154, (2016): 85-96.
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communities serve as the catalyst for this essay.> Though John Wesley
does not explicitly discuss disability in his sermons and writings, his
notion of holistic sanctification—or whole person formation—provides a
salient theological point of reflection at the intersection of theology and
disability. Many contemporary Western ecclesial contexts are dominated
by cognitive aspects of faith formation: reading Scripture, participation in
formal church education programs, and comprehending sermons. In
these settings, people experiencing IDD often find themselves marginal-
ized.* This “hypercognitive” approach to ecclesial life and discipleship
significantly limits the participation of intellectually and developmentally
disabled people in communities of faith, particularly in practices of
Christian formation, including baptism and the Lord’s Supper. Wesley’s
“means of grace,” “outward signs, words, or actions ordained of God, and
appointed for this end—to be the ordinary channels whereby he might

3For further history and contextualization of these issues, see Erik W. Carter,
Including People with Disabilities in Faith Communities: A Guide for Service
Providers, Families, ¢ Congregations (Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co.,
2007), 6-16; Deborah Beth Creamer, Disability and Christian Theology: Embodied
Limits and Constructive Possibilities (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009),
35-39; Nancy L. Eiesland, The Disabled God: Toward a Liberatory Theology of
Disability (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1994), 20; Molly C. Haslam, A Construc-
tive Theology of Intellectual Disability: Human Being as Mutuality and Response
(New York: Fordham University Press, 2012), 1-5; Thomas E. Reynolds, Vulnera-
ble Communion: A Theology of Disability and Hospitality (Grand Rapids: Brazos
Press, 2008), 23-30; Amos Yong, The Bible, Disability, and the Church: A New
Vision of the People of God (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2011), 6-8.

4While my clinical work as an occupational therapist and my scholarship at
the intersections of intellectual disability and theology focus my discussion here
on people with IDD, this same kind of constructive theological work finds close
connection in considering how the experiences of people with dementia, chil-
dren, or people living with severe and persistent mental illness, might help newly
interpret practices of formation in Christian holiness.

3See John Swinton, Dementia: Living in the Memories of God (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2012), 81. Swinton here is building
on the work of Stephen G. Post in The Moral Challenge of Alzheimer Disease: Eth-
ical Issues from Diagnosis to Dying, 20d ed. (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press, 2000). A focus on “hypercognition” refers to the prioritization of
values including rationality, autonomy, intellect, and reason as the most signifi-
cant characteristics of human identity and participation.
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convey to men preventing, justifying, or sanctifying grace,’® offer an
avenue from which to imagine modes of participation in practices of
sanctification for people with IDD. However, a striking tension arises
from Wesley’s related emphasis on the need for a person’s “intentional
response” to realize the means of grace. Inside this tension, how might
Christians faithfully think about sanctification among disciples who live
with IDD, especially profound experiences of disability?” And, how might
the church respond to the reality of some who cannot participate in the
“typical” means of Wesley’s holistic formation?

I constructively suggest that re-centering Wesley’s concerns sur-
rounding baptism can enliven and sustain Christian participation in the
means of grace, especially among people with intellectual and develop-
mental disabilities. Placing baptism in tighter connection with the other
means of grace creates spaces of belonging for people with IDD in the
church, thereby supporting bidirectional growth in holiness among all of
God’s people, with and without disabilities.

To begin, I explore John Wesley’s account of whole person sanctifi-
cation, especially the relationship of Wesley’s way of salvation with the
means of grace. In this exploration, I give an account of the historical
(and continued) displacement of both baptism and people with IDD
within Wesley’s framework of holistic formation. I then shift to suggest
how a re-envisioning of baptism as foundational to sustained participa-
tion in the means of grace holds great potential for contemporary eccle-
sial communities when considering people with IDD. Re-centering bap-
tism supports belonging among congregants with diverse abilities and

6John Wesley, Sermon 16, “The Means of Grace,” 11.1-2, in Sermons I, ed.
Albert C. Outler, vol. 1 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1984), 381.

7] am specifically considering people who are described by John Swinton as
follows: “a group of human beings who are deemed to have limited communica-
tional skills, restricted or sometimes no self-care skills, and significant intellec-
tual or cognitive difficulties, or both. Such people reside in the world without the
language and concepts that many people use and that are often assumed, by
some, to be necessary to understand the fundamentals of the Christian faith”
Becoming Friends of Time: Disability, Timefullness, and Gentle Discipleship (Waco:
Baylor University Press, 2016), 89.
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limitations.8 I conclude with some constructive suggestions on the pas-
toral practices for how to do so.

John Wesley’s Whole Person Sanctification

For Wesley, salvation is deeply participatory and holistic. In his sermon,
“The New Birth,” he describes sanctification “as a progressive work car-
ried on in the soul by slow degrees from the time of our first turning to
God® Sanctification occurs in the context of present-day salvation,
described by Maddox as “a gradual therapeutic process that grows out of
our responsive participation in God’s forgiving and empowering grace.”10
This work of salvation spans diverse contexts of the Christian life, includ-
ing liturgical, communal, and devotional settings.!! Furthermore, Wes-
ley’s whole person sanctification aligns closely with his notion of conver-
sion. As Blakemore writes, conversion for Wesley is not a single event but
is “the totality of the work of God in a person’s life, including both what
God does and the human (grace-enabled) response to God’s action.”12
This vision does not exclude swift change in one’s spiritual life, but con-
textualizes these experiences within the ongoing work of God, which
both precedes and follows moments of drastic transformation. Wesley’s
holistic approach to sanctification and conversion also parallels his

8Both Jean Vanier and John Swinton, among other theologians of disability,
define the important difference between inclusion and belonging. While anyone
may be “included” in a faith community as a result of particular accommoda-
tions and attention to access needs, Vanier and Swinton note that to truly belong
in a community “you need to be missed.” This notion of belonging is closely tied
to friendship. Vanier and Swinton expand their definition of belonging, writing,
“to belong we need to feel that we matter. Belonging is the true place of meeting.
Only when we come to realize that the church cannot be the church without each
member of the body feeling that they belong can we truly be the church. Belong-
ing is the enemy of stigma. Belonging destroys loneliness and fear. Belonging is
the heart of the gospel and the true basis for tender meeting” Mental Health: The
Inclusive Church Resource (London: Darton, Longman, & Todd, 2014), 101.

9John Wesley, Sermon 45, “The New Birth,” IV.2-3, in Sermons 11, ed. Albert
C. Outler, vol. 2 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1985), 198.

10Randy L. Maddox, Responsible Grace: John Wesleys Practical Theology
(Nashville, TN: Kingswood Books, 1994), 192.

HIbid.

12Stephen G. Blakemore, “By the Spirit Through the Water: John Wesley’s
‘Evangelical’ Theology of Infant Baptism,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 31
(1996): 167.
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understanding of healing. As Maddox notes, “while most Christians
shared the conviction that God would provide full healing of the body
and soul at the resurrection, Wesley’s emphasis on the degree to which
both dimensions of divine healing can be experienced in the present was
less common.”13 It is clear that Wesley presents understandings of conver-
sion and healing fully resonant with his emphasis on holistic sanctifica-
tion in the present life.

Wesley’s whole person sanctification is closely linked to his notion of
participation in “the means of grace” Supporting this claim, Maddox
asserts, “the Way of Salvation is a continual process of deeper responsive-
ness to the Spirit’s presence, empowered by regular participation in the
several means of grace”!* For Wesley, consistent participation in the
means of grace is the primary pathway through which one grows in holi-
ness. Thompson describes “the pattern of interactivity amongst all the
means of grace”!> as grounds for its efficaciousness in holistic sanctifica-
tion. But what practices constitute these means of grace?

Wesley offers the following definition: the means of grace are “out-
ward signs, words, or actions ordained by God, and appointed for this
end—to be the ordinary channels whereby he might convey to men pre-
venting, justifying, or sanctifying grace”16 Wesley’s definition here clearly
aligns with the Anglican notion of a sacrament as “an outward sign of
inward grace, and a means whereby we receive the same”!7 For Wesley,
“the chief of these means are prayer . . . searching the Scriptures . . . and
receiving the Lords Supper”1® He emphasizes that the means of grace
must never be separated from their ends but always “conduce to the
knowledge and love of God.”!® Wesley exhorts believers that “in using all
means, seek God alone”20 In other words, the means are to be used as
means, “not for their own sake, but in order to the renewal of your soul in
righteousness and true holiness.”?!

I3Randy L. Maddox, “John Wesley on Holistic Health and Healing,’
Methodist History 46 (2007): 7.

14Maddox, Responsible Grace, 227.

15Andrew C. Thompson, “The General Means of Grace,” Methodist History
51 (2013): 257.

16Wesley, Sermon 16, “The Means of Grace,” 11.1-2, Works, 1:381.

171bid.

181bid.

197bid.

20Wesley, Sermon 16, “The Means of Grace,” V.4, Works, 1:396.

211bid., 396-397.
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Maddox defines the means of grace “not only as avenues by which
God conveys gracious empowerment” but “also formative disciplines by
which we strengthen and shape our character into Christ-likeness.”22
Divine agency flows into Christians through the means, empowering
them in practices of holistic sanctification throughout their lives of disci-
pleship. Wesley stresses that Christ alone provides the “meritorious cause”
of grace.?3 Power is in no way intrinsic to the means themselves; God’s
power alone performs the work of holistic sanctification.

However, human participation in this whole person formation is
also necessary. In his sermon “The New Birth,” Wesley describes this co-
operant function of the means of grace as “a kind of spiritual respira-
tion:"24 “God is continually breathing, as it were, upon his [the Chris-
tian’s] soul, and his soul is breathing unto God. Grace is descending into
his heart, and prayer and praise ascending to heaven. And by this inter-
course between God and man, this fellowship with the Father and the
Son...the life of God in the soul is sustained.”2>

But what practices, apart from prayer, the Lord’s Supper, and the
study of Scripture, constitute the means “through which God’s pardoning
and empowering Presence is truly communicated?”?¢ For Wesley, the
“general means of grace,” to be engaged “for no other reason than as
means of drawing near to God,’? include six principles, such as taking up
one’s cross daily and the “exercise of the presence of God.”?® Wesley’s par-
ticular means of grace, or the works of piety, consist of “discrete practices
of worship or devotion that he sees as enjoined in the teaching and exam-
ple of Jesus Christ in the gospels:”2? prayer, studying Scripture, the Lord’s
Supper, fasting, and “Christian conference.”3? Prudential means of grace

22Randy L. Maddox, “A Change of Affections: The Development, Dynamics,
and Dethronement of John Wesley’s ‘Heart Religion,” in The Methodist Tradition
and Related Movements, ed. Richard Steele (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press,
2001), 19.

23Wesley, Sermon 16, “The Means of Grace,” 11.4-7, Works, 1:383.

24Wesley, Sermon 45, “The New Birth,” 11.4-5, Works, 2:193.

251bid.

26Maddox, Responsible Grace, 201-202.

27Thompson, “The General Means of Grace,” 254.

28Knight, The Presence of God, 5. Knight includes a helpful chart on this
page indicating Wesley’s list of occasions and practices associated with the gen-
eral, instituted, and prudential means of grace.

29Thompson, “The General Means of Grace,” 250.

30Henry H. Knight III, The Presence of God in the Christian Life: John Wesley
and the Means of Grace (Metuchen, NJ: The Scarecrow Press, 1992), 5.
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for “holy living,” such as works of piety (e.g., attending prayer meetings,
reading devotional literature) and mercy (e.g., visiting the sick), form the
final categories of Wesley’s means of grace.3! As Maddox observes, “Wes-
ley’s holistic convictions led him to value both means of grace that pri-
marily address the intellect and means that are focused more on our emo-
tional/affective nature.”32

The Means of Grace and IDD

Despite Maddox’s observation that the means of grace evoke emotive and
affective participation, it remains difficult to envision what participation
in holistic sanctification might mean for many people with IDD. In
describing Wesley’s general means of grace, Thompson asserts their
requirement of “an intentional awareness of one’s motivations in thought,
word, and action.”33 This notion of intentionality, including human
capacities for self-reflection and cognitive reasoning, seems to exclude
persons experiencing more profound forms of IDD from participation in
holistic sanctification.

Yet, Wesley’s account of salvation conflicts with an approach to
Christian holiness produced by justification alone. For Wesley, this is why
the justifying nature of baptism,34 when taken alone, raises a critical issue:
it perpetuates the belief that one is entirely saved on account of their bap-
tism, without need for sustained practices of holiness. Therefore, the lived
experiences of people with IDD, as well as theologies of disability, raise
important questions to Wesley’s emphasis on human responsiveness and
intentionality in the means of grace: what happens for people who cannot
participate in typical cognitive patterns of reasoning and self-reflection to
sustain the means of grace, as they travel the road of sanctification?

Wesley’s exhortations regarding the proper use of the means of
grace, consisting of hearing, reading, meditating, and talking on the
things of God,3> also raise questions about the feasibility of participation

311bid.

32Randy L. Maddox, “Reconnecting the Means to the End: A Wesleyan Pre-
scription for the Holiness Movement,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 33 (1998):
59.

33Thompson, “The General Means of Grace,” 250.

34John Wesley, “A Treatise on Baptism,” in Letters, Essays, Dialogs and
Addpresses, ed. Thomas Jackson, vol. 10 of The Works of John Wesley (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1872), 190-191.

35Wesley, Sermon 16, “The Means of Grace,” I1.1-2, Works, 1:381.
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in these means for people with IDD. In a spiritual memoir testifying to
her “journey of faith inspired by caring for a profoundly disabled son,”
Methodist theologian and clergyperson Frances Young raises this central
concern: “Arthur’s condition challenged all convenient assumptions and
easy solutions. If God’s purpose was soul-making, what about a new
human being without the potential to respond and grow, or mature in
faith and in virtue?”3¢ In light of her relationship with her son Arthur liv-
ing with severe IDD,37 Young’s question seeks further clarification from
Wesley on how one might consider the relationship of holistic sanctifica-
tion and the means of grace in the face of severe disability.

Did Wesley historically recognize that his account of whole person
sanctification marginalized the full participation of intellectually and
developmentally disabled people? At best, the answer seems “at rare
times.” Wesley did provide pathways for the in-breaking of divine agency
to convey grace freely through the prescribed means of grace, or in any
mean “whatsoever and whensoever it pleaseth” God.3® Wesley illustrates
this claim to the infinite variability of God’s activity in several letters. In
his October 1757 letter to Dorothy Furly, Wesley writes, “God will do his
own work in his own manner, and exceedingly variously in different per-
sons. It matters not whether it be wrought in a more pleasing or painful
manner...therefore trouble not yourself about the experience of others.
God knows you, and let him do with you as he sees best.”3? Similarly, in
his October 1785 letter to Mary Cooke, Wesley expresses the following:

You have faith, but it is only as a grain of mustard seed. Hold
fast what you have, and ask for what you want. There is an
irreconcilable variability in the operations of the Holy Spirit on
[human] souls, more especially as to the manner of justifica-

36Frances Young, Arthurs Call: A Journey of Faith in the Face of Severe
Learning Disability (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 2014),
31.

37Young and her son, Arthur, reside in the United Kingdom where IDD is
referred to as “learning disability” This deviates significantly from the under-
standing of “learning disability” in the United States, and therefore, I have chosen
to retain the disability language of “IDD” utilized throughout this essay to
describe the nature of Arthur’s disability.

38Wesley, Sermon 16, “The Means of Grace;” V.2-4, Works, 1:395.

39ohn Wesley, Letter to Dorothy Furley (October 21, 1757), Letters II1, ed.
Ted A. Campbell, vol. 27 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2015), 102.
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tion. Many find him rushing in upon them like a torrent, while
they experience “the oerwhelming power of saving grace” . . .
But in others he works in a very different way: “He deigns his
influence to infuse; Sweet, refreshing, as the silent dews.” It has
pleased him to work the latter way in you from the beginning;
and it is not improbable he will continue (as he has begun) to
work in a gentle and almost insensible manner. Let him take his
own way: He is wiser than you; he will do all things well.40

As these letters illustrate, Wesley’s vision of justification and sanctification
potentially creates an avenue for people with IDD to grow in holiness.

Reflecting on Wesley’s “heart religion,” Maddox claims “there is the
suggestion that Wesley had some doubt about the sufficiency of intellec-
tual conviction alone to motivate the life of Christ-like love,” which
resulted from Wesley’s encounter with an “Augustinian stream of Chris-
tian spirituality” that “reinforced his growing doubts about the ability of
rational conviction alone to effectuate human action”4! Though the
mature Wesley advanced a more holistic anthropology in line with a
gradual de-centering of cognition in the practices of sanctification, the
misguided reception of Wesley’s moral psychology—conflated and dif-
fused by more intellectualist moral psychologists such as Thomas Reid—
led communities to treat “the various means of grace more as ‘duties’ than
as formative disciplines;#2 a treatment that often extends into the con-
temporary ecclesial scene.

The Means of Grace and Baptism

In the same way that Wesley’s emphasis on whole person sanctification
may marginalize people experiencing IDD, his central concern for holy
living appears to displace baptism. The historical precedent for this dis-
placement sprung from Wesley’s anxiety about the baptized “resting” in
their baptism. That is, Wesley’s heavy emphasis on holistic sanctification
via the means of grace was his way of addressing the problem of once
baptized individuals who demonstrated a “lack of responsiveness” to the
presence of the Holy Spirit in their ongoing Christian life. Maddox argues

40John Wesley, Letter to Mary Cooke (October 30, 1785), ed. John Telford,
vol. 7 of The Letters of John Wesley (London: Epworth Press, 1931), 298.

41Maddox, “A Change,” 10-11.

42]bid., 25.
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that Wesley “attributed this lack largely to their presumption that the sim-
ple act of baptism (at whatever age) guaranteed salvation.”43

Wesley believed in the possibility of “sinning away” one’s baptismal
regeneration.4* For him, movement toward mature faith requires a
dynamic engagement with God’s profligate grace marked by responsive
faith appropriate to an individual’s stage in development. As Maddox
argues, “while Wesley affirmed that sacraments convey present pardon
and power, he denied that their mere reception was a guarantee of our
eschatological pardon. This latter dimension of salvation is contingent
upon our responsible participation in the healing process which the
Divine grace conveyed through the sacraments makes possible> Wes-
ley’s concerns in this area likely lead to his omission of baptism from lists
of the means of grace. Since “baptism was a onetime initiatory event,”
Henry Knight claims that in practical terms, for Wesley, it had “no further
role to play in the ongoing life of the Christian.”46 After baptism, the pres-
ence of God was exercised in a Christian’s life via the (other) means of
grace, especially through the frequent partaking of the Lords Supper.
This removal of baptism from whole person sanctification remains a cen-
tral reality within the patterns of Christian formation in contemporary
faith communities.#” So how might re-centering baptism within the
means of grace enliven contemporary Wesleyan thought on sanctification
and thus open space for genuine belonging among people with and with-
out IDD in ecclesial communities?

Renewing a Baptismal Foundation for the Means of Grace

In an excerpt from “A Treatise on Baptism,” Wesley draws a strong con-
nection between the efficaciousness of baptism and a life of responsive-
ness to God for holy formation: “Baptism doth now save us, if we live
answerable thereto; if we repent, believe, and obey the gospel.”#8 In other
examples of Wesley’s baptismal logic, he maintains at least an implicit

43Maddox, Responsible Grace, 218.

44Brian C. Brewer, “Evangelical Anglicanism: John Wesley’s Dialectical The-
ology of Baptism,” Evangelical Quarterly 83 (2011): 124.

45Maddox, Responsible Grace, 200.

46Knight, The Presence of God, 178.

47For example, readers might consider where the baptismal font is located
within their worshipping community or how often baptism and practices of bap-
tismal reaffirmation are practiced.

48Wesley, “A Treatise on Baptism,” Works (Jackson), 10:192.
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connection between baptism and the means of grace. As previously
noted, Wesley omits baptism from his lists of the means of grace because
of its initiatory nature. As Maddox emphasizes, baptism “is not a repeated
means for the progressive nurturing of holiness”# Alongside Wesley’s
orthodox affirmation of the unrepeatability of baptism, Maddox claims
that Wesley assumed “that the grace being offered through baptism...
empowers our responsive reception.”>® The grace imparted at baptism
results in the long work of discipleship over the course of a Christian’s life.
In Knight’s words, “baptism is not a past assurance which invites passive
complacency, but enables a present experience of God’s faithful love
which evokes active response”>! Baptism’s initiating grace sustains and
preserves a Christian’s sanctification in holiness. While this long work of
baptism did not find explicit emphasis in Wesley’s works, this was likely
due to his anxieties about relying on justification alone for the assurance
and content of salvation.

Knight suggests that Wesley’s theology has some aspects that “point
to a continuing significance for baptism in the Christian life’>2 In sup-
port of this claim, Knight notes Wesley’s “retention of the flood prayer in
the baptism liturgy”>3 for North American Methodists, Wesley’s exhorta-
tion toward frequent partaking of the Lord’s Supper,>* the annual
Methodist service of covenant renewal, and the importance for Wesley of
witnessing others’ baptisms. According to Knight, these particular
instances provide “occasions in which persons re-experience God’s faith-
fulness and renew their commitment to God.”5> Re-experiencing God’s
faithfulness and love, argues Knight, necessarily entails “participation in a
community of discipline and love”>® Maddox adds that “while the grace
of baptism is sufficient for initiating Christian life, it becomes efficient

49Maddox, Responsible Grace, 222.

50Tbid., 197.

>lHenry H. Knight, “The Significance of Baptism for Christian Life: Wes-
ley’s Pattern of Christian Initiation,” Worship 63 (1989): 142.

52Knight, “The Significance of Baptism,” 140.

23]bid.

54] question the extent to which Wesley’s contemporaries, as well as current
Christians in Wesleyan traditions, appreciate and experience the Lord’s Supper as
explicitly tied to baptism, despite the central theological and sacramental con-
nections between these two practices.

35Knight, “The Significance of Baptism,” 141.

56Tbid., 142.
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only as we responsively participate”>” According to Maddox’s reading of
Wesley, baptism’s efficaciousness is tied to participation in practices that
remind Christians of baptism’s sufficiency.

Affirming Knight's and Maddox’s assertions, I will now suggest how
a Wesleyan baptismal logic creates important connections between one’s
baptism and a continued participation in the means of grace. More
specifically, I will illustrate how baptism and practices of baptismal reaf-
firmation constitute a central practice for enlivening participation in the
means of grace. After discussing the foundational role of baptism in
holistic sanctification, I will offer some specific pastoral implications for
how this constructive theological work might affect the church’s ongoing
practice of the means of grace in relationship to intellectually and devel-
opmentally disabled persons.

Christian Identity

Baptism and the means of grace find their chief intersection in the notion
of Christian identity. Baptism incorporates a Christian’s identity into the
very body of Jesus Christ. By being immersed into Christ’s death and res-
urrection, the newly baptized arise from the baptismal waters as a New
Creation.”® Reaffirming one’s baptismal identity is a primary function of
the means of grace. As Knight claims, the means of grace “work against
our forgetting God or confusing God with self...they will help us truly
know who God is and, as a consequence, who we are before God and who
God calls us to be> Recognizing one’s baptismal vocation as a child of
God springs from one’s affective formation through practices of holistic
sanctification. As Knight argues, “our being affectively formed as Chris-
tians is fundamentally a response to God: our love for God and our
neighbor is evoked by the experience of God’s love for us. The means of
grace not only enable us to experience that love, but provide the means
and discipline to respond.”’® The “becoming”®! of who one truly is, initi-

57Maddox, Responsible Grace, 222.

58See Romans 6:4 (cf. 1 Corinthians 6:11); 2 Corinthians 5:17.

59Knight, The Presence of God, 48-49.

60Tbid, 177.

¢IThough not from a Wesleyan background, I draw here upon Willie James
Jennings’s understanding of “becoming” as a key feature of baptismal identity.
Jennings writes, “Baptism is also about becoming. This becoming wars against
racial becoming not by destroying images, or resisting one people and embracing
another, but by joining many different peoples through the expressed image of
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ated at baptism and affirmed by remembrance of God’s empowering
grace imparted in baptism, grounds one’s posture in approaching partici-
pation in the means of grace: embracing one’s identity as a child of God.%2

Wesley’s sermon “On the New Birth” underscores the importance of
baptismal identity for embracing whole person sanctification. Wesley
repeatedly affirms the work of baptism in making children of God.63
According to Wesley, another important consequence of baptism for
Christian identity is admittance into the church, not only the earthly
community of fellowship, but also the mystical union of the newly bap-
tized with the body of Jesus Christ.4 Wesley’s emphasis on the necessity
of community to exercise the means of grace and remain accountable to
Christian living implicitly centers this ecclesial notion of baptismal iden-
tity: Christians are bound to one another through baptism, and through
this interconnectedness initiated in baptism, the life of discipleship
through participation in the means of grace proceeds.

Christian Vocation as Neighbor Love

The communal aspect of baptismal identity underscores a second critical
juncture between baptism and the means of grace: the Christian vocation
of neighbor love. Knight argues that an exercise of this baptismal vocation
is central to the work of the means of grace. Knight writes, “The heart of
new life in Christ is love of God and neighbor, in response to God’s love
for us. God’s love is experienced through faith, which is nurtured in an
ongoing relationship with God through the means of grace.®> Wesley
describes this kind of neighbor love that sustains Christian vocation as
true Christian zeal—"the flame of love”®® This zeal and the call to exer-

God . . . the body of Jesus collapses every dream of global significance, endless
resources, and eternality onto himself, and turns us toward an aesthetics of the
multitude where we are drawn to many visions of the true, the good, and the beau-
tiful, and where together we take on the ways of many people” See Willie Jennings,
“Being Baptized: Race,” in The Blackwell Companion to Christian Ethics, 2nd Ed.,
ed. Stanley Hauerwas & Samuel Wells (Malden: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011), 286.

62Wesley, Sermon 45, “The New Birth,” 11.2-3, Works, 2:191.

63Wesley, “A Treatise on Baptism,” Works (Jackson), 10:195.

®41bid., 191.

65Knight, “The Significance of Baptism,” 138.

66John Wesley, Sermon 92, “On Zeal,” 1.2-11.4, in Sermons 111, ed. Albert C.
Outler, vol. 3 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley (Nashville,
TN: Abingdon Press, 1986), 312.
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cise this love find their foundation in baptism, where God’s love is poured
out and initiates the baptized into a vocation of cruciform love for neigh-
bor. At the same time, baptism establishes those who are neighbor on the
basis of God’s gracious initiative to adopt all the baptized as God’s own
children, regardless of human particularity. For Wesley, the proper orien-
tation in a Christian’s baptismal vocation of neighbor love is a zeal
marked by meekness and an “unwearied patience” that enables thankful-
ness in all circumstances.®” True Christian zeal most clearly manifests
itself in works of piety and mercy, so much so that Wesley exhorts
Methodists to omit reading and praying if they “are called to relieve the
distress” of a neighbor in physical or spiritual need.®8

Without “the flame of love” Wesley stresses the impossibility “either
to make any considerable progress in religion ourselves, or to do any con-
siderable service to our neighbor, whether in temporal or spiritual
things”6® The centrality of zeal to one’s participation in whole person
sanctification points to the unity of baptism with the exercise of God’s
presence in the means of grace. Wesley’s insistence on Christian zeal for
the church requires a vocation of neighbor love through acts of mercy
toward a community of persons one does not necessarily choose. Baptism
establishes one’s membership in the church as well as the initiation of a
life of living out one’s baptismal vocation of Christian neighbor love
through practices of holistic sanctification. Reflecting on the experience
of her son Arthur, Young beautifully illustrates this baptismal underpin-
ning of Christian vocation: “Arthur reminds us that often we may well
receive grace without being fully aware of the fact, and there is much
more to receive than we can know. Through him we discern that in the
vocation of love, as one friend put it, being loved comes first.”70

Pastoral Considerations and Practices

Following Wesley’s practical and pastoral emphasis on both the formative
practices of Christian life, I will highlight three particular practices that
exemplify the re-centering of baptism, especially among people experi-
encing IDD in exercising the means of grace: visiting the sick, mutual
accountability, and practices of baptismal reaffirmation. Through these

671bid.

68Ibid., I1.5-10, 314.
91bid., §I, 309.

79Young, Arthur’s Call, 157.
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reflections, I do not seek provide a restrictive (or exhaustive) list of prac-
tices that constitute a means of participation in Christian baptismal for-
mation for people with IDD. Rather, I provide constructive reflection that
I hope will stimulate a pastoral imagination about how these baptismally
grounded practices might be sustained over a life’s work of growth in
holiness.

Visiting the Sick

Young importantly notes the dangers associated with forms of coerced
participation among developmentally and intellectually disabled people
in communities of faith, writing:

In recent decades there’s been much drive to get more people to
participate in worship by playing an active part, reading
lessons, or offering intercessions. Does this really mean greater
participation? Individuals who do these things may feel a
greater sense of dignity and worth, and the congregation may
feel they represent them in an important sense; but on the other
hand these individuals may be nervous, and their performance
may therefore not assist anybody, including themselves, to be
caught up in something bigger. Participation in a concert or in
the theatre does not mean going on stage yourself. It means
responding to what is going on so as to be involved in the
action of the music, taken beyond in a way that leads to self-
forgetfulness.”!

I introduce Young’s thoughts on participation not to excuse the exclusion-
ary practices of many contemporary congregations, where people with
IDD are relegated to sit and “be as quiet as possible” in the back of the
church. Instead, I contend that Young’s nuancing of participation moves
us toward a recognition of the particular gifts that persons experiencing
IDD bring to faith communities as they practice the presence of God.
Young’s comments resonate within an ecclesial commitment to provide a
“place to appear” 72 for people with IDD, a practice of space-making that
honors their full participation in practices of the means of grace.
Consider first the pastoral practice of visiting the sick as a paradig-
matic avenue for re-centering the baptismal foundation of the means of

711bid., 156.
72See Mary McClintock Fulkerson, Places of Redemption: Theology for a
Worldly Church (New York: Baker Academic, 2007), 21.
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grace and the lived experiences of people with IDD. Much like many con-
temporary communities of faith, Wesley laments the almost “universally
neglected” practice of visiting the sick among Christians with whom he is
acquainted.”? Wesley is careful to specify that visiting the sick does not
only include persons confined to a bed due to acute illness but also any
afflicted person, be the affliction spiritual (e.g., pride), socioeconomic
(e.g., poverty), or physical (e.g., illness, acute trauma).”4 In addition to
Wesley’s expansion of the kind of people that Christians ought to visit, he
outlines the bidirectional effects of these visitations. Neglecting to visit
the sick deprives Christians of increasing their sympathies, benevolence,
and social affections.” This kind of reciprocal formation of visitation, a
compassionate presence and gifting to the sick as well as to the visitor,
cannot occur without actually “looking upon” the one who is sick.7¢ In
this sense, Wesley dissuades Christians from the practice of merely send-
ing assistance or provisions to the ill without the ministry of physical
presence.”’ Relatedly, Wesley places an emphasis on the formative power
of visiting the sick and the poor for habits of holy living.”8

This work of mercy harkens back to the baptismal identity and voca-
tion of all Christians. For Wesley, this means of grace is incumbent on all
Christians in accordance with their particular abilities. In other words, a
Christian cannot possess a limitation that disqualifies their participation
in the practice of visitation. Young reflects on how this practice of pres-
ence manifests among persons experiencing severe ID in the context of
LArche communities:

What develops is a theology of presence, in communion and
community, a kind of contemplative waiting on God with one

73John Wesley, Sermon 98, “On Visiting the Sick,” §§ 9-10, in Sermons III,
ed. Albert C. Outler, vol. 3 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley
(Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 1986), 386.

74See Randy L. Maddox’s “Visit the Poor:” John Wesley, the Poor, and the
Sanctification of Believers” in The Wesleys and the Poor: The Legacy and Develop-
ment of Methodist Attitudes to Poverty, 1729-1999, ed. Richard Heitzenrater
(Nashville: Kingswood Books, 2002), 59-81 for greater detail on Wesley’s concep-
tion of “the poor” including issues of social, political, and economic marginaliza-
tion.

731bid.

761bid.

771bid.

781bid., 64.



Engaging People with Disabilities from a Wesleyan Perspective 223

another, which is far removed from political activism or
patronizing charity, which accepts weakens, vulnerability and
indeed death. There is a mutuality in which grace is imparted
to each, and each gives and receives. We accord dignity to one
another through our mutual respect. And we are all vulnerable
and in need of salvation.”?

The practice of bodily presence in the visitation of the sick reinforces the
primacy of one’s baptismal vocation to neighbor love and, as Young illus-
trates, constitutes a holistic practice that includes opportunities for people
with even profound limitations.

Mutual Accountability

Alongside these practices of visitation, Wesley’s emphasis on mutual
Christian responsibility and accountability provides an additional frame-
work for the pastoral work of re-centering the baptismal foundation of
sanctification. Blakemore highlights Wesley’s theology of infant baptism
as a powerful illustration of the practices of mutual accountability and
interconnectedness: “this sacrament is an outward witness to our utter
dependence on God’s grace, a testimony that God’s grace can only be had
on God’s terms, a reminder to us of our mutual responsibility for one
another’s spiritual flourishing, and finally a practice through which God
gives us Himself 80 In a similar fashion, Maddox stresses Wesley’s under-
standing of the means of grace as a way of “rejecting the solitary search
for holiness.”8! This call to Christian mutual accountability is exemplified
through baptism, where God’s grace opens wide the doors of the church
for all adopted as God’s beloved children. This baptismal establishment of
accountability presupposes “a Christian community in which individual
practices can be critically evaluated and mutually reinforced.”82 God’s lack
of partiality in bestowing grace in baptism presses the church toward sim-
ilar practices of accountability that robustly include people experiencing
IDD.

Maddox identifies love feasts and covenant renewal services as the
primary contexts in which Wesley envisioned practices of Christian
mutual accountability occurring.83 Contemporary manifestations of these

79Young, Arthur’s Call, 94.
80Blakemore, “By the Spirit,” 191.
81Maddox, “Reconnecting,” 42.
82Knight, The Presence of God, 126.
83Maddox, Responsible Grace, 209.
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feasts and services might creatively consider how to welcome the pres-
ence and gifts of people with IDD in order to uphold and honor their par-
ticipation in practices of mutual accountability, in addition to their par-
ticipation in regular church gatherings. In addition to these prudential
means of grace, I wish to propose a final constructive category for pas-
toral consideration: practices of baptismal remembrance and reaffirma-
tion as a means of grace.

Baptismal Reaffirmation

Recalling Wesley’s anxiety over those “resting” in their baptism and the
reduction of faith to justification alone, the adoption of robust practices
of baptismal reaffirmation re-centers an ongoing and sustained nurturing
of Christian baptismal identity and vocation. Moving away from a “one-
and-done” perspective on the sacramental gift of baptism, practices of
baptismal reaffirmation serve as means of grace as they continually re-sit-
uate the Christian in practices of sanctification rooted in their vocation
bestowed at baptism.

The baptismal rite provides a rich, multi-sensory framework from
which contemporary churches might develop practices of baptismal
remembrance and reaffirmation that invite Christians of diverse abilities
and limitations to actively participate. The sight, sensation, and sound of
the baptismal waters welcome even those with sensory limitations to fully
engage in practices of remembering their Christian identity and voca-
tional call.84 Sprinkling of or immersion in the baptismal waters, the tac-
tile sensation in response to contact with water, provides a novel and
multi-sensory way of evoking one’s Christian identity and call. The kines-
thetic participation of walking or wheeling to the baptismal font, placing
one’s hands in the baptismal water, and perhaps even tracing the sign of
the cross with the waters or placing the waters onto another, witness
against strictly cognitive forms of reaffirmation and communal remem-
brance. The words of remembrance, however, ought not be neglected.
Pastoral wisdom might guide a re-narration of the accounts of Jesus’ bap-
tism in the gospels or other New Testament baptismal theologies. The
baptismal rite and practices of remembrance might also be reconceived in
“plain language” to more meaningfully engage people with particular cog-
nitive limitations, as well as those unfamiliar with traditional ecclesial

84] am thinking specifically of persons living with visual impairment and/or
those who are d/Deaf or hard of hearing.
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language surrounding baptism. Attention to simplifying language used in
practices of baptismal reaffirmation coheres with Wesley’s own mission as
stated in the preface to his first volume of printed sermons: “I design
plain truth for plain people”8> The United Methodist Church’s “Baptismal
Covenant IV—Congregational Reaffirmation of the Baptismal Covenant”
provides a foundation for imagining new practices of baptismal reaffir-
mation as a means of embracing participation in the means of grace
among people with and without IDD.

Conclusion

John Wesley’s deeply practical and pastoral vision of whole person salva-
tion via the means of grace creates a space for fertile theological inquiry
and constructive work. Addressing the tensions that arise from Wesley’s
displacement of the role of baptism in the means of grace, as well as the
full participation of persons experiencing IDD in the life of sanctification,
calls for renewed pastoral sensitivity and creativity. Constructively engag-
ing Wesley’s own baptismal logic for contemporary churches suggests a
need to reinvigorate Christian practices of sanctification in light of their
baptismal significance. Attention to the realities of baptismal vocation,
namely, love of neighbor and a call to a life of holiness, allows us to re-
enliven and reimagine practices of the means of grace. These reimagined
practices, faithful to the baptismal center of the Christian life, offer space
for fuller participation of persons with IDD in the life of the church.

85John Wesley, “The Preface,” Pref. §§ 2-5, in Sermons I, ed. Albert C. Out-
ler, vol. 1 of The Bicentennial Edition of the Works of John Wesley (Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1984), 104.
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Bjornevoll, Inge. Tld-Tungen: Norsk pentekostalisme 1890-til omlag 1910
(Isdalste: Ursidae Forlag, 2017). 258 pages. ISBN-13: 978-8269074604.

Reviewed by David Bundy, Associate Director, Manchester Wesley
Research Centre, Nazarene Theological College, Manchester, UK.

This volume is a contribution to Free Methodist history, focusing on
the momentary presence of that church in Norway during the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries. Norwegian emigrant Silvert V.
Ulness (1865-1937) was converted to Free Methodism through contact
with the Pentecost Bands in the USA. He joined the Pentecost Bands,
where he met Lillian May Burt (1869-1955) of Michigan who was also a
Pentecost Band evangelist. They were married in 1890 and sought
appointment as a Pentecost Band for Norway. The new missionaries were
sent to Norway as Pentecost Band #12. When the Pentecost Bands were
forced from the Free Methodist Church, the Ulness family decided to
remain in the Church as appointed missionaries. Their context, lives and
results of their ministry are the subject of this tome.

The author, Inge Bjornevoll, served for over 40 years a missionary
with the Norwegian Pentecostal Mission, 25 of which were in Paraguay
where he worked among the Guarani. He has undertaken research that
has resulted in a bold new interpretation of the Free Methodist mission in
Norway and of Ulness. The work was based on contextual (USA and Nor-
way), private, and public documentation, as well as on a close reading of
the two periodicals edited by Ulness: Ild-Tungen (Tongue of Fire); and its
successor title, Sandhed og Frihed (Truth and Freedom). At their height,
about 6000 copies were circulated throughout Scandinavia, a network and
impact far greater than their two small Free Methodist congregations.
These periodicals were a crucial conduit of Radical Holiness theology and
praxis into Northern Europe.

Bjornevoll insisted upon the continuity between the “Pentecost
Bands” and the post-1906 Pentecostal churches of Norway. Most inter-
preters have either never considered the relationship, separated the two,
or tied the two together in a negative sense. This reviewer has argued, in
Visions of Apostolic Mission (2009), for recognition of the continuities, but
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noted the diverse processes of differentiation between the two traditions
in Scandinavia. This latter approach understood the Radical Holiness and
Pentecostal Movements in two stages: the first primarily self-identified as
Radical Holiness with participation in international Methodist. Baptist
and/or Radical Holiness networks; the second primarily self-identified as
Pentecostal with international interaction with post-1906 Pentecostal or
Baptist networks. Nevertheless, it insisted on the continuities of values,
ideas and language in both stages. There were important regional differ-
ences of timing, intensity, and sequence of differentiation.

Bjornevoll interpreted the work of Ulness as the first “Pentecostal”
presence in Norway, and demonstrated the undeniable continuities of
ideas, personnel, and networks with the post-1906 Pentecostal Move-
ments in Norway and Denmark. He clearly demonstrated close connec-
tions between Ulness and future Norwegian founders of post-1906 Pente-
costal denominations, especially T. B. Barratt and Erik Andersen
Nordquelle, as well as Ulness and Barratts friend in Denmark, Phillip
Wittroch, among others less well known. He found undeniable evidence
(including photos) that these relationships flourished in both pre- and
post-1906 eras.

Some scholars of the Holiness and Pentecostal Movements may take
umbrage at this insistence on continuity. However, it is important to
reconsider the academic orthodoxy on this question, an orthodoxy that
became firmly established in the historiography: a single network began
to divide over two issues, namely the role of speaking in tongues in the
Christian life and the support of established leaders in the Radical Holi-
ness and/or other ecclesial traditions. A minority has argued that there
may have been more commonalities than differences between the “Pente-
costal” of the Radical Holiness Movements and the “Pentecostal” of the
post-1906 developments. Another crucial factor: regional differences
need to be taken more fully into account as the developments of, and
relationships between, the Radical Holiness “Pentecostal” and post-1906
Pentecostal Movements are examined. Important nuances have been lost
because of the dominance of the metanarrative based in North American
experiences. Bjornevoll is another welcome voice questioning the estab-
lished historiography.

Among the many contributions of Bjornevoll’s volume was the
detailed tracing of personal information about Ulness. The “finds”
included ship records for the emigration from Norway, detailed informa-
tion about his family heritage (complicated by the changes of names),
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documentation from local archives, information about the precise sites of
congregations, as well as data about the congregations and the buildings
that housed them. Careful attention was given to the social contexts of the
ministry sites. Bjornevoll called attention to the visit of Vivian Dake,
founder of the Free Methodist Pentecost Bands to Sogndal, Norway
(1891), a rare visit to Norway of a non-Lutheran, non-Methodist Episco-
pal international leader of a religious movement during this period.
Dake’s evangelistic work along the coast of Norway was significant for
future Holiness/Pentecostal developments. Bjornevoll also documented
the legal difficulties faced by the Free Methodist Church during its first
two decades in Norway, as the new “dissenting” movement was perse-
cuted by the State Lutheran Church. The Free Methodist name disap-
peared when the Norwegian government refused recognition of the
churches and imprisoned Ulness for starting them without proper per-
mission. The members of the two congregations were severely harassed as
well. Bjornevoll’s volume provided well selected excerpts from Ulness’s
writings. Appended is an excellent bibliography, and access to the volume
is facilitated by an excellent index.

Bjornevoll’s ‘Ild-Tungen’ is an important contribution to Free
Methodist history, Norwegian and European Radical Holiness and Pente-
costal history, and to the study of trans-Atlantic networks of the Radical
Holiness and Pentecostal Movements. It is also a tribute to an intrepid
missionary couple who struggled to communicate the Free Methodist
Radical Holiness version of the Christian faith in the context of Norway.
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Boyd, Craig A. and Don Thorsen. Christian Ethics and Moral Philosophy:
An Introduction to Issues and Approaches. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2018. 202 pages. ISBN-13: 978-0801048234.

Reviewed by S. Scott Mapes, Lead Pastor, Colliers United Methodist
Church, Colliers, WV.

As T have gotten older, my appreciation of textbooks has grown.
Many still populate our family libraries, both at the church office and at
home. So, when given the opportunity to review a new textbook by
philosopher Craig A. Boyd and theologian Don Thorsen, I did not have
to think twice—especially in the critical areas of Christian ethics and
moral philosophy!

Each chapter follows a basic layout: a representative quote, “Words
to Watch,” the body of material, a case study, and discussion questions. In
this first chapter, the authors make important distinctions between
morality and ethics, philosophical and theological approaches, deonto-
logical ethics and consequentialism, and the three kinds of philosophical
ethics (normative, metaethics, and applied ethics). The Wesleyan Quadri-
lateral is, of course, suggested as an integrative paradigm through which
we Wesleyans can examine moral issues. The second chapter examines
“Ethics in the Old Testament,” focusing on covenant as expressed in indi-
vidual, tribal, and global ethical concerns. The moral problems of slavery
and genocidal practice are given cursory but fair treatment, followed by
the introduction of four Christian approaches to Old Testament ethics.
Utilizing world poverty as a segue, the authors then present “Ethics in the
Christian Scriptures” (chapter three) via Jesus and the Sermon on the
Mount, Pauline ethics, moral responsibility in Matt. 25, and the Wesleyan
ethics of holy love—or holiness as expressed in love.

In chapters four and five, two of the five approaches to moral theol-
ogy (biblical, divine command, agapistic, narrative, and natural law) are
explained. The first one examined—divine command theory (chapter
four)—focuses on the three God-ordained contradictions of the Deca-
logue; the theologies of Thomas Aquinas, John Duns Scotus, William of
Ockham, John Wesley, John Calvin, and Martin Luther; and the distinc-
tion between strong and weak divine command theories. The second—
natural law ethics (chapter five)—refers to the belief that “ all people pos-
sess an intuitive awareness of some common precepts of morality” (p. 72)
and analyzes the work of C.S. Lewis, Plato, Aristotle, and Thomas
Aquinas. These summaries would be quite useful for those preparing for
oral or written exams in the related fields.
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Under the broad category of moral philosophy, Boyd and Thorsen
give attention first to “Individualistic Ethics” in chapter six, including nat-
ural rights theory (John Locke) and egoism in its various forms—psycho-
logical egoism, ethical egoism, Hobbes’s egoism, and Ayn Rand’s objec-
tivism. Alternatively, the authors present “Kantian Ethics” (chapter seven)
and the categorical imperative—both rules of skill and counsels of pru-
dence—in the light of perfect and imperfect duties.

The third topic addressed under moral philosophy is “Utilitarian-
ism” (chapter eight), which is investigated in the form of act utilitarianism
(Bentham) and rule utilitarianism (John Stuart Mill). Christian responses
to these pragmatic ways of thinking were highlighted from scripture as
well as situational ethics (Fletcher) and proportionalism (rejected by Pope
John Paul II).

Chapter nine delves into a patchwork called “Continental Ethics”
While the viewpoints of Nietzsche, Sartre, Kierkegaard, Buber, and Bon-
hoeffer may seem diverse to the reader, the authors see these thinkers as
broadly existential in their approach. This commonality would include “a
rejection of essentialism—the idea that we all have a basic nature that
applies to people universally” (138). The Wesleyan pastor-scholar will
undoubtedly find the Christocentrism of Bonhoeffer’s existentialism most
appealing.

Of all the approaches presented in the book, however, “Virtue Ethics”
(chapter ten) may be the most Wesleyan-friendly of the options. Boyd and
Thorsen do not state this conclusion explicitly, but the reader might con-
nect the dots. In essence, “virtue ethics hold that the moral character of a
person is built up over time, and we can reasonably expect people to behave
in predictable ways” (156). By examining Aristotle’s four moral virtues—
prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance—as they were embraced by
Augustine and Aquinas, the authors then present the “theological ethics”
which are gifts of divine grace: faith, hope, and love. The connection of
virtue ethics with narrative ethics is briefly noted in this context.

The epilogue further clarifies the Wesleyan-Holiness ethic by
reminding the readers that “love is the virtue that ties together Christian
ethics and moral philosophy” (174). Tying together love with philosophi-
cal ethics, the Christian scriptures, divine commands, natural law, Chris-
tian existentialism, and virtue ethics, the final summary is proclaimed:
“In emphasizing the centrality of love, the Christian moral tradition offers
something philosophical theories cannot offer: the grace of Jesus Christ,
which provides a new way of thinking and acting in the world” (180).
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The back matter, while brief, is nevertheless quite helpful. A seven-
page glossary defines the key terms with a vocabulary that most under-
graduate students should be able to understand. A nine-page bibliography
is organized in a wonderfully practical way: first, the “General Ethical
Resources” listed by topic (corresponding loosely with the chapters), and
then the “Specific Ethical Resources” categorized according to each chap-
ter’s case study. The book is, naturally, concluded with a pair of indices
(Scripture and subject).

The greatest energy this book produces is likely to grow from of the
“issues” hinted at in the subtitle. Each chapter includes a case study that
quite effectively illustrates the complexity of applying principles to reality.
The cases are “Violence against Women and Children” (16-18); “Care for
the Environment” (35-38); “The Nearest and the Neediest” (51-53); “Inter-
vention, Exemptions, and Conscience” (66-68); “Human Sexuality” (81-
83); “Abortion” (98-100); “Capital Punishment” (115-19); “War” (133-36);
“Euthanasia” (151-54); and “Lying” (169-72). Boyd and Thorsen do as fine
a job as can be done in presenting the diverse ways that the different moral
and ethical approaches treated could be applied to these topics.

I would suggest that, when dealing with these “hot topics,” the pastor
or professor might borrow the concept of “committed relativism” from
the field of social psychology. In other words, a wise teacher, when deal-
ing with these topics, should encourage both clarity about one’s own con-
victions and a willingness to seriously consider and to seek to understand
the perspectives of others.

In summary, this book is faithful both to its intended purpose and to
the Wesleyan focus on faith filled with the energy of love. I recommend
this book without reservation to those teaching undergraduate courses in
philosophy and ethics, and I believe that the book could be quite useful in
graduate programs. At the graduate level, it might serve best as a supple-
mental text, but it could just as well be the primary text for introductory
courses. One thing is certain: it has become a valuable part of my per-
sonal library!
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Castelo, Daniel, and Robert W. Wall. The Marks of Scripture: Rethinking
the Nature of the Bible. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2019. 178
pages. ISBN-13: 978-0801049552.

Reviewed by David E. Watson, Academic Dean and Professor of New
Testament, United Theological Seminary, Dayton, OH.

This short volume by two Free Methodist scholars offers a sophisti-
cated and refreshing theological vision of Scripture. The opening chapter,
“The Ontology and Teleology of Scripture,” addresses two main ques-
tions: (1) What is scripture? and (2) What is its purpose? The authors
introduce two theological descriptions of Scripture in this chapter that
recur throughout the work: canon and means of grace. These two con-
cepts relate closely to another of the book’s major themes: Scripture as “an
auxiliary of the Holy Spirit” for the church’s ongoing sanctification and
formation (16).

In chapter 2, “Speaking of Scripture,” they address the “incarnational
analogy” This analogy suggests that, like Christ, Scripture bears both
divine and human natures. The authors hold that the incarnational anal-
ogy is “inherently and structurally flawed” (30). The humanity and divin-
ity of Christ are unique. Comparison with the “divine” and “human”
aspects of Scripture, whatever these may mean, is more likely to mislead
than enlighten. Thus it is best to lay this analogy to rest.

The authors suggest we instead use the “church-Scripture” analogy.
Scripture came into being within the context of the church, and Scripture
today fulfills its sanctifying purpose within the church. Neither Scripture
nor the church is divine. Each is “thoroughly creaturely” (35). Scripture is
ontologically and theologically more like the church than like Christ.
They thus set out to discuss Scripture by using the four Nicene marks of
the church: it is one, holy, catholic, and apostolic.

Chapter 3, “Unity;” takes up the first of the four marks. In light of its
many divisions, it might seem unreasonable to suggest that the church is
“one” Yet the church’s unity is no human achievement. It is derivative of
the life of the Trinity, which demonstrates unity amidst diversity. The per-
sons of the Trinity relate to one another through perichoresis, which the
authors define as “making space” By “making space” through loving one
another, the church enacts hospitality and oneness as an extension of the
oneness of God. Crucial to their argument is John 15, particularly vv. 9-
10. When we keep Christ's commandments, we participate in the oneness
of God that the Son and Holy Spirit share with the Father.
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As with the church, one commonly finds challenges to the unity of
Scripture. Modern biblical criticism tends to emphasize the Bible’s dis-
unity. Yet the Spirit guided the formation of the canon for the purpose of
leading people into salvation through Jesus Christ. In fact, the authors
write, “For members of an apostolic community, Jesus is Scripture’s singu-
lar referent” (59). Throughout the book, the authors posit a “messianic
hermeneutic”: Christ gives Scripture its coherence.

Chapter 4, “Holiness,” takes up the second mark. While the church
does not always live up to a standard that we can justifiably call “holy,” we
can affirm its holiness on two grounds. First, all humans are created by
God and bear God’s image, and we are created to worship and commune
with God. In this sense we are holy. Second, the church bears a relation-
ship to the Trinity that no other community can claim. The holiness of
the church is derivative of the holiness of God, though to manifest holi-
ness the church must act in obedience to Christ.

Again, as with the church, there are certain objections to claiming
holiness as an attribute of Scripture. For example, some might conflate
holiness with inerrancy or perspicuity, both of which are untenable
according to the authors. Another challenge comes from critics who
locate the Bible’s meaning within its historical and cultural context, thus
denying its role in carrying out God’s communicative intentions. Put dif-
ferently, Scripture is not holy if it is merely an artifact.

Using Luke 24:44-49, the authors develop their “messianic her-
meneutic,” according to which all of Scripture points to Christ. Scripture
is holy because God has chosen these texts to provide the church with the
wisdom necessary for salvation. “Scripture was . . . made by the Spirit’s
sanctification of preexisting textual materials” (79). The process of canon-
ization, they hold, was “a hallowing process by which the church came to
recognize those texts appointed and made holy by the Spirit for use in
teaching the church that Jesus is the way, truth, and life” (82).

In chapter 5 the authors take up the third mark, catholicity. They
expend considerable effort explaining what catholicity is not: it is neither
Constantinianism nor Trumpism. Catholicity does not favor one group of
people (such as a nation) over another. Rather, it means that the gospel is
for everyone, regardless of any human constructs we make to distinguish
ourselves from other people. A catholic church is a global church marked
by “cruciformity, peace, and long-suffering” (96).

The writers extend this third mark to Scripture in two ways. First,
they claim, the “sanctified authority” of Scripture extends to all baptized
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believers throughout the globe and across time (103). The canonization
of Scripture means its message extends beyond its historical origins and
audiences. Second, “every Scripture without exception” is appointed by
God as a witness to the risen Messiah and thus draws us into a relation-
ship with Jesus (103). The “catholicity of texts” means the entire biblical
witness points to Christ (115).

Chapter 6 deals with apostolicity. The apostles were witnesses to the
saving work of the Trinity. They followed Jesus, who was sent by the
Father, and were accompanied in their evangelistic work by the Holy
Spirit. Christians today follow in their footsteps. Apostolicity is consti-
tuted by a way of life lived in relation to the triune God in response to
God’s ongoing self-presentation. The apostolic church is both called out
of the world and sent back into it, thus participating in the saving work of
the Trinity.

As with the other marks, the apostolicity of Scripture is determined
by the messianic hermeneutic. The apostles were formed in the faith by
Israel’s Scripture, and they came to understand their Scripture as pointing
to Jesus, of whom they themselves were eyewitnesses. The Spirit chose
and sanctified Israel’s Scripture for this very purpose. Read in keeping
with this purpose, these texts lead us to know and experience the God
revealed to us in Christ. Hence an apostolic reading of Scripture will be
regulated by “an apostolic Rule of Faith” (136).

Chapter 7, “The Church’s Practice of Scripture,” offers some final
reflections based on the book’s major themes. There is a practice of Scrip-
ture we undertake within the community of faith, and God works
through that practice to sanctify us. The academic study of Scripture can
inform the church’s interpretation, but critics who locate the meaning of a
passage of Scripture in its original historical context do not get the final
word. Rather, the sanctifying process by which God appointed the writ-
ings of Scripture creates a new context for interpretation: the church.
Only within the church can we truly appreciate Scripture’s ontology and
teleology.

The authors make a convincing case for using the church-Scripture
analogy rather than the incarnational analogy. The work’s overall thesis is
extremely insightful and could provide a foundation for fruitful discus-
sion about the nature and function of Scripture moving forward. This
book will be of particular interest to Wesleyans because of its emphasis on
sanctification. Christians of any tradition, however, may benefit from its
insights.
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There are of course aspects of the book with which one could argue.
For example, when discussing the holiness of Scripture, the authors note a
few problems with claiming that Scripture is holy. Yet they leave out one
of the most common objections: there are parts of Scripture that are diffi-
cult to reconcile with a Christian moral vision of life. To cite just one
example, many Christian readers struggle with the violence and loss of
life that attend the conquest of Canaan. It would have been helpful to
have seen how the authors would resolve the question of Scripture’s holi-
ness in relation to these kinds of problems.

Another question has to do with their understanding of canoniza-
tion. They hold that the Holy Spirit sanctified pre-existing materials to
serve God’s redemptive purposes. “Scripture was not begotten by divine
dictation but made by the Spirit’s sanctification of preexisting textual
materials” (79). Were these materials sanctified before they were canon-
ized? What role did God have in their production? What does inspiration
mean when applied to the writing of the works of Scripture or pre-written
tradition? A more thorough account of the Spirit’s work in the production
of Scripture might provide more ways in which to connect Scripture with
the marks of the church.

These critical points notwithstanding, Castelo and Wall have made
an excellent contribution to our conversations about Scripture. Those
seriously interested in theological readings of Scripture will benefit
greatly from this book.
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Evans, Christopher H. The Social Gospel in American Religion: A History.
New York: New York University Press, 2017. ISBN-13: 978-1479888573.

Reviewed by William Kostlevy, Visiting Scholar, Asbury Theological
Seminary, Wilmore KY.

The publication of a general history of the social gospel movement
by its most important contemporary interpreter is certainly a welcome
event. As the biographer of Walter Rauschenbusch, the convener and edi-
tor of several important social gospel themed conferences and a thought-
ful interpreter of the liberal Christian tradition, Christopher H. Evans
brings vast knowledge, understanding, and empathy for his subjects to
this assignment. Further, the book breaks new ground by expanding the
chronology of the movement into the post WWII era, including the
career of Martin Luther King, Jr., and its impact upon subsequent devel-
opments in the history of American religion.

Evans defines the social gospel as a “religious movement that applied
liberal theology to a range of social reform measures that would become
associated with the political left” (1-2). Furthermore, he suggests that the
movement had three distinct characteristics: social idealism, the insis-
tence that systemic social change is the principle objective of religion, and
the promotion of the vision of American society as religiously and cultur-
ally pluralistic. Too be honest, and in spite of my respect for Evans, it is
tempting to devote this review to the problems inherent with this defini-
tion. Evans, and in fairness most of the scholarship written by the often
too sympathetic interpreters of the social gospel tradition, have long
ignored liberal Protestantism’s long history of ethnocentric triumphalism
and blatantly anti-Catholic xenophobia. Frequently, this triumphalism
has only been broken by an acknowledgement of Progressive era Ameri-
can racism and anti-Catholic prejudices in perhaps a single reference to
its most notorious exponent, Josiah Strong. Finally, the link between the
social gospel and theological liberalism is at best tenuous. Evans notes
early that two of the most important nineteenth century liberals, Horace
Bushnell and Parker Borden Bowne, were unapologetic social and politi-
cal conservatives. New School Congregationalists in the tradition of
William Nathanial Taylor and Charles G. Finney were more often the
decisive figures in the transition from the older evangelicalism to the
social gospel movement, resulting in the careers of such important social
gospel figures as Oberlin's Henry Churchill King and Chicago progressive
and founder of the City Club of Chicago, Graham Taylor.
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But such a critique doesn’t do justice to the important contributions
Evans makes to our understanding of this important movement. Regard-
less of Bowne’s personal conservatism his students beginning with
Methodist bishop and activist Francis McConnell turned Bowne’s conser-
vative anti-Darwinian personalist philosophy into one of the most signifi-
cant liberal ethical traditions in the twentieth century, culminating with
the thought of Martin Luther King, Jr. Although highlighting the role of
liberal theology, Evans does (citing Timothy L. Smith and Donald W.
Dayton) acknowledge the role of the evangelicalism of the Second Great
Awakening in the origins of the social gospel. Also for Wesleyans with
roots in the holiness movement, the titles of Evans’ first two chapters sug-
gest a common perfectionist setting for the holiness movement and the
social gospel tradition. The “Perfect Man in a Perfect Society;” and “Inter-
preting the Golden Rule” draw on distinctive antebellum perfectionist
themes with roots not in Protestant liberalism but Finneyite perfectionist
evangelicalism. In chapter 3, Evans points to the social gospel emphasis
on the writings of the Hebrew Prophets and the New Testament emphasis
on the coming Kingdom of God. The emphasis on the social teachings of
the Hebrew prophets had been made much earlier by Finney’s Oberlin
colleague Henry Cowles. Chapter 4 explores the institutionalization of the
social gospel in the Federal Council of Churches and the social Creed of
the Churches. Breaking new ground in his final four chapters, Evans dis-
cusses the continuation of the social gospel impulse into the interwar
period, the Civil Rights and Vietnam War eras and into the period of
rapid decline and controversy in mainline Protestant denominations.

Evans’ work makes a number of significant contributions to our
understanding of the social gospel movement. First, he highlights the
social gospel’s impact outside institutions of WASP hegemony. Similar to
the historiography of progressivism, the social gospel found strong sup-
port in African American churches, among Roman Catholics, and even
within the Jewish community. Secondly, Evans rightly points to the
involvement of women in all phases of the movement. Thirdly, Evans cor-
rectly insists that the social gospel impulse continued to be operative not
only during the interwar period but played a decisive role in the Civil
Rights movement and Vietnam Era as well. Finally and especially illumi-
nating is his discussion of the social gospel’s impact in the age of Jerry
Falwell and the Christian Coalition. For Wesleyans, Evans’ suggestion
that the Institute for Religion and Democracy and the Good News move-
ment draw on a long and continuing anti-social gospel impulse is intrigu-
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ing and certainly coincides with the self-understanding of folks active in
these movements. But as someone who has spent a lifetime studying the
holiness movement, I find this historical reconstruction forced and lack-
ing real historical evidence.

In truth, it is hard to argue with Timothy L. Smith’s insistence that
the early Pentecostal Church of the Nazarene drawing on its antebellum
roots was best understood, not as a conservative reaction to the social
gospel, but as a parallel expression of social Christianity that continued to
emphasize a personal conversion experience as the porch to a life of
Christian service that bore fruit in service to the poor and marginalized.
This view, far from disappearing from the Wesleyan tradition, was main-
tained by veteran Methodist missionary, evangelist, ecumenist and social
justice advocate E. Stanley Jones. For Jones, who stood in the evangeli-
cally aggressive and socially engaged traditions of John Wesley, Charles G.
Finney, and Catherine and William Booth, the notion that there were
multiple gospels or a social gospel as distinct from a personal gospel was
an unfortunate division of Christ and Christ’s body the church. Jones is,
not surprisingly, mentioned only once by Evans. But Evans at least knows
that this tradition exists. The same cannot be said for many interpreting
the Methodist impulse from the right. In conclusion, Evans has written an
important work that greatly enriches our understanding of the American
religious experience.
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Kidd, Thomas S. Who Is an Evangelical?: The History of a Movement in
Crisis. New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 2019. 200 pages.
ISBN-13: 978-0300255331.

Reviewed by Kenneth J. Collins, Professor of Historical Theology
and Wesley Studies, Asbury Theological Seminary, Wilmore, KY.

Kidd’s narrative of American evangelicalism, a difficult story to tell
in itself, is considerably weakened by his failure to maintain the standards
of the discipline of American religious history that are so ably executed by
such leading scholars as the late Sydney Ahlstrom, Nathan Hatch and
George Marsden. Accordingly, this should have been a fair-minded
assessment of a complicated and at times controversial movement that
reveled in its rich contextualization in the areas of cultural factors, socio-
logical demographics (one thinks of the fine work of James Davison
Hunter), political philosophy, theological developments as well as histori-
ographical considerations, that is, just how does one tell this rich and
complicated story? Unfortunately for the reader, all of this is precisely
what is lacking in this oddly-drawn account, one that for the most part
plops down on very opinionated and debatable political judgments.

At the outset of his narrative, Kidd announces that there is an “evan-
gelical crisis,” (2) but according to him, it’s neither a cultural one, as this
population of American believers has been misrepresented and maligned
repeatedly by the knowledge class, nor is it a theological one, in the sense
of raising the question as to which of the competing theological traditions
(Reformed, Wesleyan, or Pentecostal) gets to define this movement in
terms of its basic ethos and identity. Instead, the “evangelical crisis” is a
political one. To be sure, Kidd has so much politics on his mind, and of a
particular kind, that he brings it to virtually everything he does as an his-
torian in this book. Among other things he is concerned, or perhaps
fears, that “evangelical may just mean white Republican,” that “political
power may be the essential evangelical agenda,” and that “the inability of
evangelicals of different ethnicities . . . to agree on basic political ques-
tions” may be an ongoing problem (2). What Kidd has missed in all of
this, however, is how American culture itself, given the influence of the
New Left, the rise of cultural Marxism and the identity politics left in this
wake, has actually helped to frame the very questions that Kidd thinks are
simply his own.

Though Kidd rightly points out that evangelicalism arose in the mid
eighteenth century as “a reaction against nominal Christianity” (52),
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indeed it was a transatlantic phenomenon with both British (Great Evan-
gelical Revival) and American (First Great Awakening) expressions, he
doesn’t quite know what to do with the life and thought of John Wesley.
Sometimes the Englishman seems to be an evangelical leader, but at other
times no. Granted the Anglican ecclesiastical situation in the eighteenth
century was complicated, as Henry Rack, David Bebbington and Bruce
Hindmarsh have ably demonstrated, and though Wesley was not a part of
“the regular Evangelical ministry within the prescribed structures of the
Church of England,” as Ryan Danker has argued in Wesley and the Angli-
cans, nevertheless he (as well as eighteenth century Methodism) had all of
the evangelical bona fides:

e Developing the theme of a “real Christian” as opposed to a nomi-
nal one throughout his writings

e Writing several sermons on the cruciality of the new birth

e Reflecting on the importance of conversion

e Underscoring the necessity of holy living in practical Christian
experience

o Celebrating the inspiration and authority of Scripture as the Word
of God

e Teaching that the atoning work of Jesus Christ is the foundation
of justification and the new birth

e Considering service to one’s neighbor, in terms of both temporal
and spiritual needs, as at the heart of the gospel

Despite this preceding evidence (and much more could be cited)
John Wesley’s status as an evangelical is again challenged in Kidd’s partic-
ular telling of the story when he claims that “For evangelicals (even those
like George Whitefield and Jonathan Edwards, who affirmed infant bap-
tism), the new birth could happen only to people who understood their
need for salvation” (15). Oh really? How is it, then, that one of the most
important participants in the Great Evangelical Revival that swept
through England, Scotland and Wales during the eighteenth century
taught infant baptismal regeneration, being the good Anglican that he
was? Are being evangelical and Anglican mutually exclusive? On some
level Kidd seems to suggest that they are, though John Wesley, himself,
clearly proved otherwise.

Moreover, historians who work in the area of American evangelical-
ism freely recognize that the definition of a contemporary American
evangelical is not a simple matter of fact, and therefore straightforward,
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but is actually a highly contested issue. In his handling of twentieth cen-
tury materials and beyond, however, Kidd demonstrates little awareness
of this contested nature but offers instead a triumphalistic and one sided
reading of the movement that focuses largely on a particular theological
tradition, namely, the Reformed one. Like those millions of evangelicals
who make up the infamous 81%, Kidd has little place in his telling of the
story for those millions of Wesleyan evangelicals who are found in a
diversity of denominations with the United Methodist Church being the
largest.

Moreover, Kidd demonstrates no awareness at all of the lively and
extended debates between Donald Dayton, well known Wesleyan histo-
rian, and George Marsden, a leading Reformed scholar, that occurred in
the pages of Christian Scholar’s Review during the 1990’s in which the con-
tested nature of the definition of an American evangelical was abundantly
evident. At that time Marsden defended the “Reformed paradigm” that
placed a premium on orthodoxy as he chartered a trajectory out of funda-
mentalism and into the neo-evangelicalism of Harold Ockenga, Carl EH.
Henry and Billy Graham. This is an important narrative, to be sure. The
problem is, it’s just not the whole story.

Not surprisingly, in light of these omissions, Dayton challenged the
explanatory power of the Reformed paradigm and contended that with its
unswerving focus on doctrine, due to the aftermath of the fundamentalist
response to the challenges of higher criticism and evolution, it missed the
salient element of social and economic class that had been, after all, a sig-
nificant part of the Wesleyan and then later Pentecostal evangelical wit-
ness. Concern for the poor, the downtrodden, the culturally despised had
been a prominent feature of American evangelicalism, especially during
the nineteenth century, as Dayton had argued so cogently in his Discover-
ing an Evangelical Heritage which first appeared in 1976.

In the mix of these further considerations, largely neglected by
Marsden, Dayton offered his “Pentecostal paradigm” as a suitable correc-
tive. By bringing the elements of social and economic class into the
assessment of American evangelicalism, especially in terms of a proper
definition, Dayton was able to track the embourgeoisement of an Ameri-
can religious movement that was being, in part, coopted by the American
ruling class and its own preferred values. Does this sound familiar?
Indeed, this level of analysis for this complicated and sophisticated move-
ment is precisely what is needed today but is sadly missing from Kidd’s
treatment. In short, his book is not supported by the type of careful and
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extensive literature review that this contested subject clearly requires. The
American evangelical story is much larger, more complicated, and
includes far many more people than he has imagined. In fact in Kidd’s
oddly drawn and rambling account, the name of Donald Dayton (and the
millions of evangelicals he represents) is not mentioned at all!
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McKnight, Scot. Pastor Paul: Nurturing a Culture of Christoformity in the
Church. Theological Explorations for the Church Catholic. Grand Rapids,
MI: Brazos Press, 2019. 253 pages. ISBN-13: 978-1587434266.

Reviewed by Richard P. Thompson, Professor of New Testament,
College of Theology and Christian Ministries, Northwest Nazarene
University, Nampa, ID.

Studies that focus on the Pauline letters tend to concentrate on Paul’s
theology, other aspects of his thought, or even his rhetoric. Of course,
there are other matters of importance! The recent release by professor and
author Scot McKnight directs readers to another important topic regard-
ing the apostle, especially when thinking about today’s church and the
nature of ministry. In Pastor Paul, McKnight offers his perspective on
pastoral theology, based on a broad (but not detailed) assessment of the
entire Pauline corpus. This work, as part of the “Theological Explorations
for the Church Catholic” series published by Brazos Press, is an expanded
form of lectures delivered several years ago at Nazarene Theological Sem-
inary and seeks to engage biblical texts with theological questions.

McKnight divides the book into eight chapters, followed by a brief
conclusion. The first chapter, entitled “Pastors as Culture Makers,” intro-
duces the work. Here he coins the term “Christoformity” and defines it as
being conformed to Christ through participation with Christ (4). It may
also be described as the embodiment of the Christian gospel. According
to McKnight, the Christian life is all about Christoformity, but pastoral
ministry is about “nurturing Christoformity in ourselves and in others”
(4). Thus, this idea of Christoformity is more inclusive than cruciformity
(as defined by Michael Gorman and others), as the former concentrates
not only on the cross but on all that God is doing in Christ. Thus, for Paul
and therefore for the pastor, it is not Paul’s or the pastor’s ministry but
Christ’s ministry through the Spirit. Since the pastor’s responsibility is to
nurture (rather than create) what God in Christ is doing, McKnight sug-
gests ten elements of a Christoform culture that a pastor can nurture in
the local church. The first is people, with the pastor’s call to nurture indi-
viduals and a people or fellowship (10). The second is formation. His
attention on the Hebrew work dabaq (“hold fast to”) in terms of the pas-
toral vocation or responsibility in relation to God is a significant
reminder of how pastors ultimately nurture Christoformity through the
life formed in them (11-15). The third is listening, not only to others in
the congregation but to God and to Scripture. McKnight dares to ask a
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question I have often raised myself: “Do you read or study the Bible only
for the sermon? If so, I doubt you are listening to Scripture” (16). He cor-
rectly notes that “[t]he word preached . . . is to be the word heard first”
(17). Other elements of a Christoform culture that McKnight considers
significant include prophecy, presence, priesthood, servanthood, leader-
ship, the temptation to celebrity, and the temptation to power.

Chapters two and three deal with correlating topics. The former
chapter, entitled “A Culture of Friendship,” focuses on the importance of
friendship for pastors, especially in contemporary society. In order to
understand Paul in his time, McKnight rightly turns to the ancient world
and offers a concise view of classical ideals of friendship. Although he
identifies those who were considered Paul’s friends in the Greco-Roman
world and the important role they played in Pauls life, McKnight con-
tends that Paul’s Jewish heritage reframed his understanding of friend-
ship, which explains why friendship language is largely absent from the
Pauline corpus. Rather, the author contends in the next chapter (“A Cul-
ture of Siblings”) that Paul’s understanding of love and covenant caused
him to see his coworkers as more than friends but as siblings through
Christ, which is why he uses the terms adelphos (“brother”) and adelphe
(“sister”) collectively over 130 times. In other words, according to McK-
night the classical friendship tradition provides an inadequate metaphor
for Paul’s understanding of the relationship formed among those in the
church: “the pastor is called to nurture friendships into siblingships in the
journey toward Christoformity” (60).

The remaining five chapters focus on separate topics that each stand
on their own. Chapter four, entitled “A Culture of Generosity,” considers
Paul’s life and teachings regarding not only the care for the poor but also
the use of money and resources, equality, and justice as part of a broader
pastoral concern for nurturing economic Christoformity. Chapter five, “A
Culture of Storytellers,” reminds the pastor and the church alike that we
“nurture Christoformity . . . when we tell the story of Jesus over and over
and let it soak into our bones and muscles and sinews” (126) especially
when, as McKnight notes, statism (the view that the state ought to rule
and solve our problems) is the narrative/story that dominates society and
politics. As he suggests, such a political narrative is not the Bible’s narra-
tive (107), and to “let any other story gain ascendance or centrality in a
church . . . is idolatry” (126). Chapter six, “A Culture of Witness,” explores
how Paul’s life as pastor embodied the gospel as a witness to Christ and
Christ’s story. Much of this chapter focuses on Paul’s transformation after
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his Damascus Road encounter with the risen Christ. McKnight’s point
here is two-fold: (1) Paul’s self-perception and identity were transformed
by that encounter, and (2) Paul’'s own story was dramatically changed, as
he understood himself from that point as embodying the gospel of Christ.
Chapter seven, “A Culture of World Subversion,” describes what the
author perceives as the heart of Paul’s pastoral ministry: the subversion of
what may be a congregation’s perceptions and values that come from the
world so that they are transformed by the gospel. Thus, as McKnight con-
tends here, pastoral ministry does not seek to validate a particular local
church’s own values but to subvert or transform them (perhaps unwit-
tingly!) through the message of that gospel, embodied by the pastor.
Finally, chapter eight, entitled “A Culture of Wisdom,” considers a
neglected topic within Pauline circles: Paul’s pastoral practice of wisdom.
McKnight's working definition of wisdom is simply this: “living in God’s
world in God’s way” (172), which one may discern through “reverent
receptivity” (174-75; a concept borrowed from William P. Brown, Wis-
dom’s Wonder, Eerdmans, 2014, 24). As the author notes, this is where the
tradition and elders of the church come into play: through these an
organic wisdom develops over time, and this continuity within the
church—her wisdom—provides the basis for knowing how to discern the
present and future.

Works that seek to engage multiple fields within the theological dis-
ciplines often focus on one field at the expense of the other. In works
dealing with both pastoral theology and biblical studies, the tendency is
either for the pastoral theologian to offer little serious work with Scrip-
ture or for the biblical scholar to consider little that has relevance for the
contemporary church and those engaged in pastoral ministry. Such is not
the case with this work. Although McKnight acknowledges from the
opening sentence that he is not a pastor, this work reflects his utmost
respect for pastors and their calling, the fruitful conversations he has had
with pastors about substantive issues in pastoral ministry, the time he has
spent both teaching and listening to pastors in seminary and continuing
education settings, and the professional interest that has stimulated his
interest in this topic. The result is a significant, timely work that both cur-
rent and future pastors will find useful. It combines solid (but accessible)
biblical study and scholarship with pragmatic, practical insight regarding
pastoral ministry.

Although this reviewer is most appreciative of this work, there are
some issues with which one may quibble. For instance, McKnight jumps
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right into his task and works with the traditional Pauline corpus (i.e., all
thirteen letters) without any explanation or justification. He also appro-
priates the book of Acts in his explorations of “Pastor Paul” Yet again, he
mentions nothing about the methodological considerations behind such
choices, such as how differences in authors, perspective (third person ver-
sus first person), genre (narrative versus letters), and other interpretive
issues may contribute to the ways one approaches the Pauline materials
from Acts in comparison to the Pauline letters. To be sure, such matters
may take away from McKnights accessible writing style (which is most
commendable). But such matters could be “hidden” in some footnotes;
such supporting material would strengthen the work, since method deter-
mines outcomes. Also, despite the excellent work on friendship and sib-
lings, the author does not address the accepted view that Paul’s letter to
the Philippians is a letter of friendship. Given this understanding, one
would expect the letter to be considered when concluding that the classic
understanding and metaphor of friendship was inadequate for Paul’s
understanding of his relationship with those in the church. Still, despite
these issues, I highly recommend this work.
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Powell, Mark Allan. Introducing the New Testament. Second Edition.
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2018. 591 pages. ISBN-13: 978-
801099601

Reviewed by Gift Mtukwa, Lecturer of New Testament, Africa
Nazarene University, Nairobi, Kenya.

Mark Allan Powell revises his 2009 book nine years after the publi-
cation of the first edition. The book has thirty chapters, twenty-four
devoted to New Testament (NT) books or letters and seven to significant
matters pertaining to the New Testament. Two chapters are devoted to the
NT Background focusing on the Roman World and the Jewish World,
one introduction to New Testament Writings in general, one to Jesus, one
to the Gospels, another to the letters, and one to Paul. Each book of the
NT is assigned a chapter of its own, except for the Pastoral letters (1 Tim-
othy, 2 Timothy, and Titus) and the Johannine Letters (1 John, 2 John,
and 3 John), which are covered in one chapter. Even books with only one
chapter, like Philemon and Jude, have a chapter dedicated to them.

The chapters handling each New Testament book or letter generally
have the same format: after an introduction, there is a brief discussion of
historical-critical questions—authorship, audience, origin and reason for
writing. This is followed by an overview of the contents of the book or let-
ter, and finally the major themes contained therein and a conclusion. This
format ensures that historical issues do not end up being the only topic of
concern. For those interested in exposing the NT writings to undergradu-
ate students this book will prove helpful.

In the background chapters, Powell does an excellent job of situating
the NT writings within their cultural milieu. For instance, the Roman
world chapter addresses issues of patronage, honour and shame, wealth
and poverty, and generally what life was like in the Roman world. Con-
textual, cultural issues help the student of the NT to interpret the message
of the NT by having a good grasp of the background. Powell’s introduc-
tion to NT writings, apart from providing an overview of the NT litera-
ture, also highlights the different ways the NT has been studied by differ-
ent schools of thought. He acknowledges the fact that each of these
approaches yields different results when employed in interpreting the
New Testament.

When Powell discusses the gospels, he demonstrates ways in which
they are distinct from each other, yet revealing ways in which the gospel
writers tell the same story. This is not only true of the synoptic gospels
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but of John as well. Approaches may be different but the subject matter is
the same—]Jesus of Nazareth. His discussion of the synoptic puzzle is
very clear and it introduces the student not only to the problem but to the
various solutions scholars have suggested.

The glossary/definition of terms is provided anywhere a new term is
used. Moreover, Powell provides a comprehensive glossary of about forty-
two pages at the end of the book. Given that most of these terms are new
to most first-year students, the glossary will prove helpful. The book is
very colourful as it provides maps, pictures, and artwork. Students will
find it stimulating and not dull to read. The text boxes provided in every
chapter are very helpful in that they provide information related to the
book being studied. The book also has an accompanying website which
could be a go-to resource for users interested in more information.

Powell draws on current NT scholarship in providing parallels from
the Greco Roman world that could aid in the interpretation of NT texts.
A good example is Pliny’s letter about Sabbianus appealing to a runaway
slave which offers a good parallel for Paul’s letter to Philemon. This mate-
rial will help undergraduate students become exposed to some of the pri-
mary sources that are helpful in reading the New Testament. My experi-
ence in teaching undergraduate students has been that some of them
think the bible has no parallels with the literature of its time. This think-
ing is often used to bolster the authority of scripture.

The treatment of Revelation is a bit different from the other books.
He adds a section on genre stating that revelation has been read as letter,
prophecy and apocalypse. He also adds a section on how to read Revela-
tion in historical, idealist and futurist perspectives. Powell attempts to
interpret sections of Revelation using each of these perspectives. Students
and teachers alike will find this very helpful. He also rightly points that
the futurist perspective seems to be most popular while the historical
approach seems to be what most scholars advocate. This chapter will cer-
tainly help students to become familiar with the book of Revelation and
also avoid common misinterpretations.

Powell articulately presents various viewpoints in a very balanced
manner. He does not have an agenda for his readers to adopt any particu-
lar perspective. This is the strength of this book, which makes it an excel-
lent text that can be used by different theological traditions. The only
weakness is that he does not indicate who holds each position. This

would allow his readers to follow the arguments more closely with those
who hold them.
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There are a few other ways the text could be improved. When Powell
concludes the book of Acts he asks whether “the life of faith was really
like this?” He proceeds to state his opinion that most people today do not
experience miracles as believers in the book of Acts did. But could it not
be that God is at work in extraordinary ways in the world today and yet
the stories that are accepted as authentic by modern people are limited?
After all, the Holy Spirit at work in Acts is the same Spirit at work in
believers lives today. Acts 29 continues with us.

Moreover, though the letters of Paul to the Thessalonians clearly
states that “Paul, Silvanus, and Timothy” wrote them, Powell reflects
Western conceptions of intellectual property when he insists that “Paul is
the primary author” (389). In doing this, he disregards Paul’s frequent use
of the first person. As Bruce Malina and others have noted, we must not
think of Paul in individualistic terms, but should think of him as func-
tioning with dyadic personality. When Paul says “we” he does not mean
“I” He means what he says.

The author rightly acknowledges that New Testament writings cur-
rent canonical order is based on length—the longer book comes first. In
light of this acknowledgement, one wonders why Powell does not follow
the order of books based on the time of writing. For instance, while Jude
precedes 2 Peter in the canonical order, it is clear that 2 Peter used Jude as
a source. This approach might help NT students who assume the canoni-
cal order is the order of writing and find it difficult when we talk about
sources.
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Rightmire, R. David. The Sacramental Journey of The Salvation Army: A
Study of Holiness Foundations. Alexandria, VA: Crest Books, 2016. ISBN-
13: 978-1946709004.

Reviewed by Dean Smith, Senior Lecturer in Theology and Philoso-
phy, Nazarene Theological College, Brisbane, Australia.

In an address to Salvation Army Officers in 1883 William Booth
declared non-sacramental practice the official position of the movement
(39). This decision and the reasons behind it have been mired in contro-
versy ever since. In his most recent book, The Sacramental Journey of The
Salvation Army, David Rightmire provides a comprehensive account of
the theological and missional foundations underpinning the movements
non-sacramental stance while acknowledging the need for a re-evaluation
in light of certain pneumatological shifts within the Army (xvii). This
recent publication is a revised and expanded edition of Rightmire’s Sacra-
ments and The Salvation Army: Pneumatalogical Foundations, first pub-
lished in 1990. The new title better captures the sense of ongoing dialogue
and debate within The Salvation Army from its inception through to the
present. The increased interest in the sacramental journey of the move-
ment is evidenced by the addition of final chapters that give attention to
material written on the topic since the book was first published.

The central thesis of the book, stated in the introduction, “is that
The Salvation Army’s abandonment of the sacraments is theologically
grounded in its pneumatological priority and the practical orientation of
its missiology” (xvii). Now we should expect that a holiness movement
would understand the important connection between its central holiness
doctrine and its sacramental theology and practice. However, Rightmire
argues that it is precisely this connection that has not been recognised in
the movement’s sacramental self-understanding (xvii). His study seeks to
address this oversight. Rejecting simplistic accounts, Rightmire shows
that the decision to forego traditional sacramental practice was not taken
lightly by Booth or his movement. Rather, Booth’s understanding of the
sacraments as outward signs of inward grace would be reshaped by the
experience and the practical needs of the developing movement. Pivotal
would be the crisis experience of entire sanctification through which the
believer enjoyed unmediated communion with Christ (140). The institu-
tionalization of holiness theology within the movement and its emphasis
on a “spiritualized” communion would ensure the demise of the tradi-
tional forms of grace. However, as Rightmire points out, given the diffi-
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culties of maintaining a purely spiritualized religion, “certain forms, cere-
monies and practices within the Army took on significance as ‘sacramen-
tals’ — understood as subjective occasions for, not objective means of
grace” (142). Most significantly, though, it came to be understood that
through the ongoing work of the Spirit, Christ was incarnated in the life
of the believer so that life, lived in service to God and others, was the out-
ward sign and means of inward grace (145).

In the introduction, Rightmire outlines his central thesis, defines
terms and clarifies the scope of the study. He also sets out his methodol-
ogy indicating that it is not his intention to provide a systematic or Bibli-
cal theology of the sacraments but rather, through historical investigation,
to reconstruct the theological rationale underpinning the Army’s non-
sacramental position. The first five chapters of the book provide the con-
text for Rightmire’s central thesis. Chapter 1 provides an important frame
of reference for understanding the rise of the Salvation Army by consider-
ing its Victorian milieu in the second half of the nineteenth century. In
this chapter he addresses social, economic, political and religious forces at
work in Victorian England. Chapter 2 explores the historical context of
The Salvation Army’s developing sacramental position, with particular
reference to its Wesleyan heritage and its eventual deviation from tradi-
tional Wesleyan sacramental practices. Chapter 3 explores Salvation
Army ecclesiology and sacramental theology as practical response. Chap-
ters 4 and 5 look to the influence of sixteenth and seventeenth century
spiritualist theology and the nineteenth century holiness movement on
the Salvation Army’s pneumatological emphasis. Chapter 6 then
addresses the central thesis of the book, bringing a focus to previous
chapters, namely, that Booth’s decision to discontinue sacramental prac-
tice was primarily shaped by his holiness theology, not his missiological
pragmatism. The focus of chapters 7 through 9 is the historical develop-
ment of the Army’s sacramental self-understanding from the 1890’s to the
present. In these chapters Rightmire surveys the primary sources to pre-
sent an up to date literature review. Rightmire shows that, in the interven-
ing years since he carried out his research for the first edition in 1990,
there has been a large number of writings on the sacramental position of
The Salvation Army. Finally, given the importance of the connection
between the Army’s holiness doctrine and its sacramental stance estab-
lished in the first six chapters of the book, in the final chapter Rightmire
seeks to assess whether there has been doctrinal continuity in the Army’s
theological stance. Given the historical shift in emphasis away from crisis
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to process in the experience of entire sanctification, it would appear not.
Thus, Rightmire thinks regaining a truly Wesleyan understanding of
entire sanctification, emphasising both crisis and process, should lead to a
re-evaluation of sacramental theology within the movement (269).

Given the lack of any systematic approach to Salvation Army theol-
ogy, an important strength of Rightmire’s book is that, by a thorough
research of the movement’s early works, sermons and correspondence, he
has been able to reconstruct a theologic that links the Army’s holiness
doctrine and the development of its non-sacramental stance. We have
here, then, an important work of historical theology that will underpin
further developments in The Salvation Army’s self-understanding of its
sacramental position. Another strength is the important literature review
presented in chapters 7 through 9. As well as bringing readers up to date
with the most recent writings on the sacramental self-understanding of
The Salvation Army, he provides a rich vein of material for scholars to
draw upon in the ongoing debate regarding the sacraments.

One perceived weakness in Rightmire’s account relates to the extent
of his conclusions, in particular his decision to focus on the implications
of his own thesis for further research and institutional assessment, rather
than connecting his own findings with broader theological issues identi-
tied throughout his study. To be fair to Rightmire, his study does focus on
the historical pneumatological foundations of The Salvation Army’s
sacramental self-understanding, and so it is right and proper that his con-
clusions bend in the direction of a reevaluation of that understanding in
light of a Wesleyan grasp of entire sanctification as both crisis and pro-
cess. However, I think that this offers but a partial response to significant
imbalance in The Salvation Army’s foundational theology. Rightmire
does make the reader aware of this and in particular William Booth’s fail-
ure to give attention to the doctrines of creation and incarnation in his
theology (132). It is not surprising then that this oversight would reveal
itself in docetic and gnostic anti-materialist assumptions, that along with
pneumatological ones would shape the Army’s sacramental stance (133).
It would seem to me that along with Rightmire’s approach of raising the
possibility of a reassessment of The Salvation Army’s sacramental posi-
tion in light of certain pneumatalogical shifts, an equally urgent task is a
reassessment of its position in light of the doctrines of creation and incar-
nation. Such a thoroughgoing assessment may well help the movement in
coming to a truly Wesleyan sacramental understanding.
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David Rightmire is a lifelong Salvationist recently retired from his
position as professor of biblical and theological studies at Asbury Univer-
sity in Kentucky. He has published a number of books as well as articles
and reviews and has lectured on Army theology and history nationally
and internationally. In The Sacramental Journey, David has made a signif-
icant contribution to Salvation Army scholarship.
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Wilson, D. R. Church and Chapel in Industrializing Society: Anglican Min-
istry and Methodism in Shropshire, 1760-1785. American University Stud-
ies VII, vol. 352. New York: Peter Lang Publishing, 2017. 343 pages.
ISBN-13: 978-1433230137.

Reviewed by J. Russell Frazier, Coordinator of the D.Min. and Ph.D.
Programmes and Senior Lecturer, Africa Nazarene University, Nai-
robi, Kenya.

David R. Wilson earned his Ph.D. at the University of Manchester,
England in 2011. He currently serves as adjunct faculty at Multnomah
University, Warner Pacific University, and Portland University. He has
served as contributing author for several publications and has authored
several journal articles. This book is his first monograph and is based
upon his Ph.D. thesis which was entitled, “Church and Chapel: Parish
Ministry and Methodism in Madeley, c. 1760-1785, With Special Refer-
ence to the Ministry of John Fletcher”

The title of the book reveals to some degree the writer’s purpose.
“Church” indicates the established Church of England whereas “chapel”
indicates the religious communities which “operated outside the aegis of
the church” with a sub-culture of their own (8). Wilson proposes to
explore the role of these two apparently competing alternatives within the
parish of Madeley from 1760-1785, when John William Fletcher served as
the vicar during the significant changes that were taking place during the
Industrial Revolution.

Wilson expresses his aim as follows: “ . . it is a study of the Church of
England, of Methodism, and of Church Methodism, informed by the evi-
dence of a twenty-five year parish ministry in which Fletcher’s theology
and philosophy of ministry and reform were implemented and tested”
(1). At the forefront of Wilson’s study are the following: 1) “the reassess-
ment of the nature and parochial function of the church in the eighteenth
century, particularly the pastoral ministry;” 2) the church in the context
of an industrializing society; 3) the relationship between the established
church and Methodism (3).

Wilson attempts a revisionist history of the relationship between the
Methodist movement and the established church. Eighteenth-century
Methodism has been conceived as a connectional movement perpetuated
through the itinerant ministry of John Wesley and his preachers, includ-
ing a hagiographical view of Wesley’s leadership role in the movement.
Typically, the rise of Methodism is depicted against the backdrop of the
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perceived dismal state of the Church of England with lax standards and
the negligence of pastoral care. Wilson sets out to reinforce the agenda of
his supervisor, Professor Jeremy Gregory, by revising the pessimistic view
of the established church of the eighteenth-century (7). The method of
this revisionist approach is to take more seriously the role of the national
church in the localities (5). Wilson’s methodology reveals his philosophy
of history; doubting the traditional metanarrative of the national church,
he constructs knowledge through the local history of the Madeley parish
in Shropshire.

Wilson stresses the distinction between Wesley and Fletcher. While
they were friends, there were differences in their conceptions of the role
of Methodism. For Wesley, the world was his parish, but “Fletcher’s parish
was his world” (2). Fletcher’s model was a parish-centered Methodism
whereas Wesley’s model was a connexion-centered Methodism. Wesley
worked with traveling preachers who itinerated and established societies
and class meetings which had loose connections with the local parishes.
Fletcher’s model was similar to other evangelical/Methodist clergymen of
the Church of England; he worked tirelessly to establish religious societies
under the authority of the vicar as extensions of the local church rather
than peripheral entities (140). The two opposing models sometimes
engendered tensions between Fletcher and Wesley (140f.) as well as other
evangelical/Methodist clergymen (117-118). Tensions especially rose
when Wesley sent his preachers to their parishes and when Wesley
attempted to convince Fletcher to leave his parish to travel with Wesley as
his “designated successor” (Luke Tyerman). For Fletcher, the parish-cen-
tered model was an attempt to reform the established church and was
therefore “the pastoral strategy of the church” (13).

The unfolding development of the book reveals the aim and extent
of Wilson’s research. In the “Introduction.” Wilson discusses his method-
ology and gives a review of the literature, valuing highly the works of
Patrick Streiff, Peter Forsaith, and Barrie Trinder. He excludes from his
review theological studies of Fletcher’s work, though it is bit surprising
that Wilson does not refer to the work of Stephen A. FlicK’s dissertation
(Drew, 1994), which addresses Fletcher’s pastoral theology. Neither does
he discuss the present reviewer’s work in his discussion of the doctrine of
dispensations in Fletcher’s sermons (70f.). Nevertheless, Wilson’s work is
characterized principally as local church history; so his work consults
resources in this domain of studies.
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The second chapter provides background and context for the study,
including religious history, a description of the parish and people, and
Fletcher’s call to the Madeley parish. The third chapter, “Church Services
and Patterns of Worship,” describes the worship services in the Madeley
church, Fletcher’s preaching, and Fletcher’s service at baptisms, weddings,
and burials. Chapter 4, “Church Extension: ‘Chapel’ Ministry and Soci-
eties in Madeley;” discusses Fletcher’s efforts to extend the reach of the
ministry of the parish church principally through religious societies and
other ministries outside of the church building. Wilson titles chapter 5:
“Tension in Church and Chapel” Here he discusses Fletcher’s conflicts
with others in the established church and with Wesley himself. “Pas-
toralia” is the title of the sixth chapter, in which Wilson discusses
Fletcher’s labors in pastoral care and parish education. In the last chapter,
“Conflict, Confrontation and Conciliation,” Wilson addresses the rela-
tionship between Fletcher and the Baptists, Quakers and Catholics, as
well as his attempts to “keep watch... over the flock of God” (Acts 20:28)
in the face of threats to the parishioners’ thriving.

In the conclusion, the writer asserts that his work “has challenged
this pessimistic assessment of the Hanoverian church” (234) in two ways:
it rejects the idea “that the church was set on a trajectory of irreversible
decline” (234), and it “has not accepted the assumption that Methodism
was a monolithic movement under the sole authority of John Wesley, nor
that it was set on a trajectory of separation from the Church of England”
(234).

Wilson demonstrates extensive archival research, particularly in the
Fletcher-Tooth Collection housed at the Methodist Archives and
Research Centre of The John Rylands University Library of The Univer-
sity of Manchester. Mistakes can be made, however. Wilson, unfortu-
nately, consulted a photocopy of the 27 October 1760 letter from Fletcher
to John Wesley rather than the original letter (held by the University of
California). This reviewer was surprised that the references to Fletcher’s
pastoral theology in The Portrait of St. Paul were scant in chapter 6 enti-
tled “Pastoralia” Despite these omissions, Wilson’s use of the archives is
extensive in its scope and depth. The appendices are helpful and give evi-
dence of his research in the archives; they include the following:
“Fletcher’s Sermons,” “Visiting Preachers in Madeley 1760-1785,
“Fletcher’s Works with Various Collected Editions Noted,” “Calendar of
the Correspondence of John Fletcher,” and “Maps.”
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Wilson’s work delves into the archives, is well-researched, and pro-
vides an in-depth analysis of the relationship between Methodism and the
Church of England, as well as the role of Wesley in the leadership of the
movement. Revising history is a difficult task, but Wilson has succeeded
and provided for his readers, through Fletcher’s example, a model for the
method of Methodism to function within the local parish.
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