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PREFACE

T I8 DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE, TO WRITE OBJECTIVELY ABOUT

events in which one has taken part. When Raymond George, the

first British Secretary of the Oxford Institute of Methodist
Theological Studies (commonly abbreviated as “the Oxford Institute”),
was due to become its warden for the meeting of 1969, he asked me to
take over the administrative duties. I have been involved in the Institute,
as secretary and later as one of the chairpersons, from that time until
August 2002, The papes that follow, therefore, represent an insider’s
version of the story. It may have looked different to those who were not,
as one correspondent put it, “in the engine room.”

However that may be, for nearly half a century the Institute has
gathered together every four or five years professional theologians and
theologically committed pastors and lay persons from many countries in
the Methodist world. Over those many years, it has made a significanc
contribution to an international exploration of the legacy John Wesley’s
descendants have inherited from him, Nearly a thousand men and
women have passed through the Institute in those years, many attending
several meetings, and they have carried home with them widened hori-
zons, theological stimulus, and personal friendships. This book attempts
to tell the story from the days when the Institute was no more than a
twinkle in the eye to its eventual birth in 1958—from its rather mundane
early meetings to the significant event it now is.

I am grateful to the many persons who have helped me in this
process: Douglas Meeks, who first suggested the idea and helped to
improve the first draft; Dow Kirkpatrick, Ted Runyon, Don Treese,
Bruce Birch, David Lowes Watson, and Geoffrey Wainwright, who
greatly enlarged my understanding; Richard Heitzenrater, Randy
Maddox, José Miguez Bonino, Mary Elizabeth Moore, Steve Gunter,
Tom Albin, Ted Weber, Jim Fowler, and Tim Macquiban, who gave of
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ExPLORING METHODISM’'S HERITAGE

their time to share in consultations on the project; and many others who
shared their memories by correspondence. Needless to say, responsibility
for the final product is mine alone. I am particularly grateful to Tim
Macquiban and Peter Forsaith for allowing me to consult the archives at
the Westminster Institute of Education in Oxford; to Joe Hale and
George Freeman for allowing me access to the World Methodist
Coungcil’s archives at Lake Junaluska; and to Linda Greene and Roma
Whyatt for their help in my researches there. Matthew Charlton was
invaluable in searching for published material not available in British
libraries, and John Vickers gencrously devoted time and professional skill
to compiling the index. No manuscript would have seen the light of day,
however, without the enthusiastic support of Mary Ann Moman and
Hendnk Pieterse and the General Board of Higher Educadon and
Ministry, who have committed themselves to publication; or without the
patience of my wife, Margaret, who has allowed me time in our retire-
ment, which would otherwise have been hers, in order do the work.

The result is offered to members of the Institute, past and present,
and to the wider public, in the hope that it will help a little to illumine
the path we tread together.

Brian E. Beck

Chapter 1

BEGINNINGS

N OCTOBER 1946 AN AMERICAN EX-SERVICEMAN LEFT NEW YORK BY

sea with his wife, Marjorie, and his young child for Oxford,

England, on a Pilling Fellowship awarded by Drew University for
overseas study. Dow Kirkpatrick was twenty-nine. He had graduated
from Candler School of Theology at Emory University, had completed
five years of gradnate study at Drew University, and had just been
released from chaplaincy service in the United States Navy. As
Methodists, he and Marjorie joined Wesley Memorial Church in Oxford,
where they came to know the newly arrived pastor, Reginald Kissack
(known as Rex), and his wife, Elizabeth, who would later become pres-
ident of the World Federation of Methodist Women. Kissack was seven
years older but, like Kirkpatrick, had come to Oxford from service as a
chaplain in the armed forces. They bad much in common. They were to
develop a friendship that would in time lead to the creation of the
Oxford 1nsttute of Methodist Theological Studies.

Originally their dream was for something rather different. It was
only after ten frustrating years that they modified it; but, having done so,
they saw the realization of their hopes in the amazingly short space of a
further two years. To understand what they had in mind we need to
appreciate the context. There were several factors involved.

In 1945, World War 1I had finally come to an end, leaving much of
the world devastated and exhausted. There was a widespread desire to
rebuild and to ensure that such a catastrophe would never occur again.
As yet the Cold War had not begun. The United Nations Charter was
signed in October and the first meeting of the Assembly was due to be
held in 1948, as was the first meeting of the World Council of Churches.
In both political and ecclesiastical spheres there was a desire to set in
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ExPLORING METHODISM'S HERITAGE

place structures that would improve understanding and heal divisions.
There were similar plans for world Methodism.

Methodists from ditferent parts of the world had been meeting in
the Ecumenical Methodist Conference every ten years since 1881. The
1941 mecting had been postponed because of the war, but it was to
meet in 1947; and it was planned that in 1951 the movement would be
relaunched as the World Methodist Council, meeting every five years
and with a permanent structure.

For many years students from overseas had come to the University
of Oxford, although provision for them was in some ways inadequate.
Oxford, like some other British universities, is structured as a federation
of independent colleges. The university provides public lectures and
laboratory facilities, conducts examinations, and awards degrees. The
colleges provide personal tuition, residence, and general guidance. At
the time, less provision was made for overseas students to do formal
postgraduate study than is now the case. Most of the colleges were
Anglican foundations, and in the 1940s their chapels were not very
hospitable to those of other denominations; intercommunion was not
permitted. Three other colleges—one Baptist, one Congregational, and
one Unitarian—were more welcoming, but did not have full university
status. It was difficult for Methodists, especially from outside Britain, to
teel fully at home.

Because of the war there were large numbers of overseas students,
particularly from the United States, in Oxford in 1946. These students
had had to delay their studies until peace came. Many were Methodists,
and as official chaplain to Methodist students, Kissack was in touch with
them. He developed the dream of creating a permanent center in Oxford
that would provide accommodation for Methodist students and their
wives, facilities for study, and a warden to give them oversight and advice.

The possibilities of international travel were rapidly improving
(although ar this stage it was stll mostly by sea). So-called “younger”
churches in Africa, Asia, and elsewhere were maturing and beginning to
develop indigenous leadership. So, demand for such facilities could be
expected to increase. The emphasis was to be on theological study, and the
students would be mainly ministers or those in training for the ministry.
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But this was to be more than the provision of hospitality for those
far from home. The essence of the collegiate system at Oxford or
Cambridge is that it provides an opportunity for people from diverse
backgrounds and interests to mix and build understanding. The
Methodist center was to be such a place, in which Methodists from many
parts of the world could mingle freely, come to know and understand
one another, and begin to develop a common understanding of what it
means to be a Methodist. So the study of theology would have as one of
its aims the development of Methodist theology.

This was an ambitious scheme that would clearly cost money. Kissack
believed he knew how it could be achieved. In 1936, John Telford, an
outstanding Methodist scholar who was responsible (among other
things) for a standard edition of the collected letters of John Wesley, had
died, leaving a bequest to the Ministerial Training Committee of the
British Methodist Conference to assist in setting up an institute at the
University of Oxford. Unfortunately, Telford’s will did not specify
precisely what he had in mind. Consequently, there was a delay of two
years until the High Court declared a number of specific purposes tfor
which the bequest could be used, including setting up something in
Oxford; but the purposes were all linked to the training of ministers of
the British Conference. In the years that tollowed, various proposals
were made, but they were either dropped or put on hold because of the
war. In 1947, therefore, there appeared to be a reasonably large sum
(£30,000 [$120,000]) available and earmarked for Oxford. It was no
doubt with an eye to this that Kissack and Kirkpatrick emphasized that
most of the beneficiaries of their scheme should be ministers.

Kirkpatrick returned to the United States in 1947 with a commit-
ment to win support for the scheme in the American church. By 1949
he and Kissack wrote an article in The Christian Advocate in which they
argued for the project.’ Kissack and other Oxford colleagues, including
the veteran Methodist biblical scholar and former president of the British
Conference, W. F. Lofthouse, and later the internationally acclaimed
mathematician and physicist, Charles Coulson, fought for at least a share
of the Telford money. As can be imagined, there were other contenders,
and the matter dragged on through committees until the end of 1949.
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ExPLORING METHODISM'S HERITAGE

The problem was essentially twofold: First, the High Court had
ruled that the money was to be used for training ministers under the
direction of the British Ministerial Training Committee. It was not
within the official remit of that committee to provide training for anyone
except potential ministers of the British Conference. At that time, minis-
terial training was envisaged in very limited terms; further training after
ordination was not yet seen as a legitimate extension of it. The Kissack-
Kirkpatrick scheme was broader on both counts. Second, there was the
problem of cost. When endowment for ongoing support was added to
the estimates, it was clear that the bequest would be inadequate, and the
British Committee could not commit additional funds. The view was
taken that a project designed to benefit world Methodism should be
sponsored, and paid for at least in part, by the World Methodist Council.

There was another reason for proposing the center in Oxford.
Oxford is the university where John and Charles Wesley were educated
and where their formative years were spent. It was here that they
received their first spiritual awakening as they became aware—through
devotional reading and the activities of the Holy Club—of the call of
God to holiness of life. In 1726 John Wesley was elected a fellow of
Lincoln College in the university. In that capacity he not only had
teaching duties when in residence, but he also drew a stipend whether in
residence or not. He valued that position and used it to defend his
preaching mission, arguing that his ordination as a college tellow did not
bind him to ministry in just one parish. However, when Wesley married
in 1751 he resigned his fellowship, because the College statutes required
that fellows be single.

Oxford was therefore a significant place on the Methodist map, and
the supporters of the project believed it was important to promote it. In
1921 American Methodists contributed to the furnmishing of rooms in
Lincoln College as a memorial to Wesley.

Both in Britain and in the United States attention had tended to
focus on John Wesley’s experience of a “warmed heart” at Aldersgate
Street, London, on 24 May 1738. This had been regarded as the
defining moment for later Methodism. The emphasis on the emotional
rather than the intellectuatl content of Methodism, however, stressed
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personal experience of divine grace rather than any particular Methodist
doctrines. The balance needed to be redressed.

As Coulson later put it, “We have put up memorials to Wesley where
he was born, where he preached, and where he died; yet is not the place
where he did most of his thinking perhaps even more worthy of a memo-
rial?” Coulson’s words rather overstated the case, for much of Wesley’s
distinctive theology and most of his writing were done after he had, to
all intents and purposes, left Oxford. However, there was certainly a case
to be made, and the promoters of the scheme felt that a center for study
was a more adequate memorial than a shrine for pilgrims to visit.

The year 1951 offered a golden opportunity, because the meeting of
the World Methodist Conference was to be in Oxford that year. There
was some fear that the enthusiasm of the conference could dissipate in
ambitious words unless there was commitment to specific projects. What
better way to commemorate both the Oxford meeting of the conference
and the two-hundredth anniversary of Wesley’s resignation from Lincoln
College than by founding a house for international Methodist studies,
and so signaling Methodism’s return to the academic life of the univer-
sity? The Oxford center would provide a means to deepen world
Methodism’s theological grasp of itself and its inheritance.

Unfortunately money once again proved the barrier. A “Committee
for the Oxford Memorial” was formed and submitted a proposal to the
World Methodist Council in 1951, with an estimate of $450,000 as its
cost, including endowment. The council accepted the proposal and
appointed a committee of thirty-four persons (mostly British and
American, operating in two sections coordinated by Kissack and
Kirkpatrick as secretaries) to develop it. Over the next five years, plans
were claborated and refined. A possible site was identified, and architect
drawings of a possible house were produced.

In 1952 the General Conference of the then Methodist Church,
meeting in San Francisco, endorsed the proposal but declined to commit
any money; and the British Conference did the same. Moreover, the
project had to compete with another proposal adopted by the Oxford
World Methodist Conference, which called on Methodist churches
throughout the world to participate in a concerted evangelistic campaign
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in 1953. This campaign also required funds and effort and was much
more attractive to many Methodists than notions of a center for
theological study.

As time passed there began to be signs of a loss of nerve. In a
submission to the World Methodist Council Executive Committee in
July 1953 it was even conceded that it was not essential to locate the
project in Oxford, although it was still argued to be the best place. This
abandonment of the whole notion of an Oxford Memorial and the
return of Methodism to the university was surely a desperate move. Plans
were modified, and in 1954 it was decided to move British Methodism’s
Westminster College, then exclusively a training college for teachers, out
of London to the outskirts of Oxford. The proposal to buy land for the
center in the city of Oxford was abandoned, in hopes that room might
be found for it on the college’s extensive new campus. That, too, failed
to materialize when the college’s move was completed in 1959,

In the end, no progress was made. At the 1956 World Methodist
Council at Lake Junaluska, North Carolina, the Oxford Memorial
Committee decided to change direction. The proposal for a permanent
center was deferred indefinitely. Instead, the committee proposed a
twelve-day annual meeting in Oxford for students and scholars, to meet
in 1957 and 1958 at Lincoln College or possibly at Christ Church,
where both Wesleys had been undergraduate students. The World
Methodist Council agreed. The 1957 meeting, however, was aban-
doned, probably because there was insufficient time to prepare. Instead,
the first meeting took place in July 1958. In echoes of the original
proposal and Telford’s bequest, the meeting was designated an “insti-
tute,” and its president, Kissack, was described as “warden.”

Thus the Oxford Institute of Methodist Theological Studies was
born. Its first report still expressed the hope that a permanent center
might be established, but talk of that was soon abandoned, as was the
idea of an annual meeting. Some income from the Telford fund was
made available as grants to support British participants (a practice that
continued until the fund was absorbed into general Ministerial Training
funds in 1978); but the capital was never used for the Institate or any
other major project. It is one of the ironic twists of history, however, that
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in 1997 the Institute entered into a formal agreement with a much-
changed and enlarged Westminster College to provide support for the
Institute’s activities (though not to meet on its campus). And in another
twist, after a number of meetings at Lincoln College and other colleges
subsequently, the Institute returned in 2002 to the original college of
second choice, Christ Church.

Preparations

Before the 1958 Institute could meet, a lot of work had to be done in a
short period of time. Funds had to be found even for this limited enter-
prise, speakers had to be recruited, and members had to be enrolled. By
1955 Kissack had been appointed to the Methodist Church in Rome,
and detailed arrangements in Britain passed to the British theologian and
liturgist, Raymond George, then working in Leeds. He recruited as his
assistant Lilian Topping, a staff member and later vice-principal of the
deaconess training college at Ilkley. Like Kirkpatrick, George was to
attend every Insttute from 1958 to 1997. He died in 1998.

Armed with a gift of $500 for expenses—given to him by a leading
lay American Methodist, Charles Parlin—XKirkpatrick, by that time pastor
of the First Methodist Church Athens, Georgia, went the rounds of the
seminaries to enlist support. The first recruit and a lasting supporter
until his death in 1997 was William R. Cannon—at that time dean of
Candler School of Theology, Emory University, and later to be elected
bishop. Others followed. Each institution was asked to make funds avail-
able for faculty members to attend.

In other quarters there was some diffidence. In his memoirs,
Kirkpatrick recounts comments such as “The British are more theolog-
ical than we are,” to which he would reply, “No, they just handle the
English language with such facility it sounds like they know more than
they do.” In his view, the real reason for this sense of inferiority was that
American academics failed to get a hearing on the world Methodist
stage, where American speakers tended to be chosen by virtue of their
office and their ability to pay their own way. The leading British figures
at the time, meanwhile, were also leading academics, so that comparisons
tended to be disadvantageous to the American side.?

15
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These attitudes were mirrored on the other side of the Atlantic. The
report to the British Conference from delegates to the 1951 Oxford
World Methodist Conference referred to the poor quality of some of the
addresses, “where ecclesiastical status rather than functional fitness seems
to determine the choice of speakers.” A letter from the British New
Testament scholar Vincent Taylor registers his low view of the level of
American theological education at the time.?

Such stereotyping would take some time to break down, and illus-
trates one of the reasons why a meeting place for theological discussion
was needed. The British and American traditions of Methodism had
developed in different ways, and this has been reflected in theological
scholarship, as in other things. At that time, scholarship in British
Methodism, while not fundamentalist, was generally conservative in
stance and deeply suspicious both of more radical continental European
writers and of the liberalism of American theology between the wars.
Such suspicion, allied to an innate sense (still alive in the 1950s) that the
heirs of the British Empire were inherently superior to the rest of the
world, was bound to affect attitudes on both sides of the Atlantic. The
irony is that in response forms that Kirkpatrick gathered from the
Americans after the 1958 Institute, deep anger is expressed that one or
two British speakers did not treat them seriously enough to prepare
properly. There was one notorious case that equally embarrassed the
British, but the incident is revealing. It took some decades for such atti-
tudes to give way to mutual respect.

It was partly to counter this sense of inferiority that Dow Kirkpatrick
introduced a practice that lasted until sea travel was discontinued in
1973. Each day during the voyage, the North American group traveling
together met on board ship to read and discuss papers on the Institute
theme. The 1958 group was billed as a “Methodist Traveling
Theological Seminar.” In 1969 the papers were published in the I4fF
Review." As air travel became the regular method of crossing the Atlantic
the practice lapsed, but the need it was designed to meet was later felt by
those coming to the Institute from the Third World; and in 1992 the
Pre-Institute was introduced for their benefit. Reference is made to this
in a later chapter.
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The First Meeting

On the evening of Saturday, July 19, 1958, the Institute assembled at
Lincoln College, set in the heart of the historic city of Oxford. They met
in stone buildings arranged in two quadrangles, the chapel, dining hall,
and library dating from the fifteenth and seventeenth centuries. A
hundred men and eight women are recorded as having been present,
plus seven occasional visitors. The intention was that roughly one-third
of these would be from the United States, one-third from Britain, and
the remainder from the rest of the world. Both in Britain and in the
United States a mix was sought of established theologians, pastors
working in churches, and those who were still students or had recently
qualified for ministry. At this event there were forty-three from Britain
and thirty-seven from the United States and Canada. Of the remainder,
nineteen came from other parts of Europe, five from Africa, one from
Asia, and three from Australia and New Zealand.® Apart from the
Europeans, these were able to be present because they were already in
Britain on study leave.

Fach day began with prayers in the chapel. After breakfast, the
mornings were used for Bible study, the presentation of a paper, and
discussion groups. Afternoons were free. In the evenings there were
further presentations before and after dinner. Sessions were held in the
college, except for the late-evening presentations and Sunday services,
which were at Wesley Memorial Church, a ten-minute walk away. The
Institute concluded with a covenant service on Tuesday, July 29.

The theme selected was “Biblical Theology and Methodist
Doctrine.” There were also less-formal presentations on topics of current
concern, including the situations in South Africa and in Germany.
Further discussion of the formal papers follows in a later chapter, but the
uneven quality of the presentations was registered in the reactions of
participants afterwards. Perhaps it was inevitable that the first venture
would reveal wide differences in expectations of what such a gathering
should produce. The assessments gathered on the American side (still
preserved) and subsequent recollections of those who were there are
revealing in the light of later debates. Several issues were raised: dissatis-
faction with the number of papers and other presentations (twenty-two
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in seven-and-a-half working days); the lack of plenary discussion; the
unfocused nature of the discussion groups; the absence of African
Americans; the “heavy” quality of the Bible studies (lectures rather than
group study); the rather general, even superficial, treatment of the
central theme; and failure to come to grips with current issues. It was
asked, not for the last time, whether Oxford need be the venue for
subsequent meetings. One reason for the question was (and still is) the
cost both of travel and of accommodation in one of Oxford’s ancient
colleges (although the charge of US $56, or 20 pouuds sterling, for the
conference fee and accommodation seems trivial by today’s standards.
The 800 pounds asked for the meeting in 2002 represents an increase far
beyond the general rate of inflation.) Nevertheless, the overwhelming
conviction was that the Institute should meet again. It did so in 1962.

18
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THE DEVELOPING ORGANIZATION

HE 1958 INSTITUTE ENDED WITH THE HOPE THAT IT WOULD

continue to meet at regular intervals and that the next meeting

should take place in 1962. But it was only after a battle that the
hope was realized.

Ar stake was the relationship of the Institute to the World Methodise
Council; and the officers of the time, notably the secretary Elmer T. Clark,
took a different view of the relationship from Dow Kirkpatrick. The
dispute came to a head over the question whether the modest surplus left
from the funding of the 1958 meeting and additional money given for
Institute purposes should be regarded as part of the general funds of the
World Methodist Council or were restricted for Institute use. Charles
Parlin, who had earlier supported Kirkpatrick’s work for the Institute, had
also made a gift to finance the publication of the 1958 papers. With his
agreement, Kirkpatrick wished to use what was left over to meet the
expenses of a meeting of the American section of the Institute Committee.
Clark had directed that the money should go towards the cost of the
Dictionary of World Methodism, which was in the course of preparation.
He wrote to Kirkpatrick in quite sharp terms in November 1960:

I do not want it used for any committee to discuss the Oxford
Institute. T hope that you will drop this attempt to secure money for
that purpose. There are a great many things that you do not under-
stand and cannot take into consideradon. . . . I do not think it at all
likely that the Oxford Institute ean be held in 1962.

So, was the Institute a direct activity of the World Methodist Council
and within its control, or was it an independent venture that the Council
encouraged and helped to finance? One can see Clark’s point of view. The
Institute had come about as a result of the work of a committee
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appointed by the Council, and Council letter paper had apparently been
used to solicit Institute funds, giving the impression that the Council
itself (always short of money) would benefit. In 1960 the Council had
other concerns on its agenda, and there was a proposal in the section
representing, The Methodist Church in the United States that a meeting
of the Institute might be held in connection with a world conference on
evangelism proposed for 1963. Such a meeting would have had the result
of tying the Institute’s membership closely to those with evangelism
concerns. An alternative suggestion held that the Institute should be
linked to the Council’s Committee on Theological Education. For their
part Kirkpatrick and his colleagues feared that unless the Institute was
kept firmly in the control of those with academic experience, it would lose
its cutting edge as a forum for specifically theological exchange.
Fortunately, after about a year Kirkpatrick’s point of view prevailed. In the
particular matter of the surplus money, he held the moral high ground
anyway, in that it had been given specifically for the Insdtute.

Changes in the personnel of the World Methodist Council, as well as
the wide recognition the Institute has won, have brought about a much
happier relationship. As we shall see, the Institute now appoints a
committee from its own members, which is formally endorsed by the
World Methodist Council, and the Council allocates a grant to the
Institute in its annual budget. In other respects, the Institute organizes
itself and looks to other agencies in addition to the Council for the funds
it needs. Interestingly, a link with world Methodist evangelistic concerns
was eventually forged in a different way in 1982, when a working group
on evangelism was formed to encourage dialogue between different
understandings of mission and evangelism. In 2002 it was agreed that
the Institute’s report to the World Methodist Council would receive
fuller consideration if it were first discussed by the Council’s Committee
on Theological Education and presented by that Committee to the
Council’s Executive Committee.

So the Institute met again in 1962, and at three- or four-year inter-
vals thereafter. The format adopted in 1958 for the day-to-day program
was continued for the next five meetings. Accommodation, meals, and

morning worship took place at Lincoln College, but because of limited
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facilities there, the plenary sessions and discussion groups were held at
Wesley Memorial Church. Bible study followed immediately after break-
fast (or at 5 P.M. in 1973 and 1977}, but the main focus of the morning
was one of the main presentations, with a response. Afternoons were
free. At 5 PM. and in the later evening there were further papers or
presentations on a topic of interest, such as an update on World
Methodist Council affairs or on national and international ecumenical
dialogues. In the mornings or late afternoons there were discussion
groups, randomly selected so as to provide a variety of backgrounds in
each group. The evenings closed with prayers.

In 1977, because of new mecting rooms in Lincoln College, the
daily walk to the church was abandoned, saving valuable time. Starting
in 1973, an optional visit to Stratford-on-Avon was arranged on
Saturday afternoons to see a Shakespeare play. On Sunday the Institute
worshiped in the morning at Wesley Memorial, with one of its members
as preacher, and in the evening at othet local churches. Some members
preached at services further aficld in the Oxford area. The Institure
lasted eleven days and concluded with a covenant service.

A Radical Rethink

This pattern changed in 1982. While the skeleton of daily worship and
morning lectures remained, the number of lectures was reduced to six.
Bible study was dropped and subject groups were constituted, consisting
of those with expertise or special interest in the subject. These groups
reported back to plenary sessions in the second week. A contributing
factor in this change of pattern was the fact that Lincoln College was no
longer available. The Institute moved to Keble College, which offered
more space (although it was still necessary to go out of college, to the
University’s Mathematical Institute, for the plenary sessions). As a conse-
quence, a larger Institute (50 percent bigger than in 1977} became
possible and was able to gather a widet range of scholars. Lincoln College,
for all its associations with John Wesley, had not been entirely satsfactory.
At the time, it offered 150 rooms but could accommodate only 100
people for the main meals; and unal 1977 it had no lecture room large
enough for the Institute. But the chief reason for the change was a debate
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about the Institute’s identity and purpose, which revealed wide differences
between British and American approaches and highlights a number of
factors that continue to influence the Institute twenty years later.

The 1977 Institute ended, as was customary, with an open session at
which members could engage in an appraisal of their experience together
and make suggestions about the topic to be addressed at the next gath-
ering. A plea was made for a radically different style. The British side
resisted this, principally on the grounds that it seemed impractical. A
small group was deputed to discuss the proposals and circulate a paper,
so that the Institure committee could consider the matter in its planning
for 1982—a date chosen out of step with the customary four-year
pattern, so as to avoid a clash with the 1981 meeting of the World
Methodist Council.

The paper raised the question of accountability. Virtually all partici-
pants in the Institute are able to attend because they are sponsored, in
part or in whole, by their churches or academic institutions. For whose
benefit do they meet? Is it for individual improvement or as a service to
the wider Methodist community? World Methodism has no other forum
for specifically theological conversation. Should not the Institute func-
tion as its theological council? And, if so, ought there not to be greater
continuity in subjecrs addressed and in membership, so that over the
years a world community of Methodist scholars is bwlt up, who work
together on agreed projects and keep in touch with one another?
Therefore, the proposal was that each Institute should stay “in council”
for approximately a four-year period: two years before the actual
convening of the Institute and two years after. Members in each region
should keep in touch owver the period; arrange regional meetings to
continue the Institure’s work; find ways to present its work to the wider
church and gain feedback from it; and, after two years, arrange a
handover to the delegation appointed for the next Institute as they begin
preparation. It was suggested that the Institute might meet in a different
city or a different country from Oxford, England.

Although there was at least one representative from Britain in the
drafting group behind this proposal, when it was circulared it met with
strong resistance from the British. In part, the objections were practical
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and perhaps reflecred the fact that some of those behind the proposal were
relative newcomers to the Institute, while on the Bridsh side there was
long experience of the struggle involved in assembling a membership list
cach time and in the intricacies of negotiating accommodation with an
Oxford college. There were strong suspicions that if people were asked to
sign up for the Institute too long ahead they would willingly do so, only
to drop out nearer the dare. There was a good deal of skepticism about the
ability of people to devote the amount of fime required for Institute work
outside its meetings. But alongside these practical questions were ques-
tions of principle. Whar authority would such a theological council have
and who would appoint it? The World Methodist Council is no more than
a consultative body, and there was some wariness, in view of the carlier
experience, about involving it more deeply in the Institute.

On the one hand, there was anxiety that if members of the Institute
were appointed by their churches, they would be selected for their
standing in the church rather than for their academic quality. On the
other hand, if the Institute committee were to select the members, this
would rake all ownership away from the churches. In addition, since the
original vision was that it would be a hostel for students, the Institute
had served to bring together both teachers and learners, theologians and
pastors, and the new proposal would make it exclusively a gathering of
scholars. Finally, there was concern that the proposed arrangement
would tend to limit the scope of the Institute to specifically Methodist
studies, to the exclusion of its traditionally broader theological agenda.

Over the next three years modifications of the plan were proposed
that attempted to meet some of these objections. Eventually the
program already described was worked out for 1982 as an experiment.
This changed the character of the Institute in the direction of a work-
shop for scholars, although pastors and others who were not professional
theologians were also included. The resulting Institute met some of the
aspirations of those who were looking for the creation of a worldwide
academic fellowship, but it fell short of the original plan and was later
modified. The 1987 Institute reverted to a larger number of formal
presentations in plenary session, and Bible study was reintroduced in the
form of a biblical studies working group.
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Many of the changes introduced in 1982 have endured. Following
on from the 1977 theme “Sanctification and Liberation,” the Instirute
has moved from being a gathering of Methodists discussing general
theology to a gathering for the discussion of Methodist history and
theology. Working groups (apparently first suggested as early as 1973
but not acted upon) have continued, and have increased in number from
five in 1982, to six in 1987 and 1992, and to ten in 1997 and 2002. As
resources and communications technology have improved it has been
possible to increase the amount of preparation work accomplished by
members. The groups can now be seen as one of the strengths of the
Institute, giving the opportunity in their smaller compass for real inter-
national exchange. Various attempts have been made to feed their work
into the wider Institute during its sessions and to create opportunitics
for dialogite between representatives of different disciplines by creating
interdisciplinary groups. These attempts have met with varying success.
At times these groups have been used to reflect on plenary lectures,
while at other times they bave discussed working group papers of
common interest. Because these groups have tended to overload the
program, they were dropped from the 2002 meeting, although one or
two meetings were arranged a4 boc.

Also in 1982 the category of “associate of the Institute” was created,
offering access to the Institute’s written work without attendance at
Oxford. In 1987, in a last-minute change of plan, this category was
divided into two further categories. “Corresponding members” would
receive information and could submit papers for consideration but
would not be present. “Plenary participants,” called “associate
members” by 1992, could attend the plenary sessions burt could not take
part in the working groups, mainly to keep the Institute within manage-
able size. The Institute is now more proactive in idendfying scholars,
who are encouraged to attend, although there is still a disparity between
such wish lists and the availability of funds to ensure their presence. The
churches still have an important role in sponsoring new members who
would otherwise be unknown. There has also been some success in
achieving the goal of regional groups that meet in the intervals, although
there have been no funds in the central Institute budget for such
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purposes. Here, Latin America has led the way, with workshops in San
José, Costa Rica, in 1983 and in Piracicaba, Brazil, in 1984.' In 2000 a
small group met in Bolivia to prepare for the 2002 Institute. There are
plans to adopt the practice elsewhere, as funds permit, Finally, in the
winter of 1984 the first issue of an occasional publication,
OXFOR Dnotes, was produced, carrying news and details of group work.
The publication has continued spasmodically and currently reaches
about 350 persons. All in all, therefore, the changes of 1982 represent
in some sense a re-founding of the Institute and are the basis of its
present way of working. To keep in step with the frequency of the World
Methodist Council meetings and to take advantage of its five-year budg-
etary cycle, the Institute has rerained the five-year cycle. Some on the
1982 committee wanted to meet again in 1985 for the sake of conti-
nuity, but the proposal foundered, partly due to clashes that would have
occurred with other world Methodist events already planned. The only
major subsequent innovation has been the introduction of the Pre-
Institute tor Third World members (see chapter 4).

Looking back at this episode after twenty years, it is worth drawing
attention to some of the underlying factors. One factor that was obvious
at the time and is still largely true, is the considerable disparity in the
number of participants from the United States and from Britain, and the
still greater disparity between those countries and the rest of the world.
The fact that the argument was essentially between the British and the
Americans is itself revealing, for it reflected the dominance of those
countries in the life of the Institute. Two-thirds of its membership were
from Grear Britain and the United States. It can be difficult for those
who are accustomed to the number and size of American theological
schools, with all the advantages of scale in terms of faculty numbers and
material resources, to appreciate the constraints that apply elsewhere. In
1977, Britain’s four Methodist theological schools had fewer than 150
students between them, and only one of these schools had as many as
seven faculty members. No faculty member in any school specialized in
Methodist studies alone. In the rest of Europe and in Africa and Asia the
sitbation was even worse. Moreover, the smaller the church, the more
likely that its limited number of academics would be drawn into many
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other aspects of church life, leaving them limited time for research or the
writing of papers.

In the United States many faculty members would routinely take
membership in professional bodies, such as the American Academy of
Religion, and would be subsidized by their institutions for attending
thesc gatherings. However, in most other parts of the world such oppor-
tunitics were scarce, and there would certainly not be funds to support
attendance. 1t is hardly surprising that the plan proposed in 1977 seemed
a natural development for some and an impossible dream for others.
Over time, the situation worldwide has improved. However, it is still
truc that resources for theological education are much greater in the
United States than anywhere else. This is reflected in the greater number
of Americans able to attend each Institute.

Issues of Inclusiveness

A longstanding problem for the Institute has been to gather adequate
numbers of people from Africa, Asia, the Caribbean, Latin America, and
the Pacific to counterbalance those from Europe and North America, in
order to make the meetings truly representative of world Methodism. In
theory, from the beginning the membership was to be one-third
American, one-third British, and one-third from the rest of the world.
This was difficult to achieve, though, and what has come to be known
as the “Third World” was poorly represented. In the carly days, one
reason for the poor representation was the small number of indigenous
scholars working in those areas. Theological education in the 1950s and
1960s was still largely in the hands of missionaries. The situation has
changed over the years—more rapidly in some places than in others—
but there are still very few scholars outside the United States working
exclusively on Wesleyan and Methodist studies.

The major difficulty has been financial. The cost of the eleven-day
meeting {now reduced to ten days) in Oxford will be measured differ-
ently against the economies of different parts of the world and is
affected, often at the last minute, by fluctuations in exchange rates. But
by no standard is it cheap. For those in Europe and the United States
there has been assistance from seminaries and church funds. The British
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Telford Fund, since its merger into general ministerial training funds, has
been able to extend its benefits to lay people. And in the United States
the United Methodist General Board of Higher Educaton and Ministry
has been unfailingly supportive, and the Robb Foundation made grants
in 1982 and 1987. For those coming from elsewhere the United
Methodist Board of Global Ministries and the British committees
responsible at different times for overseas work have made significant
contributions. The World Methodist Council also has made annual allo-
cations from its limited budget. Other foundations have made grants
from time to time, notably the Gibbs Trust, in support of the Pre-
Institute in 1997 and 2002. As a result, in later years there has been
some success in providing bursaries to cover the costs at Oxford and
even some travel expenses. But numbers remain low, as funds are limited.

Airfare is costly. For this reason the earlier Institutes were largely
confined ro those Third World persons who happened to be in Britain
for other reasons, usually for purposes of study. Their presence was
important, but many lacked the academic experience of the Europeans
and Americans, and there were no means for bringing the Third World
scholars who should have been present. Even today the representation of
Third World countries is small in comparison with the total Institute
membership. In fact, with the larger Institutes of 1997 and 2002,
although there was a greater number of individuals, the proportion from
Asia, Africa, the Caribbean, Latin America, and the Pacific fell from 18
percent in 1977 to 16 percent in 2002 (although it reached 20 percent
in 1997). The big increase in Institute membership has come from the
United Stares.” These figures have to be set alongside the fact that
recorded membership of Methodist and Methodist-related churches has
risen by 747 percent in Africa since 1956, 466 percent in Asia, 355
percent in the Caribbean, 472 percent in Latin America, and 233
percent in the Pacific. By comparison, in North America membership has
risen by less than 5 percent and in Europe has fallen by 46 percent.
Europe and North America now represent less than 42 percent of world
Methodism, as against more than 50 percent when the Institute began.?

In 1984 Brian Beck suggested that to solve the problem the Institute
would need to raise its own capital funds. A sum of $250,000 was
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proposed. Beck was inspired in this by the example of the Evangelism
Committee of the World Methodist Council, which was raising consid-
erable sums for its work, partly for bursaries for students attending its
training courses. At the 1987 Institute a small committee was sct up,
with Bishop William R. Cannon and Dow Kirkpatrick as co-chairs.
Promotional literature was commissioned and a consultant engaged.
Donald Treese, at the time Associate General Secretary of the Division
of Ordained Ministry in the United Methodist General Board of Higher
Education and Ministry, coordinated the work and spent much time and
energy on it. In the following year it was decided to adopt a program
that linked donations to life insurance, whereby a relatively modest
annual gift over five years would result in a sevenfold sum becoming
available when the insurance was paid. The target figure was raised to
$500,000. Fifteen persons were identified whose lives were insured, and
all the money raised was contributed to the scheme. By 1992 the target
of $525,000 in deferred giving had been reached. Forty-cight individ-
uals, one foundation, one local church, and two general agencies in the
United States had contributed to the project.

Recause the scheme is linked to life insurance, however, the money
will become available only as the insured persons die; thus, the original
hope of having substantial sums for Third World bursaries by 1992 or
1997 has not materialized. Looking back, it seems extraordinary that it
was not possible to raise the desired amount by more direct giving that
would be immediately available. There were at least two reasons: (1) The
Institute relied too much on busy scholars and pastors who had attended
past Institutes to contact potential donors and arrange fundraising meet-
ings at their own expense. (2) Theological scholarship, vital as it is for
the church’s life and evangelistic message, does not attract the same scale
of generosity as evangelism.

In the meantime, a generous initiative by Dow and Marjorie
Kirkpatrick has yielded immediate results. In August 1992 the
Kirkpatricks gave $25,000 for a lecture at each Institute “to bring to
bear the perspective of the oppressed poor in Latin America on the
theme of each Institute.” The income is intended to make possible the
presence of the lecturer and as many additional participants as the
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balance allows, chosen to enhance and fulfill the purpose of the lecture
by their presence. The first of these lectures was given in 1997 by José
Miguez Bonino, and the second in 2002 by Miguez Bonino’s son,
Néstor Miguez. Dow and Marjorie Kirkpatrick, and members of their
famnily, were present for the first lecture, but were prevented by ill health
from attending the second.

To arrange an international conference lasting ten days, including
funding, is not a light matter—particularly when the work is a spare-time
activity for busy people. In the early days the Institute relied exclusively
on airmail letters, which often took as long as a week to reach their desti-
nation. It is a tribute to all involved that the meetings took place at all!
The introduction of fax and e-mail technology has transformed the ability
of the organizers to consult with one another. But those constraints
inevitably shaped the way the Institute has functioned. Committees have
been appointed and have influenced major decisions, such as the theme,
but have had little involvement in detail. Each time, the real responsibility
has rested on the shoulders of three or four persons.

As we have seen, as early as 1951 the World Methodist Council
appointed a “committee for the Oxtord Memorial” and has continued to
appoint a committee for the Institute ever since. That first committee
was divided into American and British sections, setting a pattern that
continued for some thirty years: a world committee appointed by the
Council, with an American and a British committee, each locally
appointed and including persons who were not members of the world
committee. Increasingly the world committee was selected so as to be
denominationally and geographically representative and could include
persons without experience of the Institute. Since there were no funds
for the committee to meet, except when individuals happened to be
together for some reason, it is not surprising that in practice much of the
authority lay with the American and British committees, which could be
more easily consulted. Even so, negotiations between the two commit-
tees were conducted by their convenors. Consequently, the two commit-
tees became advisory, and gradually faded from view.

In the United States, the initial convenor was Dow Kirkpatrick,
followed later by Theodore Runyon and then M. Douglas Mecks. Their
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British counterparts were Raymond George, followed by Brian Beck. By
1982 both committees had been replaced by advisory groups, either
selected informally or (as for a time in Britain) officially appointed.

This setup could not last. By 1980, General Secretary of the World
Methodist Council Joe Hale had suggested that the world committee be
listed as a “special committee”—not directly selected by the Council but
approved by it—and that the initiative for nominations should pass to
the Institute. This suggestion was readily raken up, but proved more
difficult than expected to implement. The 1982 and 1987 Institutes
witnessed plenary sessions in which much time and no little passion were
devoted to arguments over the names to be proposed. To avoid repeti-
tions of the experience Brian Beck, who had chaired the sessions,
suggested that the Institute and the World Methodist Council adopt a
constitution for the committee that would specify categories of member-
ship. In 1992, after debate and amendment, the Council adopted a
constitution that has introduced some stability in what is understandably
a sensitive process.4 It provides for each outgoing committee to nomi-
nate its successor, the membership being divided into specified cate-
gories, with suitable provision for subject interests, geographical areas,
denominational differences, and gender and age. Provision is also made
for nonvoting consultants. There are four chairpersons, one of whom is
to be from the United States, as well as a British secretary. The list is to
be confirmed by the World Methodist Council Executive (usnally
meeting shortly afterwards). If names are substituted at that stage they
are to be within the categories specified.

Behind the arguments of 1982 and 1987 were three broad concerns,
often in tension with oue another. First, it was becoming increasingly
important to recognize that if the Instirute were to be truly representa-
tive of world Methodism, it would no longer do for its administrative
structures to give the impression that most of the countries of the world
were guests of the Americans and the British. What seemed reasonable
in 1958 could not survive in 1982. In carlier Institutes, a warden
presided over the proceedings during the ten days, while secretaries took
care of the administrative work before, during, and after the meeting.
This allowed some recognition of wider leadership. In 1973 the warden
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was José Miguez Bonino from Argentina and in 1977 the responsibility
fell to an African-American woman, Rena Karefa-Smart, then a member
of the African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church. In 1982 this practice
was dropped and Brian Beck and Douglas Meeks were listed as chair-
persons, with Donald Pickard of Britain as secretary. By 1987 it was clear
that this American-British hegemony could not contiuue, so the step was
taken to appoint four chairpersons, Beck and Meeks were joined by Nora
Quiroga Boots from Bolivia and Bishop Emilio de Carvalho of Angola.
Since then, the first three have continued to serve, joined in 1992 and
in 2002 by Mercy Amba Oduyoye from Ghana and in 1997 by Lorine
Tevi Chan from Fiji. Timothy Macquiban replaced Brian Beck at the end
of the Institute of 2002. This has been a fruitful arrangement, and has
become increasingly effective as iuternational communications have
improved. The Britsh side has continued to appoint secretaries to
handle arrangements in Oxford: Chris Wiltsher in 1987; replaced by
Donald Pickard again in 1991; Timothy Macquiban in 1992, 1997, and
2002; and Colin Smith, who has now taken over. The group of four
chairpersons and the secretary now serve as a recognized executive and
are answerable, as they should be, only to the world committee.

The second general concern was another dimension of inclusiveness.
In 1973 the American delegation had reserved ten out of thirty-five
places for women, but it was the only group to adopt a proportional
basis for selection. In 1982 the World Federation of Methodist Women
sponsored two members. Up to 1982 the proportion of women in the
Institute had varied—eight in 1958, five in 1962, three in 1965 and
1969, and twelve in 1973. Yet, in 1982 there still were only nineteen
women members, 13 percent of the total (in the last two Institutes the
represeutation has increased to around 20 percent).

This situation was reflected in the administration of the Institute. The
1982 Institute committee had only five women members out of twenty-
three. This gender imbalance has continued to give concern. It was not
only a matter of committee membership. In 1982 only one plenary
lecturer and two group convenors out of sixteen were women, and in
1987 only one lecturer and one group leader out of twenty-three. By
1992 the ratio had improved: four speakers and respondents out of fifteen
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and four out of twelve group leaders were women. For many, this ratio
was still not adequate, and in 1992 a group of women members of the
Institute submitted a memorandum that drew attention to the lack of
women in the leadership. In 2002 the total number of women serving as
lecturers, respondents, presiding over plenary sessions, or leading groups
had risen to fifteen out of a total of forty-six. While men still outnum-
bered women by a ratio of two to one, the way the Institute program was
arranged showed that this issue was receiving serious attention.

In the earlier years the concern over the representation of women in
the Institute came largely from women from North America. Even in
1992 the memorandum mentioned above was signed by little more than
half of the women present, twelve from the United States, one from
Canada, and two from Latin America. None of those from Britain and
Ireland or from Africa or Asia signed it. 'To some extent this reflects the
origins and development of the current movement for women’s liberation
in church and society and the movement’s accompanying theologies. In
1977 and later, when these issues first began to be raised, many in the
Institute (and not only men) objected that a domestic American issue was
being imposed upon an international gathering. Nevertheless, the effect
of the women’s movement upon the Institute over the years has been to
raise awareness in other parts of the world of the underlying issues,
however differently they may present themselves in different contexts and
however varied the responses and strategies for effecting change may be.
At the same time there remains for the Institute a tension between gender
balance and geographical representation. Societies and churches are at
different stages in the recognition of the gifts of women, and universally
women do not have the same opportunities of academic advancement as
are available in Europe and Neorth America. Thus, to include scholars
from countries in Africa, Asia, or the Pacific region in leadership roles in
the Institute is still likely to result in a greater proportion of men.

The third issue that beset the debates of 1982 and 1987 was one of
location. The committee sttucture is built upon the presumption of a
meeting in Oxford. From 1982 onwards, as Third World voices became
stronger, there were repeated calls for the Institute to meet elsewhere. In
part this may have been due to the fact that the Institute moved out of
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Lincoln College to Keble College in 1982, and then to Somerville
College in 1987. Neither college had any Methodist connections, and
both in some ways were unsatisfactory in the facilitics they were able to
provide. (In fact, in 1987 about a third of the members were billered out
in another college, St Hugh’s.) Thus, there scemed to be less reason to
be in Oxford at all. It may be significant that in 2002, when the Institute
met in the more spacious surroundings of Christ Church—a college with
clear Mcthodist associations and a portrait of John Wesley on the wall—
the call for an alternative venue seemed to have died away.

But a deeper concern for many coming from less prosperous coun-
trics was the lifestyle they encountered and its cost. Oxford colleges
survive and sustain the cost of centuries-old buildings partly on the basis
of out-of-session conference income. To attract business in a competitive
market they offer lavish provision. Could not the Institute better iden-
tify with the poor—whose cause it was trying to take up in its discus-
sions—by meeting somewhere in the Third World, or even in some less
expensive part of Britain? Moreover, was not the emphasis on a British
venue just another aspect of a dying colonialist attitude—that things
cannot be as good anywhere else? So the case for moving to the Third
World was presented. It had obvious implications for committee
membership. If the Institute were to meet elsewhere the argument for
both a chairperson and a secretary from Britain, as in 1982 and later,
would no longer hold. In the end it was agreed to meet in Oxford on
the next occasion, provided there was a serious examination of the possi-
bility of mecting elsewhere the time after.

So far the arguments for Oxford have prevailed. The Institute meets
there because it was where Methodism began and those who attend can
acquire some feel, even atter more than 250 years, of the environment in
which the Wesley brothers began their spiritual journeys. Could an
Institute meeting anywhere else still be called the “Oxford” Institute?
Moreover, the patterns of international transportation mean that it
would be more expensive to meet elsewhere, even if accommodation
costs were cheaper. Local arrangements would inevitably be very
different and continuity in the style of the Institute, perhaps the conti-
nuity of the Institute itself, could be lost. So, at least, it seemed at the
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time. One of the committee’s tasks cach time is to determine the
Inshtute’s next venue, subject to the concurreuce of the World

Methodist Council Executive Committee.

Publication
Since 1958 the proceedings of each Institute have been published,’
though not without difficulty. In 1958 there were those, including
Kissack, who argued that all the papers given should be included in a
volume of proceedings for the benefit of a wider public. With hindsight,
that was clearly impractical. Some of the papers were uot prepared with
publication in mind, and their authors were not able to give the extra time
that would be needed to modify them.® Other authors were committed
to including their contributions in other publications, and the papers that
were left were clearly not sufficient, or coherent enough, for a saleable
volume. In the end, some of the papers were published in the July 1959
issite of a British Methodist periodical, The London Quarterly and
Holborn Review. In that form they were sent to all subscribers to the peri-
odical, and additional copies were sent free of charge to members of the
Institute and to members of the World Methodist Council. But this was
far from satisfactory. There was no casy way to promote sales, and the
1958 proceedings are therefore little known in the United States, or even
in Britain. To his own annoyance and to the regret of some others,
Kissack’s keynote address as warden was omitted.

The next few Insticutes fared little better. In 1962, 1965, and 1969
(in 1962 jointly with Epworth Press in Britain), Abiugdon Press in the
United States, an imprint of The United Methodist Publishing House,
undertook to publish the Institute’s papers. But there were recurrent
difficulties. It is clear that Abingdon wanted a volume that would sell
widely to a general religious public and so recover the costs of produc-
tion; but proceedings of academic meetings do uot easily meet that
requirement. There were difficulties in achieving a coherent presentation
of a theme, and Abingdon sought to impose an editorial policy in the
transladon of biblical references and the transliteration of Greek aud
Hebrew words that offended some authors who imagined that academic
rather than popular criteria would be applied. There were problems with
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distribution that were the reverse of those in 1958: the books were little
known outside the United States, and sold poorly even there.” Their
contents were uneven and some of the chapters had little new to say. Bur
it is difficult at this distance to decide how much their failure was due to
this and how much to half-hearted publicity. At all events, Abingdon
refused to publish the papers from the 1973 Instituce.

As it happened, that decision proved to be a breakthrough. The
United Methodist bishops’ study for Lent 1975 was to be “The Holy
Spirit,” precisely the topic of the 1973 Institute. In anticipation of wider
interest, the Institute published its proceedings through Discipleship
Resources (the publishing arm of the United Methodist General Board
of Discipleship) under the Tidings imprint. The book sold so well that it
required reprints. (Attempts to secure a joint publication with Epworth
Press in London fell through.) The success of this volume persnaded
Abingdon to take up publication of the Institute papers again, and it has
done so since the 1977 Institute. That has been due largely to a change
of policy. With the arrival of Robert Feaster as president and publisher,
The United Methodist Publishing House decided that the publicatton of
academic works that would contribute to the exploration of the
Methodist and Wesleyan traditions was an important service to
Methodism, even if success could not be guaranteed in commercial
terms. Other senior statf at the time and subsequently have supported
this decision. On the initiative of Rex Matthews, The United Methodist
Publishing House introduced a new series, called Kingswood Books.
The idea received encouragement when it was tested informally in
conversations at the 1987 Institute, and the series has been the vehicle
for the Institute proceedings ever since. At the same time, closer collab-
oration with Epworth Press has helped towards wider distribution,
although there have often been delays in getting the material edited,
printed, and outo the publication list. With the exception of 1982, when
group reports were also included, the volumes have usually contained
most or all of the plenary papers (sometimes with one or two others in
addition), with an introductiou. Some later group reports have appeared
in OXFOR Dnotes, and there is now a website for selected papers and
reports (http: //www.oxford-institute.org).
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This chapter has described the organizational development of the
Institute since its beginning in 1958 as well as some of the discussions
that drove the development. It illustrates the difficulties to be faced in
organizing internarional conferences of this kind, especially if they do
not have the benefits of a permanent staft and adequate budget that
some large professional academies enjoy. Those difficulties can be illus-
trated further. Problems have often surrounded the availability of the
printed texts of the lectures being given. Because of the cost and the
logistical problems of production, this service has usually been restricted
to those for whom the English language is a difficulty.

Translation, too, has been problemaric. Initially it involved only one
or two persons who required translation into German, and this was
provided individually. As the membership broadened, more was
required. In 1977 electronic equiprent was brought from Switzerland
and used for translation into Spanish and German; but it was cumber-
some and expensive and could not be repeated. In 1982 translation into
and from Spanish became an issue. As technology has improved,
however, and equipment has become lighter and cheaper, things have
improved. By 2002 it was possible to offer modern facilities, at least in
the plenary sessions; but some members sdll feel inhibited by the
language barrier from contributing as they would wish in the groups.

The growing size of the Institute {208 in 2002) and the increasing
complexity of its program over ten days poses an immense administrative
challenge. The work of the British secretary would be impossible
without the help of a team of voluuteers, recruited for each meeting
mostly from among its members, and too numerous to identify by name.
This team has given unstinting help in such matters as registration, the
organization of meeting rooms, and attending to the personal require-
ments of individuals. Although surveys suggest that there are still
improvements to be made, the Institute could not function without such
teamwork. Advances in electronic mail will hopefully reduce some of the
burden, and for 2007 it is planned that the British Methodist Church’s
Formation in Ministry Office will be able to provide some services

connected with registration.
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One final development needs to be recorded. In 1997 a formal link
was established with the Methodist foundation in Oxford, Westminster
College (now the Westminster Institute of Education of Oxford Brookes
University), which has provided support services and in other ways has
helped to keep costs down. As a location it has been thought too far
from the center of Oxford to serve as a venue, but the association has
been welcome and helpful.
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Chapter 3

THE CLASSICAL AGENDA

HE PRECEDING CHAPTERS HAVE CHARTED THE DEVELOPMENT OF

the Oxford Institute as an institution, its migration from one

college to another, and some of the organizational difficulties it
has encountered on its way. These next chapters attempt to outline the
theological story, asking what issues have been addressed and whether
we can detect any development. It would be tedious to go through the
work of each Institute in detail. The published papers can be consulted,
and deserve to be read in their entirety. (Appendices 1 and 2 give outline
information about each Institute and bibliographical details.)
Nevertheless, we must try to identify the issues that were thought rele-
vant at different times, see how they were addressed, and make some
judgment about the quality of the work done. In tater chapters we shall
look in more detail at some specific topics.

We must recognize an important limitation at the outset. The
volumes of Institute proceedings contain most of the papers given in
plenary sessions, though often revised in the light of discussion. At times
they also contain additional papers. But sometimes a text was not avail-
able, or the author or editor judged it unsuitable for the volume. In
addition, much of the work—especially in more recent times—has been
done in specialist groups, and not all of this work has been preserved. In
any case, a significant part of the Institute’s work happens in formal and
informal discussions, of which there is no documentary record. The
publications are indicative of what was offered to the gathering, but
cannot be taken to represent a consensus of the members. Only in 1958,
and to a more limited extent in 1982 and 1987, was there any attempt

to draw up a statement agreed upon by those present.

38

The Classical Agenda

A Courteous Beginning

Understandably, the initial Institute in 1958 was exploratory. Given that
this was the first venture of its kind, the participants were for the most
part strangers to one another. It was an occasion for safe, rather than
groundbreaking, contributions. Indeed, at this distance in time, many of
the contributions strike the reader as rather complacent. Clearly, some of
the speakers merely contributed work that was already in progress for
other purposes, or offered only summaries of lectures they regularly
gave. Perhaps only the minority had devoted major effort to preparation.
The evidence is partly in the number of papers omitted from the
published record, three having been deemed not ready for publication
and two because they were published elsewhere.

The theme selected for the Institute’s first meeting is revealing:
“Biblical Theology and Methodist Doctrine.” As we shall see, all the
carly Institutes reflected the preoccupations of the wider theological
world of the tme. Three issues dominated in the 1950s: dialectical
theology, particularly associated with the work of Karl Barth; existen-
tialism, represented especially by the German theologian Rudolf
Bultmann; and biblical theology, exemplified by the writings of Oscar
Cullmann, among many others. In different ways, all three issues repre-
sented a reaction against the theological optimism still prevalent in the
1920s and 1930s. There is no easy marriage between the modern world
and the Christian message. Attempts to make one were seen simply to
result in the dilution of Christianity’s distinctiveness. Therefore, biblical
theology was an attempt to restate the message in its biblical terms,
preserving its original perspectives and emphases. This approach had
wide appeal, especially in Britain, where scholars were deeply suspicious
of much of the more radical German scholarship of the preceding
hundred years. Barth similarly insisted on a biblical starting point and on
the absolute distinction between God and the created order. For him,
creation needs to be redeemed from its fallen state by the Word of God
uttered in Jesus Christ. For Bultmann, the gap between the biblical and
modern worlds was too wide. The language and imagery of the Bible
were unintelligible to secularized men and women of the twentieth
century and neceded to be srripped of their mythological dress

39



ExPLORING METHODISM’S HERITAGE

(“demythologized”) in order that the underlying message—how lost
human beings could recover their authentic existence—could be heard
and embraced. Existentialism was found to provide a language and a set
of ideas by which the central message of the Bible could be unlocked and
understood. Underlying all this, and reflected in Rex Kissack’s unpub-
lished keynote address, was the fact that, in Europe especially, the
churches were still struggling to come to terms with unremitting
membership decline and lagging confidence in speaking convincingly to
the world around them. The 1958 Institute witnessed a significant clash
around these issues, focused in the exchange between Franz Hildebrandt
and Harold de Wolf. For Hildebrandt, the sole criterion for theology,
inciuding Methodist theology, was its conformity to the New Testament.
Harold de Wolf vigorously defended the legitimacy of natural theology
{(discerning truth about Ged directly from the created world) against the
Barthian attack on it.

The other part of the agenda was ecumenical. In the context of the
developing ecumenical movement, what had Methodism to say? Did it
have a distinctive theological contribution? Could it speak with a united
voice? If there was not a clash on the answer to that question, there were
at least divergent views. For Hildebrandt, Methodism’s characteristic is
its fidelity to the New Testament, while, for Kissack, Methodism’s
uniqueness lay in its stress on the importance of religious experience.
Gordon Rupp saw Methodism’s characteristic not so much in its
doctrines as in its particular history and, in the theological field, not in
one particular doctrine but in a particular combination of emphases.
That ecumenical concern was prominent when the Institute met again.

The Church

The year 1962 was a time of great ecumenical optimism. The British
Methodist Church was in formal union conversations with the Church
of England; schemes were being developed for union in Ghana, Nigeria,
Sri Lanka, and elsewhere; and in the United States the Consultation on
Church Union (COCU} was founded. In the World Council of
Churches reconciliation of the churches was still regarded as the central
thrust of the ecumenical movement. It seemed important, therefore,
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to try to identify what Methodism’s contribution to the ecumenical
movement could be.

With this in mind, the second Institute, taking place in 1962,
convened under the theme “The Doctrine of the Church.” Participants
subjected various aspects of the question, including ministry, baptism,
confirmation, ordination, the Lord’s Supper, discipline, and unity, to
biblical and historical examination. In the first of the main presentations,
Albert Qutler identified the fundamental question: Does Methodism have
a doctrine of the church?' To which his answer, in essence, was no.
Methodism began as a movement for mission within the framework of an
already existing church and has therefore always had a more clearly defined
theology of mission than of the church as an institudon. When in the
course of time it developed into a church, on both sides of the Atlantic, it
tended to adopt prevailing understandings of the church as one competing
denomination among others, rather than to develop an ecclesiology of its
own. Methodism’s future, Outler suggested, lay in something akin to its
origins—as a movement within the wider universal church.

The other papers offered little to contradict Qutler’s view. True, all
the contributors to the published volume, with the exception of the
distinguished Congregationalist scholar C. H. Dodd, were Methodists,
and there were frequent references to Wesley. However, for the most
part the papers were content to present what was seen to be the biblical
position, rather than to outline a specifically Methodist doctrine of the
church.? Only the paper on the Lord’s Supper by Raymond George
really managed to identify a distinctive Methodist contribution, and in
doing so touched on two areas that have suffered some neglect at
Institutes over the years, namely, liturgy and the hymns of Charles
Wesley. In the 1960s, “biblical theology” was still influcntial, with its
assumption that there is a single, coherent theology in Scripture that can
be distilled and organized by modern scholars and taken as determina-
tive for contemporary thinking. It had great appeal, for it appeared to
offer an objective standard and a common basis that went behind later
denominational differences and undercut them. By 1962, biblical
scholars were already beginning to question that assumption. C. K.
Barrett’s paper on the ministry carefully distinguished between the
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theology of Paul and that of later New Testament writers, but the other
contributors showed little awareness that the assumption of a single
biblical theology was on its way out. More significantly, none of the
papers attempted any real engagement with alterpative doctrines of the
church. There was not even an actempt to identify such alternatives, let
alone address them. Although the reason for posing the question was to
contribute to ecumenical discussion, the dialogue was not with other
Christian traditions but within Methodism itself.

We must draw attention to another omission. In the opening address
of welcome to the Institute on behalf of the host church, the president
of the British Conference, Leslie Davison, challenged the assembled
company to break out of their traditional preoccupations and find ways
of communicating the gospel to the contemporary world. In the final
contribution, called “The Church and Modern Man,” Thomas Trotter
did look at the problem and some contemporary approaches, but offered
little to point the way forward. To be fair to other contriburors, the
program had been arranged and papers prepared before it was known
what Davison would say. However, the comparative neglect of the wider
world is an interesting commentary on theologians of a movement that
had its origins in mission, at a time when a major preoccupation of the
wider theological world was whether the gospel could be made credible
to their contemporaries. It offers some justification for a comment made
by David Lowes Watson at the seventh Institure twenty years later: “If it
is not tempered by the realities of defining the gospel as a communicable
message . . . then theology, lacking a proper accountability, becomes
ccclesially introspective and intellectually self-indulgent.” Trotcer himself
had made a similar commenr: “Any theology today done without refer-

ence to the apologetic imperative is likely to be mere diletrantism.””

What of Jesus Christ?

The same criticism cannot be made of the third Institute in 1965. Its
topic was “The Finality of Christ,” picking up the theme of a World
Council of Churches’ study.* For the first and only time in its history the
Institute invited speakers from outside the Christian tradition. The
analytical philosopher and atheistic humanist A. J. Ayer, author of
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Language, Truth and Logic, in which he had argued that religious
language lacked any objective reference, gave an unpublished paper on
the autonomy of ethics. While Ayer had narrowed the original topic for
the paper significantly, it was debared vigorously. Two speakers from the
Buddhist and Sikh traditions made contributions that were published
alongside one from a Jewish writer, who had not been present at the
meeting. Apart from Ayer’s, it is hard to know to what extent these
contributions provoked actual dialogue. Their papers were largely state-
ments of alternative religious positions rather than attempts to engage
directly with Christian claims. Ip any case, it is a pity that there was no
Muslim contribution (a speaker had been invited but for some reason
did not come). It would have been an important counterbalance to the
Jewish one, for both share the same origins with the Christian tradition,
though viewing those origins differently.

The main focus of the Institute was on a series of presentations that
reflected different Christian approaches to the question: In what sense is
Jesus Christ “final” and what does that claim acrually mean? The quality
of the published papers was markedly higher than in the previous
Institutes, and by all accounts that was true also of the discussions. One
reason was that the organizers succeeded in attracting major exponents
of different points of view to present their cases rather than rely on critics
to summarize and comment on them. Major scholars included John B.
Cobb, Jr., a leading exponent of process theology, and Carl Michalson,
a significant exponent of an existentialist position (who, sadly, was killed
in an aircraft crash soon afterwards). Both were vigorously opposed by
an Anglican, David Jenkins, who later became well known and contro-
versial as bishop of Durham in England. Their unscripted debate,
referred to in Dow Kirkpatrick’s summary chapter in the volume, was
still being talked about four years later.

The truth is, major differences emerged among all the speakers. Since
the work of Rudolf Bultmann and other Continental European scholars
in the 1930s, the English-speaking world had slowly begun to recognize
that it is not possible to speak with absolute certainty of the details of the
life and work of Jesus of Nazareth as a historical figure. Tr was a lively
topic of controversy in the 1960s, with some prominent biblical scholars
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and many theologians in other disciplines still unwilling to concede the
point. How can we claim finality (whatever that might mean) for Jesus if
we know little or nothing in detail about him? At the Institute, D.T. Niles
insisted that it is the human being, Jesus, not the Christ-experience or the
Christ-revelation, that is final. Not only do Christians believe different
things from others, they also believe in a different way. The coordinates
of Christian faith are not the relation of the finite to the infinite or the
temporal to the eternal but the particnlar to the universal. Jesus is the one
to whom all human beings have to respond. “If in any real measure it is
not possible to get within hearing and seeing distance of the man Jesus,
then talk about the finality of Christ is simply futile.”” Later, Niles seemed
to weaken this position by claiming thar Jesus may encounter people
without being identified by his name.

At the other end of the spectrum, Carl Michalson insisted on the
encounter here and now with the presence of God given in the Word of
Christ, which sets people free for a new age of responsibility for the
world. Finality resides not in the person of Jesus but in the eschaton he
proclaims—thar is, “finality” refers not to some future event in world
history but to a decisive and transforming personal encounter with God
in the present. So one can speak of the finality of the message of Jesus but
not of his person. The Resurrectuon is important, not as a past event but
as a sign of the victory already achieved by his word. Behind this argu-
ment we can see the struggle to find a basis for Christian claims that does
not depend upon the historical verifiability of the gospel story. Clearly,
Jesus of Nazareth is important for Michalson, but it is not the past that
matters but the encounter with God #now. History is to be defined—not
in terms of objective facts but in terms of one’s experience and develop-
ment. However, like Niles, Michalson was also taking a positive view of
those who do not profess Christian allegiance—for whom the gospel
comes as clarification and fulfillment and not as contradiction. “When
we hold our faith to men . . . we do so to confirm and strengthen them
in what they could indeed already in some sense have.”®

Jenkins took a diffcrent view. Rather than confine the Christian
message to personal life-transforming encounter, he insisted on the
importance of the New Testament witness to the cosmic significance of
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Christ. “Jesus is of universal significance because he is the Christ of the
God of the whole earth.”” He was prepared to be skeptical about much
of the contents of the Gospels, but he also criticized Michalson, accusing
him of so misusing language that debate with him was impossible. For
Jenkins, the reality of the Resurrection (that is, the disciples’ conviction
that Jesus was alive) is crucial:

The basis of the gospel lies in the actual life and death of Jesus
understood against the Jewish expectations of God emerging from
their experience of their history, with the defining dimension of this
understanding provided by the discovery of the disciples thar the
crucified servant of the kingdom of God was in fact powerfully
alive. If the disciples” discovery that Jesus was alive as a continuing
power and presence central to their relationship with God was not
a real discovery of an objective fact but only an interpretation which
they put upon the facts, then we have no grounds for further
language about Jesus. . . . It may be that the resurrection is and can
only be myth and symbol. But in that case Christianity is untrue.®

In other words, Christianity cannot be rescued from the possibility
of falsification.

As Kirkpatrick noted in his concluding chapter, there was little
agreement among the participants, except that Christ is crucial to
Christianity.” In his oral summing up, Rupert Davies remarked that it
was a mistake not to have attempted at the outset to define the term
finality, thus allowing many different understandings of the term in the
discussions.!? It is easy to miss a crucial point that lay behind the differ-
ences in perspective. Although Niles was deeply indebted to the Western
theological tradition, the world he was secking to address on behalf of
the Christian faith is the world of Eastern religions, including the faiths
represented by two speakers at the Institute. The other speakers were
addressing issues raised within a European-American debate, about how
Christianity can be made credible to secularized Western society. The
1962 Institute is only one occasion on which we shall have to note how
Western the Institute’s basic agenda has been.

In the decades since 1965 the relationship of Christian belief to
other religious faith-systems has moved more center stage in Europe and
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America, as the configuration of societies in Western countries has
changed. With the emergence of “postmodernism,” which assumes that
no ene worldview can aspire to universal dominance, it has become
harder to address the question in the way it was done in 1965. But
central theological questions never go away; they merely go under-
ground for a time. It is interesting that a later Institute, under the influ-
ence of another theologian from Sri Lanka, would return to the issue,
albeir in other terms, by drawing attention to Wesley’s doctrine of
prevenient grace in its application to people of other faiths.!!

Is God Dead?

The contrast between “Western” and “Eastern” concerns was equally
evident when the Institute met again in 1969. The theological landscape
was changing. Some of the concerns reflected in previous lnstitutes were
beginning to disappear and other issues were coming into view. Many
different factors—social, political, and theological—led to this develop-
ment. In the United States, the Civil Rights movement, the emergence of
Black Power, and the student-led protest against the Viernam War formed
the background for the question whether God was to be identified with
the status quo or with the struggle for change. According to some biblical
scholars, the truth underlying the Gospels® presentation of Jesus was that
he was the leader of a Zealot-style revolutionary movement.
Theologically, there was the influence of Karl Barth and Dietrich
Bonhoeffer, who insisted on an opposition between the gospel of Jesus
Christ and “religion.” Alongside this theological trend was growing disil-
lusionment with the “God of the gaps.” Progressively the natural sciences
had explained what previously had been mysterious and attributed to
divine intervention; so the need for God as an explanation of things was
reduced to a vanishing point. In Britain especially, analytical philosophy
exercised great influence. Exponents like A. J. Ayer argued thar religious

language, becausc it was not empirically verifiable, had no objective refer-

ence and strictly was meaningless. There was thus no evidence for 2 God

“out there.” In the light of all that, analytic philosophers wanted to know,

what need was there for the notion of God ar all} Do not belief in God

and calls for humility and dependence upon God undermine human
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initiative and self-reliance? Has not humanity “come of age,” as
Bonhoeffer had claimed? In 1962, John A. T. Robinson’s bestseller
Honest to God had opened up many of those questions to popular aware-
ness. By 1969, particularly in the United States, the question of the
“death of God” was dominating debate. The phrase is not new; one can
find it already in the nineteenth century in the work of Friedrich
Nietzsche. But it became a major discussion point in the late 1960s with
the publication of such works as Thomas J. J. Altizer’s Gospel of Christian
Atheism. If it was no longer possible for people to believe in God, then is
a form of Christianity without God possible? Could Christianity be re-
expressed as being with and for Jesus in the life of the world?

Given this cultural and theological milieu, a hint of defiance charac-
terized the title of the fourth Institute: “The Living God.” However, it
would be a mistake to imagine that the theme represented stonewall
opposition to the questions raised. Clearly, most of the participants were
affected by the prevailing issues and were locking for ways to respond to
them. To be sure, ne one wanted to affirm that God was dead. But there
were sharp differences between those who sought to re-express tradi-
tional trinitarian theology and rehabilitate traditional philosophical argu-
ments for God and those who were content to affirm the centrality of
Jesus Christ for faith and action. As Lawrence Meredith claimed in a
staged debate on the last evening: “The Christian gospel can be appro-
priately understood without the concept of a transcendent God,”
because real Christianity involved simply a commitment to freedom and
love. Some of the published papers represent powerful statements of
Christian commitment to radical change.

But it is clear that this was largely a Western preoccupation. Two
contributions from Asian speakers presuppose a quite different back-
ground. For them, the “living God” is not problematic. Rather, the
pertinent question was this: Where can God be discerned in the polirical,
cultural, and social changes sweeping over Asia, and how can Christianity
contribute positively to them? Differences existed even among the
Western representatives. One German member dismissed the whole
Institute as a British and American affair! It was evident, too, that the
Americans had little understanding of the philosophical questions that
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were troubling the British, while for the British the ferment in American
society was something they only read of in the newspapers. Again the
issue is the different contexts participants bring with them to the
Institute and the extent to which these can be shared.

Behind the differences, however, lay a dilemma that everyone
shared. It Christianity frequently has accommodated itself to the status
quo and lent it a measure of authority, then how does the Institute
ensure that, in reacting against this tendency by aligning itself with
movements of protest, Christianity does not simply become captive to
these movements in turn? The alert reader of the 1969 papers will notice
a farther, remarkable point. There is no mention of Wesley or of the
Methodist tradition. All except one of the contribntors were Methodists;
but for the purposes of this debate confessional identity was not signifi-
cant. As in 1962 and 1965, these were Methodist theologians discussing
theology, not theologians discussing Methodist theology.

The Holy Spirit

If the 1969 Institute was to some extent an attempt to address the issues
raised by the wider world, both in philosophy and practice, then the next
meeting, in 1973, turned back to more domestic issues by adopting the
theme “The Holy Spirit.” The primary impulse for doing so was the
evident growth of Pentecostal churches and the emergence of the
Charismatic Movement within the traditional churches, Thus, much of
the discussion centered on defining a Christian understanding of the
Spirit. It was clear that the process was bound to raise wider questions.
Before too long the fundamental issue had emerged: Should the Holy
Spirit be seen, along the lines of the New Testament, as active only in the
church or could it also be recognized in other faiths or in movements for
liberation and social change? So central was this issue that it was selected
for the set-piece debate thar customarily concluded the Institute: “The
Spirit can be discerned where the Name is not named.” There was
common ground in recognizing the work of God in many such religious
and political movements, but disagreement as to whether it was legiti-
mate when speaking of the Holy Spirit to go beyond the parameters set
by the biblical tradition. The biblical tradition raised questions of its
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own, though. Is the work of the Spirit to be seen in the imparting of
“gifts” (charismata), snch as speaking in tongues, which can be received
only through faith in Jesus Christ; or, rather, does the Spirit enhance and
bring to maturity all that is genuinely human? Some biblical authority
could be invoked for either position.

The papers offered at the Institute addressed various aspects of all
this: the Spirit of God in the natural world (disappointingly, largely an
exposition of a traditional African worldview, with little engagement
with the Christian tradition); the Holy Spirit and people of other faiths,
cultures, and ideologies; the Holy Spirit and liberation movements; the
Holy Spirit and the human spirit, together with discussions of church
and ministry; Incarnation and Trinity; a study of the Pentecostal move-
ment; and an attempt to restate the Wesleyan doctrine of sanctification.
Four of the ten contributors were non-Methodists. Interestingly,
common ground emerged between the Methodist and Orthodox posi-
tions in the recognition of the importance of the experience of the Spirit.
Several of papers illustrated once agaiu the way in which Methodists,
when setting out a theological position, resort to biblical exposition.

There were somne straws in the wind. As in 1969, the questions
poscd by liberation movements were beginning to be raised. Two
speakers (to the consternation of most of the rest) raised the question of
the appropriate gender for references to the Spirit. Issues of language
awareness and gender were still in their infancy in the Institute. The
issues surrounding interfaith dialogue, which had emerged as early as
1965, again were addressed, but still principally in terms of Christian
attitudes to people of other faiths rather than in rerms of the specific
questions those faiths might pose to Christian doctrines. Similarly,
although there was a paper and a film about Pentecostalism, and the
Charismatic Movement was discussed, with varying degrees of sympathy
being expressed towards it, there was no face-to-face encounter with a
representative of that tradition. Dialogue appears easier when the other
party is not in the room! But in one respect the dialogue was face to face.
Hycel Taylor offered an evening of music and poetry under the title

“Spirit and Soul: The Black Experience,” which drew all members into
firsthand experience of the worship of the Black churches.'? James H.
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Cone was to cover some of the same ground in 1977 in his lecrure
“Sanctification and Liberation in the Black Religious Tradition.”

The first five Institutes, up to 1973, thus show a growing maturity
as the members, many of whom were by now old hands, began to work
to higher academic standards and take their work with increasing seri-
ousness. As we have seen, they reflected the preoccupations of the wider
Christian world, although predominantly this meant Britain and the
United States. However, they all shared one common feature: they
approached theology from the standpoint of its classical subject divi-
sions—church, Christ, God, and Holy Spirit. They were gatherings of
Methodists addressing general theological questions. In a sense, each
stated a topic that was then followed by a question mark: what shall we
say about this? All this was to change after 1973.
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ENTER JOHN WESLEY

HE SIXTH INSTITUTE, IN 1977, MARKED A SIGNIFICANT DEPARTURE

from the style so far established. 1t was the first to proceed, not

by putting down a general question mark against a topic, but by
setring out a thesis for debate. As the decade of the 1970s progressed, it
was clear that ltberation was the emerging theological issue. Books such
as Gustavo Gutiérrez’s A Theelogy of Libevation, James H. Cone’s A
Black Theology of Liberation, and Rosemary Radford Ruether’s Religion
and Sexism were raising the same question, albeit in different contexts.
Given the experience of injustice and oppression—a daily teature of the
lives of the poor in Latin America, Black people in the United States, and
many women everywhere—what does Christianity have to say?

This was not a matter of shifting the spotlight from one traditional
theological topic to another, but of questioning the way theologians go
about their work. Already in 1973, the question had been asked: ls
theology studied or dome? 1n other words, is theology primarily an
academic discipline that explores, debates, and clarifies the Christian
tradition? Or is it a wrestling with concrete human situations in a
struggle to understand, in the light of all the available resources, where
God is at work in the world, what kind of being God is, and, in conse-
quence, what human response is demanded? To be sure, “academic”
theology can, and usually does, have practical consequences. 1t informs
preaching through the books that preachers read and it influences
everyday attitudes to ethical and political problems. But one of the
complaints of liberation theologians is that academic theology tends to
legitimate the political status quo, however unjust it may be. For them,
the purpose of theology is to illuminate the contemporary situation, and
the test of its truth is whether it brings about change. The starting point
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is not tradition, created out of the experience of bygone ages, but
contemporary experience—specifically, the experience of the victims of
injustice. As Rebecca Chopp would express it at the ninth Institute,
“The definition of theclogy !shifts"' from muastering a closed system of
doctrine to constructing open spaces for living.”! In the Latin American
context it was discovered that a Marxist analysis of the origins of poverty
and oppression in structures of economic power offered essential insights
on which theology needed to draw in secking understanding and appro-
priate response. However, for Furopean and North American theolo-
gians, who were predominantly male, white, and untouched by the expe-
rience of oppression, these concerus seemed peripheral and even a
betrayal of the faith to secular movements. Moreover, in a Europe
divided by the Iron Curtain and a United States dominated by fear of
communism, sympathetic references to Karl Marx caused alarm.

It is not surprising, therefore, that early planning for the 1977
Institute focused on the general question of theological method as the
appropriate topic. What is the starting point for theology? How is
Scripture to be used? What weight should be given to denominational
traditions or to sociopolitical analysis? It is probably due more to the
appointment of Theodore Runyon as Dow Kirkpatrick’s successor than
to any other factor that the topic eventually adopted was “Sanctification
and Liberation: Liberation Theologies in the Light of the Wesleyan
Tradition.” The reasons for the shift are best illustrated by some passages
from the unpublished summary that Runyon gave on the last morning
of the Institure, when all the talking had been done.

Our starting point was . . . the dissatisfaction of the Latin American
theologians with what they perceive to be the predominant way in
which Euro-American theology is done, namely, as an academic
exercise that takes place within the university in discourse with the
various intellectual currents found in middle-class society but
notably unaffecred by the needs of most of the world’s peoples. . . .
What is needed . . . is to develop a theology in which salvation is a
historical process moving towards a divine goal understood not as
the negation of human history but as its culmination and fulfillment.
If we ask, where previously in the history of the church has such a
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transformationist theology come to the fore, the answer would seem
to be in Methodism, or, more specifically, in the Wesleyan doctrine
of sanctification. . . . The distinctive Wesleyan formulation of the
doctrine combines a strong emphasis on forensic justfication . . .
with the insistence that justification is not itself the end but rather
has as its #elos, its purpose, a historical process of transformation
leading to the new creation.

It [is] not a marter of special pleading for Wesley and
Wesleyanism but the result of a happy discovery that coming to
Wesley with new eyes, with a new hermeneutic provided by Latin
American liberation theology, the greater relevance of the Wesleyan
solution suddenly leapt to the fore.

Here was a new approach to the work of the Institute. It was asking
not simply what traditions Methodists share or how they react to
contemporary theological debates (to which the answet might be, not
very differently from some other Protestant groups). Rather it wanted to
know what positive contribution we Methodists can make to a particular
debate, and what that debate enables us to discover about ourselves,
These issues involve the question of theological method but give it a
much more specific and positive focus.

This shift of emphasis was not umversally welcomed. At the planning
stage some members of the world committee expressed concern that
more traditional theological aspects of rhe topic, such as liberation from
sin and guilt, important to Wesley, were not going to be expressed.

As the Institute proceeded it soon became evident that there were
two approaches to the subject. The hisrorians raised questions about the
actual effect of Wesley’s doctrine of sanctification on the subsequent
Methodist traditions. Did it, as Elie Halévy asserted, save England from
a French-style revolution, and was that to be welcomed or deplored?
John Kent cast considerable doubt on the influence of the doctrine,
showing how rapidly much of nineteenth-century British Methodism
became middle class and polirically conservative; and when it eventually
began to support social reform, it did so for other reasons. Timothy
Smith showed that much of the nineteenth-century movement in the
United States linking holiness and pressure for the abolition of slavery,
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for women’s rights, and for other social reforms had Presbyterian and
Congregationalist roots. Methodism was deeply divided over the issue of
slavery. Such historical work is imporrant, becanse Methodists especially
seem to be prey to the temptation to be triumphalist about their past and
to claim too much for it.

But there was another approach. To quote Runyon’s summary again:

When we approach the past as theologians, we do so looking not so
much for causal connections—interesting though they may be o
the professional historian—as for those analogies and structures of
interrelationships in the past that provide us alternative vantage

points from which to see our own situation anew.

As Runyon was later to point out in his introduction to the
published collection of Institute papers, this represented a new phase in
Wesley scholarship; but in being a response to cultural and theological
changes, it was not unlike earlier phases. After World War I and the rise
of the Social Gospel, it became important to show that Wesley and
Methodism represented more than an individualistic revivalism encour-
aging retreat from the world. After World War II it was necessary to
show, in the context of the rise of Dialectical Theology and
Neoorthodoxy, that Methodistm did indeed have a theology in the
mainstream of the Reformation tradition and was not merely a superfi-
cial and subjective movement concentrating on religious feeling.’

It was not difficuit for members of the Institute to point out the limi-
tations of this appeal to Wesley’s theology. José Miguez Bonino drew
attention to the fact that the focus of Wesley’s theology was the salvation
of the individual rather than the transformation of society, although
Wesley did expect individual salvation to have social consequences. Wesley
lacked the conceptual framework, which did not develop until the next
century, to think in terms of social structures and forces. Yet, in practice,
he placed great emphasis on responding to the needs of the poor and
campaigned for specific reforms. Miguez Bonino concluded, “He did not
find a theology worthy of his practice.”® Similarly, from a more traditional
British standpoint, Rupert Davies stressed thar Wesley was concerned
with the life of the individual and with personal relationships within the
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existing social and political order, not with its replacement by something
new. His contribution is interesting for its tone, for he writes as one
commenting on liberation theologies from afar, rather than as one
engaging (as he was in the Institute) with theologians who were actually
present. An important paper (not delivered at the Instrute) by Thomas
W. Madron was added to the published proceedings. In it, he explored in
some detail Wesley’s attitude to economic issues, stressing the ethical and
theological roots of his views on such matters as the causes of poverty,
inherited wealth, business ethics, and the relief of poverty.

The historical importance of Wesley’s exposition of the doctrine of
sanctification and his lasting contribution to it was that he succeeded in
combining a strong affirmation of God’s free grace in rhe justification of
the sinner with the insistence that justification was only the beginning of
a process of growth in holiness, or perfect love, to which every justified
person is called and which is made possible by the Holy Spirit. Divine
grace and human freedom were held together without denying either.

Yet as Runyon admitted in his summary:

On the theological level we have not succeeded as much as some of
us had hoped in demonstrating the structural parallels between
Wesley’s thought and theologies of liberation. What we have seen
clearly is that historically Methodism is capable of two quite

different interpretations.

In fact, there was so little consensus on the notion of sancafication
that an extra session was devoted to exploring it.

There were other voices in the debates. One of the values of the sixth
Institute, as Runyon went on to pomt out in his final summing up, was
that it gave the opportunity for face-ro-face encounters between repre-
sentatives of different parts of the world, who held different theological
convictions. Most participants belonged to the major denominations
thar use the word Methodist in their name. But for the first time in the
history of the Institute other denominarions were represented, such as
the Church of the Nazarene, which shares a common background in
John Wesley and the eighteenth-century movement he originated but
prefer to identify themselves in other ways. Yet it has to be said that the
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debate was essentially between Western Europe and the American conti-
nent, North and South, with the majority of participants coming from
Britain and the United States. The discussion of women’s liberation was
substantially in terms of the experience of American women. In another
unpublished paper, Dayalan Niles from Sri Lanka discussed the theology
of his father D. T. Niles, but without specific reference to the issues
being raised in the Institute as a whole. Kwesi Dickson brought an
African perspective, but gave his attention primarily to the effects of
colonialism. Detailed attention was not given to the emerging theology
of Black liberation in South Africa under apartheid, nor was there any
exploration of the implications of liberation for the East Germans, whose
presence was secured only at the last minute because of the reluctance of
their Communist government to allow them to travel.

Thus, it cannot be said that the Institute sessions gave equal weight
to all aspects of its agenda. Roman Catholic observer Cuthbert Rand
observed that little attention was given to the practicalities of economics
or politics. The exception was an informal session at which the rector of
Lincoln College, Lord Trend, who had been secretary to the Cabinet
and Britain’s most senior civil servant, spoke on political freedom and
the British Constitution. He was challenged by John Karefa-Smart from
Sierra Leone, who had been a member of his country’s delegation nego-
dating independence from British colonial rule. The Latin American
perspective was well represented by José Miguez Bonino and in unpub-
lished Bible studies given by Dorothy Valenzuela. Dow Kirkpatrick, by
that time on assignment as a North American living part of his time in
Peru, sought, in true liberation style, to bring the discussion to the ques-
tion of praxis by asking whether and on what terms there could be liber-
ation for the rich. James Cone, in a powerful presentation that unwit-
tingly linked the Institute with the 1973 Institute on the Holy Spirit,
effectively dispelled the notion that there was an unbridgeable gap
between “political” liberation and “spiritual” transformation. Cone
showed that in the Black tradition of worship, congregations in their
experience of the Spirir entered into a freedom and new identity that
were theirs by God’s grace and that anticipated, and motivated them to
struggle for, the freedom and dignity in society for which they longed.
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But while there were women present who were able to contribute to
discussions from the perspective of women’s liberation, not least the
warden Rena Karefa-Smart, there was no formal presentation from that
standpoint. This omission was only partly rectified by the inclusion in
the published volume of a chapter on John Wesley and women. As the
above quoration from Runyon indicates, Latin American voices tended
to drive the debate.

Clearly, more work needed to be done. Runyon himself made a
contribution to it in the published introduction to the Institute proceed-
ings through a careful comparison between Wesley and Marx, noting, in
spite of the obvious differences between them, a common emphasis on
humanity finding its fulfillment in purposetul work. This distinguished
Wesley both from those Reformers who, in their insistence on the grace
of God, deprived human endeavor of all significance, and from the
mystics, who sought withdrawal from the world and society.

But there were other issues. At various points much was made of rhe
appeal, both by Wesley and by liberation theologians, to experience as a
basis for theology. Was that comparison justified or were the areas of
experience qualitatively different? Both Wesley and liberation theolo-
gians appeal to Scripture, but in different ways. It was also clear that
more work needed to be done on Wesley himself, if his contribution to

modern thought were to be adequately assessed.

Broadening the Inquiry

The seventh Institute, which took place in 1982 and was treated as the
silver jubilee with a celebration dinner, took up the issue. In retrospect,
this Institute, even more than the 1977 gathering, was to be pivotal in
the story of the Instituce as a whole. Albert Qutler’s view at the time that
the 1982 Institute was a possible landmark occasion has been justified by
subsequent developments.* A serious attempt was being made to iden-
tify the significance Wesley has, and should have, for the Methodist and
other denominations that look back to him. The theme for the 1982
gathering was “The Future of the Methodist Theological Traditions.”
As nored earlier, a new pattern was followed, in which much of the work

was done in specialist subject groups with only six major plenary
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presentations—one to provide the keynote address and the others to deal
with aspects of each group subject. Each group reported to the plenary
in the second week and the reports were included in the published
volume. Each report included in some form an agenda for future work.

In one form or another most of those group subjects—Wesley
studies, salvation and justice, evangelism, ecumenical relationships—
have established themselves since then as regular components of the
Institute’s ongoing program. These will be discussed in more detail in
later chapters. The fifth group, on Wesleyan spirituality and faith devel-
opment, was in a rather different category in that it focused on the work
of one particular scholar, James Fowler, who, in his plenary address,
correlated John Wesley’s life story with the stages of faith development
that can be seen to form a pattern in the experience of believers of all
sorts. There were hints of surprise that the topic had been included and
it provoked considerable interest as a psychological study of Wesley’s
own spiritual development. However, it also raised questions about the
relationship between faith seen as a general description of a person’s
response to life (which might not be explicitly religious) and faith as a
response to salvation offered in Christ, which could entail not merely
development but a radical change in life perspective.

One of the sharpest disagreements centered on the understanding of
evangelism. It is indicative of the depth of disagreement that the report of
the group, presented to the plenary by Alan Walker, then director of World
Evangelism for the World Methodist Council, was felt by many of its
members to be so unrepresentative that David Lowes Watson, one of the
group’s convenors, wrote a further summary for the book. A fundamental
divide existed between two groups. Ou the one hand, there were those
who viewed the evangelization of all the peoples of the world and their
conversion to faith in Christ as the primary and essential task of the church
in every age, regardless of context. On the other hand, there were those
who saw in the Gospels an imperative for witnessing to the kingdom of
God in the struggle for freedom and social justice or who argued—
iuvoking, as Wesley Ariarajah did in his paper, John Wesley’s doctrine of
the prevenient grace of God at work in all humankind—that one should
enter into dialogue with people of other faiths and respect their integrity.
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For many the 1982 Institute has proved decisive in two particular
ways. First, it gave new impetus to a critical study of John Wesley
himself. In a paper that has had considerable influence, and which we
discuss in more detail in chapter 7, Albert Outler drew attention to the
phases through which Wesleyvan studies have passed. He then called for
the pursuit of a “third phase.” In this phase, the entire corpus of Wesley’s
work would be critically considered on the basis of a proper scientific
edition of the texts in which Wesley would be exhibited in his own
historical context and against the background of the resources he used.
All this needs to happen, said Qutler, before we are ready to move
torward to consider his significance for today—*“back to Wesley and his
sources, and then forward.”

The effect of this call is difficult to exaggerate. The evidence is in the
number of scholarly works on Wesley and the Wesleyan movement that
have been published since 1982, as well as in the development by
Abingdon Press of a special imprint, Kingswood Books, to carry them.
Even in Britain, which was still at that time suffering some disillusion-
ment about Wesley, the effect has been noticeable.

One direct result was an initiative to relaunch the project to publish
a critical edition of Wesley’s works. Some thirty volumes had been
planned for publication through Oxford University Press, but in 1982
the publisher decided to abandon the project after four volumes. The
Institute adopted a resolution calling for the project to continue, and in
time this led to its being taken up by Abingdon Press.’

Second, the Institute widened appreciation of the potential of
Wesley studies for the Third World. In an important paper titled “Wesley
as Read by the Poor,” Mexican theologian Elsa Tamez stressed
that Latin American Methodists cannot ignore Wesley. Wesley’s
significance, she argued, lay in the correlation between the way he
responded to his context and the way we respond to ours. We recognize
the limitadons of Wesley’s approach to social problems, in that he
was unaware of their structural aspects. Yet we can learn from his
recognition of the importance both of life as God’s gift and intention for
human beings and of rebirth and the struggle for holiness for
full life to be achieved.
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This was not the first occasion on which the Insticute had heard the
voice of a Latin American theologian. José Miguez Bonino read a paper
on Wesley at the 1977 Institute. Bonino’s paper was in some ways theo-
logically more substantial than Tamez’s. However, Tamez’s contribution
and the discussion that followed helped some Western interpreters to
realize for the first time that Wesley could be positively significant in a
Latin American context. Wesley offered a theological approach that
combined elements of Catholic and Protestant theology that could
equip Christians to address the social and economic contexts in those
countries. This was another factor that helped to open up a fresh
approach to Wesley for those who had become tired of what in Qutler’s
scheme was a “phase-one” style of emphasis on Wesley as a cult hero.’

Nevertheless, Latin American representatives at the Institute felt that
they were being marginalized. The work of other specialist groups
appeared to take little account of their emphases, and the oral presenta-
tion on the last day—while intended as a comment on some of the issues
raised by the Institute’s discussions rather than a formal summary—failed
to refer to them. This led to vigorous protests from the floor.® The omis-
sion was partly corrected later in the published retrospect; but it still ilhs-
trated the fact that thinking in the Institute was largely dominated by First
World rather than Third World perspectives. Of course, one could argue
that if contextual theology is to be taken seriously, each region must be
free to do theology in the light of its own context—and the contexts of
Europe and North America differ from those in various parts of the Third
World. To this, one could legitimately reply that Third World contexts
include the dominating political and economic influence of the First
World and that First World theologians ought to pay more attention to
it. Whatever position one takes in this debate, it is surely the case that
there ought to be room for all the world’s voices to be heard and given
equal weight in an Institute that sets out to be an international forum.

The retrospect included in the 1982 volume surveyed some of the
issues raised and pointed to some of the gaps. One was the neglect of
biblical studies—surprising, in view of the fact that Wesley was homo
uniys libri (a man of one book).” The other was that, with the exceptrion
of Geoftrey Wainwright’s paper on Methodism’s place in the ecumenical
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movement,'® the study of the future of the Methodist theological tradi-
tions turned out to be a study of John Wesley himself and his potential
for today. In effect the papers were a study of the original Wesleyan tradi-
tion, with the various traditions that developed after his death. being
ignored or treated negatively as manifestations of decline and distortion.
Incidentally, this attitude to the Methodist past is strikingly similar to
many Protestant evaluations of general church history between the
immediate postbiblical era and the Reformation. These omissions were
to be rectified in 1987.

The Institute in Dialogue

In 1987 the Institute changed venue once again, from Keble College to
Somerville College for accommodation, with some participants being
housed at St. Hugh’s College. The plenary sessions were held in the
lecture room of the University Museum of Natural History. Although
none of these locations had any connection with Methodism, all three
were symbolic of the issues the Institute had to face.

Somerville and St. Hugh’s were both founded in the nineteenth
century as colleges exclusively for women, at a time when women were
battling for admission to the University and for equal status in afl
respects with male students. It was a long-drawn-out struggle, resolved
to the last detail only in 1977. Every day, members of the Institute took
their meals surrounded by the portraits of distinguished women scholars
who had been engaged in that fight, while in the plenary sessions and
working groups the contemporary issues of feminist theology were
discussed along with other expressions of liberation theology. Little
remains on record of these discussions, but occasional references make it
plain that at times the confrontation was sharp.''

The Museum contains a significant collection of fossil skeletons, and
it was necessary to pass through these each day to reach the lecture
room. As might be expected, this provoked a series of jokes about
Methodists {and Institute members) as dinosaurs struggling to survive.
On a more serious note, the Museum was the location of the famous
debate in 1860 between Bishop Samuel Wilberforce and T. H. Huxley
on the merits of Charles Darwin’s theories of evolution, The debate

61



ExPLORING METHODISM'S HERITAGE

culminated in Wilberforce’s ill-judged question to Huxley whether ic
was through his grandmother or his grandfather that he claimed to be
descended from the apes and Huxley’s withering reply.*? This was an
encounter between the “old world” and the “new world” that left
permanent scars on the relations between science and religion. Albert
Outler’s keynote address began with a reminder of the massive cultural
dislocation that now goes under the name of postmodernism, as the
background against which Methodism has to consider its future. “Our
expectations of the human future can no longer be projected by the
simple extrapolation of any of our various familiar ‘pasts,’ labeled as ‘our
traditions.”** The question addressed in 1982 about the future of the
Methodist traditions was taking on a new dimension.

Continuity and discontinuity, consensus and disagreement were
therefore inescapable in 1987. The formal agenda was framed by four
factors. The first was a desire to carry further the exploration, begun in
1982, into what understanding of the Christian faith the Methodist and
other Wesleyan traditions might offer to the wider world. To what
extent could they speak with one voice? Second, in 1982 the Faith and
Order Commission of the World Council of Churches, meeting in Lima,
Peru, had launched a study project focused on the Nicene Creed, under
the title Towards the Common Expression of the Apostolic Faith Today, and
had invited member churches to respond. This was the basis for the
Institute theme, “The Significance of Methodist Teaching and Practice
for Confessing the Apostolic Faith.”'* Third, at its 1986 meeting in
Nairobi the World Methodist Council had adopted the Jerusalem
Statement, a two-page document inviting member churches to “discover
and reaffirm the essentials of the Christian faith,” referring in particular
to biblical authority, the doctrines of the Apostles’ and Nicene creeds,
and the Chalcedonian formula, as well as the distinctive emphases
Methodism has inherited from John Wesley.'® Finally, The United
Methodist Church, itself a connection with global dimensions, was
engaged in its own scarch for unity and consensus by secking to
revise the doctrinal statement in its Book of Discipline. Selections from
the draft document were published early in 1987 and were generating
considerable debate.'®
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The Institute therefote had a broad and complex agenda, focused
around the three questions Wesley asked at the first conference in 1744:
What to teach? How to teach? What to do? These questions were explored
in addresses to plenary sessions. They also received particular emphasis in
six working groups: Current Biblical Criticism and Methodist Teaching,
Wesley Studies, Methodist Teaching and Social and Economic lssues of
the Nineteenth Century, Methodist Economic and Social Teachings and
the Challenge of Liberation Theology, Methodist Evangelism and
Doctrine, and Contemporary Methodist Theology and Doctrinal
Consensus. For the first time, a fully developed prospectus for each group
was circulated beforchand. For the historian this presents a difficulty, for
there is no single comprehensive account of what was done. The published
volume contains most of the plenary lectures and one of the papers given
to the group on Methodist evangelism and doctrine; but the lectures were
not designed to touch on the whole range of topics covered by the groups.
The work of five of the six groups was subsequently reported in successive
issues of OXFOR Dnotes, and copies of many of the papers presented to the
groups are preserved. However, much of what was done lives on only in
the memories of those who took part.

The broad agenda did not produce much in the way of substantive
answers, either in the plenary sessions or in most of the groups. The
group on contemporary Methodist theology and doctrinal consensus
came closest, with specific recommendations on the World Council of
Churches’ study. Some comments were also made in an interdisciplinary
group on The United Methodist Church’s draft statement. What seems
to have preoccupied the members was what “doctrinal consensus”
implied and whether it was possible to achieve it. Can such consensus be
imposed or must we wait until it emerges? If it depends upon reception
by the people of God—what Gillian Evans called “a consent of believing
mind and heart, as it were a warm embrace, and an exercise of judge-
ment”"—then how does that differ from deciding theological questions
by majority vote? Where would biblical authority or Methodist tradition
feature in such a process?

There was widespread strong resistance to the notion that one family
of churches or one particular theological approach could impose a partic-
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ular definition of Methodism on everyone else. For example, the churches
in Britain, Ireland, and the United States—with their relatively longer
history—have no monopoly on what Methodism is by which the rest of
the world may be judged and perhaps found wanting. Nor can tradition
or personal conversion or the experience of the oppressed be laid down
as the mandatory starting point and exclusive perspective for all {although
there were vigorous advocates for each of these). Methodism worldwide
today is irreducibly diverse. Indeed, in his contribution, José Miguez
Bonino'® challenged the very notion of “consensus,” particularly in rela-
tion to social issues. A consensus statement implies the resolution of
conflict, a position with which all can agree. That is often possible and
desirable, but some issues call for a prophetic voice—an outright protest
that will divide rather than unite the church.

One example of the clash between starting points occurred in relation
to Geoffrey Wainwright’s discussion of Methodism’s response to the
World Council of Churches’ study. At two points he attacked the
tendency, at the time much more common in the United States than else-
where, to substitute for the traditional formula “Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit” alternatives such as “Creator, Christ, and Spirit” or “Creator,
Redeemer, and Sustainer.” The motive behind such changes was of
course to avoid language that seemed to imply that the Trinity was male
in gender. Not only did many women find male imagery a hindrance in
worship, such imagery also scemed to legitimize a whole culture of male
domination, evident in biblical societies and in the life and theology of the
church ever since. Wainwright recognized the motivation for the changes
but protested that the changes undermined the doctrine of the Trinity as
traditionally understood, either reducing the Persons to functions or
implying that Christ and the Spirit are creatures. “Father,” he insisted,
quoting the World Council text, is more than an image of God; as used
by Jesus, it is God’s mame. To abandon the word would isolate
Methodists from the wider charch."” His position did not go unchal-
lenged, but the controversy illustrates how starting from received tradi-
tion or from contemporary experience can lead to conflicting theological
positions, and how each may seek to impose its views on the other as the
only morally or intellectually credible position.
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Not surprisingly, M. Douglas Meeks concluded in his final reflec-
tions that there was no consensus in the Institute except a refusal to be
dominated. Yet in rereading the records after an interval of fifteen years,
one is struck by certain underlying features. The most obvious feature is
the existence of an acknowledged family relationship between partici-
pants who were so sharply divided on some issues. Apart from invited
ecumenical contributors and observers, all the participants regarded
themselves as “Methodist” or “Wesleyan,” and acknowledged a shared
ancestry in John Wesley’s eighteenth-century movement. If the differ-
ences were apparent, what held the family together was tantalizingly
elusive, yet real. For all the intermarriages with other Christian traditions
along the way, the family retains something of its genetic inheritance,
difficult as it is to define.

One strand of that common inheritance might be a readiness to
respond (at least at the intellectual and emotional levels) to the situation
of the poor. Meeks used his closing address to introduce the theme of
inclusiveness in God’s economy, developed more fully in his later publi-
cation God the Economist.®® “If we follow the biblical poetic images, (1)
home is where everyone always knows your name, (2) home is where
you can always expect to be confronted, forgiven, put under obligation,
(3) home is where there is always a place for you at the table, and (4)
home is where you can always count on what is on the table being
shared. . . . God has gone and will go to all lengths in order to create a
home for God’s creatures.” Rarely had a thesis been articulated with
such passion at the Institute. If development can be traced in the collec-
tive thinking of the Institute {one cannot speak here of the churches),
then the emergence into prominence and general acceptance of the poor
and powerless as a theological issue would be one evidence of it. It is not
surprising that it became the central theme in 1992.

It is also important to note that, in spite of strident voices being
raised in the discussions, or perhaps, rather, because they were able to be
raised and were listened to, the eighth Institute was declared by many to
have been “the best ever.” Because a core of irs membership (nearly 40
percent) consisted of those who had attended previous meetings, the
Institute was perhaps able to move beyond the distant courtesies of those
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barely acquainted with one another and thus “on best behavior.”
Disagreements could be voiced and debated in an inclusive atmosphere.
Yet some still felt marginalized. Participants from the Third World
submitted 2 memorandum urging the need for Third World members to
meet for two days in advance of the rest, and for some focus on Third
World issues to be built into the Institute program as a matter of policy.
Participants from Latin America were predominant in the group, raising
as their chief concern the continued visibility of the issues of liberation
theology. However, the group also included members from Africa, Asia,
and the Caribbean, who had other theological concerns. Coming in ones
and twos from a widely diverse range of countries, some not at ease with
the English language, it was easy for members of this group to feel at a
disadvantage over against the larger contingents from Europe and North
America, many of whom already knew oue another. A meeting prior to
the Institute would enable them to get to know one another and to
explore in a way that took greater account of their own contexts some of
the issues that were due to be debated later. Recall that in the early years
of the Institute the American members had held a similar advance
meeting on shipboard to prepare to participate in the wider gathering,.
The first Third World Consultation, or “Pre-Institute,” for just those
purposes was held in 1992 2
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POVERTY AND GLOBALIZATION

F THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE INSTITUTES

reviewed in this chapter and those in the last, it is that the global

division between rich and poor, powerful and powerless, already
addressed in earlier meetings, now comes to the fore. By 1992 the world
had changed significantly. The destruction of the Berlin Wall in 1989,
the final collapse of the Soviet Union in the same year, and the conse-
quent easing of East-West tenston had produced a widespread sense of
optimism for a better future for the world. If anyone attending the
Institute that year had expected that optimism to be reflected in its
discussions, however, they were soon to be disabused. The year 1992
also marked the five-hundredth anniversary of Columbus’s expedition to
the “New World,” which opened up Latin America and the Caribbean
to Western conquest and exploitation. An atrempt was made to draw
attention to it by arranging for a public lecture for which Gustavo
Guriérrez was invited; but he and a number of other Latin American
theologians who were approached were unavailable. The Third World
Consultation that preceded the main Institute produced a sratement
ablaze with anger at the continued suffering of the poor of the world.
For the poor, the triumph of capitalism with the ending of the Cold War
represented the global imposition of an “economy of death”" and a fresh
form of colouial domination of the South by the North. The document
referred to crippling international debt, environmental damage, the
destruction of traditional culrures, the plight of migrants, the devasta-
tion caused by the drug trade, and the consequent effect of all these on
the lives of the poor, especially women and children. It called upon the
Institute and the churches represented there to listen to the voices of the
poor, learn from their insight into the meaning of the gospel and the
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signs of God’s activity among them, and live in solidarity with them.
Quotations from the statement were taken up in an act of worship when
it was pn:sr:nted.2

Thus, from the outset the ninth Institute approached its theme,
“Good News to the Poor in the Wesleyan Tradition,” from two direc-
tions. Some approached the theme from the direction of John Wesley’s
theology and practice and his influence on the subsequent history of his
movement, while others chose the contemporary experience of poverty,
voiced by different groups within the Instirute itself, as their vantage
point. The papers delivered to the plenary illustrated the two
approaches. Some, such as Richard Heitzenrater’s discussion of the
reasons for Wesley’s commitment to the poor and Donald Dayton’s
treatment of subsequent developments in the Methodist and other
churches, were more exclusively historical. Others, like Victorio Araya-
Guillén’s paper on “The 500th Anniversary of the European Invasion of
Abya-Yala,” focused on the destructive effects of colonialism, past and
present, and the dominance of capitalism. Yet others, including
Theodore Jennings’s powerful keynote address and Rebecca Chopp’s
treatment of the themes of sin and grace from the standpoint of a femi-
nist theologian in the hegemouic culture of the United States, combined
the two approaches.

The addresses’ exhibit a remarkable degree of consistency and
present to the reader a prophetic call to rethink theology and practice in
the light of the experience of the poor. The published record included
an essay by S. T. Kimbrough, Jr., titled “Charles Wesley and the Poor.”
While not given at the Institute but considered in one of the working
groups, Kimbrough’s contribution represented a welcome broadening
of attention to include the one whose hymns influenced the average carly
Methodist far more than his brother’s writings. Douglas Meeks’s intro-
duction, the reports of the subject groups,® and individual recollections
indicate that the papers generated widespread debate and some dissent
on certain issues, leaving many questions to be cxamined in greater
depth. Traces of this can be seen within the pages of the book itself.

It is clear that there was general consensus that the theme of “God’s
preferential option for the poor”® was central to John Wesley’s own
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thinking and living, and can be traced in various ways in the subsequent
history of the Methodist and other Wesleyan movements. That subse-
quent history also demonstrates that this concern was frequently
displaced by other concerns, particularly because of “upward social
mobility,” which Wesley recognized in his own time as both a danger to
the Methodist people and an inevitable consequence of their disciplined
living. But the preferential option repeatedly reemerged in protest move-
ments distanced from the official church. Dayton instanced a series of
such movements, including the Primitive Methodists in Britain and the
Black churches and the Free Methodists in North America, and he
argued that the Salvation Army and the Chilean Pentecostalist move-
ment should be included in the list. But a wide range of questions
surrounded the definition of poverty. What was the balance of impor-
tance for Wesley between spiritual and material poverty? To what extent
was his main concern with the poor of the Methodist societies rather
than with the poor in society at large? How should we identify poverty
today? Is it enough to distinguish between poverty defined as “sheer lack
of physical necessities required for health and well-being™ and welative
porverty defined as “the lack of enough material resources to be able to
participate in the life of society”?® Does an adequate definition require
reference also to powerlessness? If the latter is the case, it opens up the
tdea of poverty to include various experiences of domination or oppres-
sion in different contexts, such as those felt by women in the First World,
who in other respects would be regarded as belonging to the affluent
and oppressive West.”

Any consideration of poverty (however defined)} and its roots in
economic, political, and social systems calls for a reconsideration of the
concept of sin, as Chopp and others argued. An appropriate under-
standing of sin starts not from the deliberate action of the individual in
relation to God or neighbor (¥a voluntary transgression of a known
law,” as Wesley often held®) but from the cffects of human behavior,
individual or corporate. For Chopp, sin is “the depravation and depriva-
tion of the flourishing of existence through concrete historical structures
of politics, language and subjectivity,”g or, for Araya-Guillén, “the denial
of God by the annihilation of human life.”*® That in turn raises questions
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about the nature of the gospel. Can it be good news unless it promises
life? Is it to be offered fo the poor or to be learned from them as they
challenge the churches to turn away from the idolatry of materialist
values to solidarity with the marginalized? There is no disputing that
historically the poor have often taken the gospel to heart and found
freedom in it in ways that more affluent people have been unable to do;
and they have sometimes done so in spite of their social “betters.” David
Lowes Watson argued that we fail the gospel unless we preach Christ in
all his offices, not only as the mediator of forgiveness but also as prophet
and potentate who calls for reform and obedience.

As one might expect, these issues were raised with much passion, for
the plight of the majority living in the Third World needs to be identi-
fied and addressed. However, some at the Institute felt that litde was
being offered by way of concrete alternatives to the global economic
system that was being deplored, and that some of the claims lacked thor-
ough theological grounding. One can detect a curious parallel between
John Wesley and the Institute itself. It is now a commonplace that
Wesley was unaware {typical for his time) of the structural causes of
poverty and relied too much on individual action to remove it. In
different ways, both Jennings and Dayton argued that one reason for
later Methodism’s failure consistently to apply the preference for the
poor was because Wesley failed to develop a proper theological
grounding for his practice. It could be argued that calls in the Institute
for the churches to act in relation to world poverty amounted to no
mote than a corporate version of the individual response that would
leave the overall structures unchanged and that the theological analysis
needed to be taken further than it was. There were also some very gener-
alized references to the witness of Scripture to God’s preference for the
poor, when, as the biblical studies group pointed out, there were also
texts that pointed the other way. In a major paper, Itumeleng Mosala,
deploying the question, “in whose interest was the text written?,” argued
that the Exodus story, often appealed to by liberation theologies, was in
fact much more ambiguous—it focused not on the poor but on the
action of a ruling elite. It owed its origin to the efforts of the court of
Solomon to justify its own program of colonization and enslavement of
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the Canaanite peoples by appeal to God’s election of Israel and promise
to give them the land.

Therefore, the ninth Institute was perhaps significant more for the
issues it brought into prominence than for the sclutions it offered.
Indeed, even within its own membership there was some experience of
domination by a majority over a minority. One member from Asia
certainly felt so and in subsequent correspondence with the organizers
complained that the Institute had concentrated too exclusively upon
Latin American experience and had not reflected encugh on the Asian
context. In Asia the theological issues were not only poverty and colo-
nialism but also the overwhelming presence of other faiths, amongst
which Christians were often a powerless minority. “What is most relevant
for Asian Christians is not only the political and economic issue, that is
the North /South question, but also the religious and spiritual dimen-
ston of our Christian witness, that is, the East/West question. . . . In this
respect, we regard liberation theology as a part and continuation of
Western theology.” Whether or not his was a lone Asian voice, it demon-
strates vet again the difficulty of making the Institute fully inclusive.

In a memorable concluding session, Rowan Williams, at that time
bishop of Monmouth, after a period as Lady Margaret Professor of
Divinity at Oxford University, and since 2002 Archbishop of Canterbury,
brought many of these issues to a head.!' He had been present as observer
and rapporteur throughout the ten days. While they were discussing issues
of global poverty, he asked, had members of the Institute noticed the poor
on the streets of Oxford? In a reference to the debate (referred to in
chapter 2) about whether the Institute should continue to meet in Oxford,
he asked whether members could guarantee to take greater notice of the
poverty surrounding them if they met elsewhere. Theologians, he insisted,
were prone to dealing in abstractions. The debates had lacked the hard-
headed realism of economists. We have a responsibility to be specific and
precise, a comment echoed in the paper submitted to the Institute
Committee by a group of mainly North American women at the Institute.
The paper noted that little concrete attention had been given to the ques-
tion, “Who are the poor?” In consequence, the particular needs of poor
women and children had been ignored.

71




EXPLORING METHODISM’S HERITAGE

One of the realities, even for what Williams described as “Northern
liberals” like himself, is powerlessness in the face of the impersonal forces
of global capitalism, an “erosion of moral responsibility.” The responsi-
bility of the churches, he suggested, as one of the few international
organizations not primarily driven by money, is to keep ative the aware-
ness of other forms of community in shared responsibility, and at the
same time to stress the achieveability of small-scale goals. This is a chal-
lenge to the churches’ own structures and way of life as much as to its
external witness and ministry. The Wesleyan tradition, with its emphasis
on learning and growth—what the Church Fathers called “the enlarge-
ment of the heart”—has particular resources for rising to this challenge.
This led Williams to the heart of the gospel, which is not about us, what
we do in response to poverty, still less about what we feel about it; rather,
the gospel is about God’s action for all, already begun in Christ.
Referring to Charles Wesley’s hymn, “Since the Son Hath Made Me
Free,” which “contains the entire gamut of classical Christian
theology,”"? and quoting the words “Heavenly Adam, life divine, change
my nature into thine,” Williams described “the whole Christian project™
to be what the Fathers referred to as deification—*to stand where Christ
stands,” oriented towards God and the world, incorporated into the
divine life and God’s giving to the world. Focused preeminently in the
Eucharist, the gospel is God’s gift that makes us simultancously capable
of being both givers and receivers. It is the generosity of God that makes
poverty a blasphemy. Williams closed his presentation with the last verse
of another, better-known, Charles Wesley hymn, “And Can It Be?,”
which he described as “the greatest hymn in the English language.” The
audience was so moved by this address that they rose to join in singing
the hymn, but, in retrospect, one wonders whether some of his more
critical remarks were forgotten in the euphoria. The same charge of lack
of specificity and hardheadedness could be made about some of the

discussions in more recent Institutes.

The Trinity

In view of Williams’s remarks about giving and receiving it was appro-
priate that the tenth Institute in 1997 should open with a stress on gift
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and gifting. It was a central theme in Douglas Meeks’s keynote address.
The topic for the eleven days, “Irinity, Community and Power: Mapping
Trajectories in Wesleyan Theology,” had been selected in 1992. It was felt
that a study of the doctrine of the Trinity would enable a wide range of
contemporary concerns to be considered and would show them to be
related theologically to one another. For this, recourse was made to the
ways in which the doctrine had been developed and expounded in the
Eastern rather than the Western tradition of the church. In the West, the
primary emphasis over the centuries has tended to be on the unity of the
Godhead, with most attention being given to the Father and the Son, the
Spirit being comparatively ignored. On the other hand, the Eastern
theologians, especially the Cappadocian Fathers, had begun from the
threeness and had explored their relatdonships. Thus the Trinity can be
seen as a model of personhood in community. Fach Person is involved in
the work of the other two (the technical term is perichoresis). The entire
Trinity is engaged in the work of creaton and redemption. The “open
Trinity”—cach Person open to the others and all three together open to
the world in love—thus defines the relationships and the forms of power
to which human beings, created in God’s image, are called and by which
we are to be measured. John Wesley himself had been indebted to the
Fastern tradition in his thinking, and with his emphasis on the Spirit and
the outgoing grace of God had offered a fully trinitarian interpretation of
the gospel, while refusing speculation on whar he termed the “how™ of
God’s being. The invitation to the Institute made reference to the lines
in one of Charles Wesley’s hymns, “You, whom he ordained to be
Transcripts of the Trinity.”*? The Trinity was seen, therefore, as offering
scope for issues of world community, liberation, race and gender rela-
tions, ecumenism, sanctification, and personal devotion to be studied in
the light of the doctrine of God. The doctrine also provided a counter-
balance to prevailing ideas of individualism, autonomy, and the use of
power to dominate.

No doubt one reason for the selection of this theme was the publi-
cation in 1989 of Douglas Mecks’s work on the Trinity, God the
Economist, referred to in the last chapter, and it was appropriate that he
should give the keynote address. However, trinitarian themes had been
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widely explored by theologians in recent years and had formed the basis
of the World Council of Churches’ Canberra Statement in 1991, The
Unity of the Church as Koinonia: Gift and Calling.

Fully to appreciate how these themes were dealt with in plenary
session, it is necessary to read the published volume of addresses, In
various ways they explore the themes outlined here. Meeks set the tone
by referring to the worldwide etfects of poverty on children, to which
the United Methodist bishops had recently drawn attention. The
survival of children and the revival of the churches alike depend on a
recovery of gracious and reciprocal giving as the basis of human commu-
nity, for which the Trinity is both the model and the source. Wesley, with
his stress on the Father’s gift of justification through the Son and sanc-
tification in the Spirit, had well understood this. The contemporary
church, unitarian in all but name, was impoverished by its lack of a trini-
tarian understanding of God. Ted Campbell surveyed the historical
evidence for trinitarian doctrine in the main Methodist and other
Wesleyan traditions. Jiirgen Moltmann stressed the importance of peri-
choresis, the mutual indwelling and shared activity of the Persons in the
Trinity, for a right understanding and ordering of human society. Frances
Young illusrrated Wesley’s debt to the {probably) fourth-century Syrian
writer now known as “Pseudo-Macarius,” but identified in Wesley’s time
with St. Macarius of Egypt. Both Wesley and Macarius drew strongly on
the Trinity, not as doctrine for doctrine’s sake but to undergird the lLife
of holiness. Philip Wogaman addressed the relation between the doctrine
and modern dilemmas in the use of power, while Roberta Bondi
explored the concept of “fatherhood™ in relation to prayer and spiritu-
ality, sensitive both to its difficulty and to the need to reform our ideas
of fatherhood by reference to Jesus. José Miguez Bonino discussed the
doctrine in relation to liberation theology, stressing its importance as
guaranteeing the priority of God’s action in the work of transformation
and as holding together diverse elements of evangelization, service,
conversion, and the struggle for justice.

The working groups seem to have found the theme more difficult.
Ten groups were organized (an increase on previous occasions), each with
the remit to work in the light of trinitarian doctrine.™ An analysis of the
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papers submitted to those groups and such reports of their work as
survive suggest that it was easier for many of them to address issues of
power and community than the Trinity. Over a third of the group papers
did not address the Institute theme at all but dealt only with topics related
to the particular discipline of the group. No one, however, could be
present for ten days in the Institute and not engage with the central issue.

It might have been thought that with the theme “Trinity” the
Institute was returning to the style of its predecessors before 1977, when
some of the classic doctrinal concepts—God, Christ, Holy Spirit,
Church—were explored. Indeed, in 1997 there were some calls for a
return to the Spirit as the theme for 2002. But the Trinity was dealt with
in a way that would hardly have been possible in the 1960s and 1970s,
when the subject would almost inevitably have been treated in an abstract
way. Even ten years before, in 1987, Geottrey Wainwright’s criticism of
the tendency to substitute “Creator, Redeemer, Sanctifier” for “Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit” showed how widely the Persons of the Trinity were
being seen in functional rather than relational terms. Relationship,
however, was the key to the Institute of 1997. To be sure, speakers were
careful to speak of the economic rather than the immanent Trinity—that
is, of God as revealed in the work of creation and redemption, not God
as known only to God. Yet it was recognized that if revelatiou genuinely
reveals God, then what we know by revelation could not be contradicted
by that inner life of God that is not disclosed to us. But God-as-inclusive-
relationship reaches out in creating the universe and its populations and
in drawing that creation into reconciled relationship with itself and with
God. So, individual and corporate salvation—wholeness of spirit, mind,
and body, and of communities in their economic, political, and social rela-
tionships, locally and internationally; the peace of human beings with one
another, their fellow creatures, and their environment—all come within
the gracious embrace of the inclusive Trinity, the depth of whose recon-
ciling love is revealed to us on the Cross. That is the vision that members
of the tenth Institute were invited to take away trom Oxford. Incidentally,
this approach made it possible to give more attention than pteviously to
issues of personal spirituality, as illustrated by Roberta Bondi’s paper and
the inclusion of a group on spirituality and discipleship.
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But some voices challenged the growing consensus. Were we trying
to hang all our pet concerns on one doctrine? Why had we opted for the
Eastern tradition rather than the more monarchical, hierarchical style of
the Western expressions of the doctrine? Was it only because it supported
our preferred emphasis on the nonhierarchical, the inclusive, and the
nonaggressive? And what of that strand in the Eastern tradition, largely
neglected in the discussions, that insists that the Father is the source of
Godhead within the Trinity? It is on that ground that the Eastern
churches resist the Western version of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan
Creed, which speaks of the Spirit proceeding from the Father and the Son
(the filiogne clause). Those questions received no answer at the Institute,
but they are examples of the general issue of selectivity when the tradi-
tion upon which we draw is not uniform.

Disappointments remained. It could still be asked, as on previous
occasions, how far the Institute was globally inclusive. To be sure, the
delivery by Miguez Bonino of the first Dow and Marjorie Kirkpatrick
lecture was an important event. As noted earlier, the lecture is designed
to reflect the perspective of the Third World. As in 1992 a contingent of
Third World representatives met prior to the main Institute and were
able to present to the main gathering a statement of faith, set in an act
of worship. The following sentences give its flavor. After drawing atten-
tion to the worldwide suffering caused by globalization, they affirmed:

We do not accept the logic of alienation, for we are created to be
images of the Trinity; we believe m community and hospitality. We
refuse the logic of patriarchal power, for we are created to be images
of the Trinity; we claim the subverting power of love. . . . We reject
the status of powerless victims, for we claim the transforming power
of the Trinity; we believe in the power of people to create life-giving
alternatives. . . . We reject the interpretation of Genesis as mandate
to exploit and dominate, for God requires of us justice and compas-
sion; we believe that we are an integral part of the groaning creation.

Howevcr, the published volume contains no contributions from
Africa, Asia, or the Pacific. The perspectives are those of Europe and
North and South America. The solitary African address to the plenary
was not printed; some present felt that the presentation was not wholly
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representative of current African theological work. Yet the discussion
that followed revealed how difficult it was for most participants to deal
with material from a different cultural background. The discussion
tended to focus, rather defensively, on what the Christian gospel brought
to Africa. As the printed closing reflections suggested, analogies could
have been drawn between some traditional African ideas and Christian
concepts, in the way that early Christian apologists had drawn analogies
with the Greek philosophical and religious traditions. There were no
contributions to the plenary from Asia or the Pacific. The eleventh
Institute would do better in this respect.

New Creation
The eleventh Institute met in August 2002. The college was Christ

Church, a more spacious environment than any of the previous venues
and one steeped in history. It was founded initially in the sixteenth
century by Cardinal Wolsey and linked to the twelfth-cencury cathedral,
which serves as its chapel. The significance for Methodists particularly
lies in the fact that both John and Charles Wesley studied there as under-
graduates. The Institute theme was “New Creation,” and it proved to be
immensely wide ranging.

The invitation to the Institute emphasized that the theme called for
consideration of both the “old” creation and the hope of the “new.” It
pointed out the many ways in which the theme could be developed:
biblical and historical study, the mission of the church, personal trans-
formation through the work of the Spirit, renewal of the church, the
possibilities of a new social and political order for the world, and the
stewardship of the environment. There was scope for a critique of the
present and an envisioning of the future, for stress on new creation as the
gift of God’s grace and as the call to human responsibility. As on
previous occasions, much of the work was done in subject groups; but
this time there was some attempt to foster interaction by combining
hitherto separate topics, such as ecumenism and evangelism. Also, a new
topic—theological ethics and the technological challenge—was intro-
duced to encourage consideration of the many biomedical and environ-
mental issues raised by technology. Two events lay in the background to
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much of the reflection on this theme: a recent study of John Wesley by
Theodore R].myon,15 to which reference was frequently made, and the
experience of the terrorist attacks on New York and Washingron D.C. on
11 September 2001."°

Inevitably, reflection on the present as the manifestation of the old
creation concentrated on the experience of globalization, in its cultural,
political, economic, and technological aspects. Once again, there was a
Third World Pre-Institute, which was able to examine the theme from a
wide range of perspectives and report later to the full Institute. The
report generated some surprise. Even more so than on past occasions it
focused on an act of worship and included some affirmations. Some were
expecting there to be stronger expressions of anger and frustration at the
ways in which globalization impacts Third World nations. Those feelings
were expressed in the Pre-Instirute itself; but the members chose for
their report to emphasize the possibilities of God’s grace to make all
things new.

Five continents were represented in the persons of the speakers in
the plenary sessions. In this the Institute succeeded in being more widely
representative than its predecessors; and the point was noted also in rela-
tion to the selection of persons to preside over the sessions and to
respond to the speakers. J. C. Park explored the relationship between
Confucian sage learning and Wesley’s quest for holiness, an issue impor-
tant both for interreligious dialogue in Korea and for “the dialogue
within” every Korean Christian who is in touch with traditional Korean
culture. The subject tested many Institute members’ knowledge of
Confucianism and much else besides, for the lecture was very broadly
based in current philosophy and theology. In an exercise in applied
theology, Mvume Dandala illustrated how the church in South Africa is
trying to express the relationship between redemption and the wider
creation in practical terms. Nestor Miguez gave the second Kirkpatrick
lecture, including an analysis of the impact of globalization upon the
poor, and showed how a number of biblical passages dealing wirh the
creation theme imply a critique of the claims of imperial power.

Other papers had a more historical cast. In the keynote address
Randy Maddox outlined the development of John Wesley’s thought in
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terms of the personal, social, and environmental aspects of new creation.
The personal aspect was always primary, but in the 1770s Wesley began
to explore its social and political dimensions, and in the last decade of his
life moved on to the cosmic implications, including animals and the
physical environment. In each of these aspects Wesley stressed new
creation as a process of grace, beginning in the present and calling for
active human response. Maddox concluded by exploring briefly the
implications of all this in the very different context of the twenty-first-
century church. Russell Richey drew on the history of early American
Methodism to illustrate how the movement was seen in a variety of ways
in new creation terms. In a more contemporary vein Mary Elizabeth
Moore, drawing on biblical exegesis, called for a fuller understanding of
repenrance, reconciliation, and reparation than the legalistic interpreta-
tion sometimes given to them. Using Martin Luther King, Jt.s work for
civil rights as a basis, Josiah Young pointed out thar although leader-
ship—*“the drum-major instinct”—could be used negatively in the
service of oppression, it could also be used positively in resistance to
oppression, with the hope of resurrection at the coming of Christ for
those who suffer martyrdom in consequence. Manfred Marquardt
considered the relationship of the apparently contrasting terms global-
ization and kingdom of God.

At the time of writing, the papers and reports of group wotk of the
2002 Institute have not yet been published, and it is premature to
attempt a full assessment. But by the end of the Institute it was clear that
a wide range of issues had been opened up but none fully explored and
that many qucstions remained. How pedantic, for example, in a study of
this kind, should one be about the use of the actual term #ew creqtion?
There are only six occurrences of it in John Wesley’s writings, yet it is
clear that the essence of the idea runs throughout his theology, with its
emphasis on the transformation that God works through the Holy Spirit
and the way in which that transformation affects all relationships in
community. The same could be said of the biblical material. The term is
far less common than the idea. Even so, why was it that obvious texts
such as 2 Cor. 5:17 were not explored in more detail? Much was made
of passages in the Book of Revelation that point to the future. How far
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do these passages point to a fulfilment within time and how far beyond
it? And how do optimistic anticipations of God’s end for the created
universe match with scientific predicions of a final cooling-off of the
cosmos? How far is globalization in its various aspects to be seen as a
benefit, or even potential benefit, and how far are we compelled to
regard it as a curse for the way it divides rich from poor and imposes on
many ancient cultures a global uniformity?

At the end of the ten days many participants were inclined to sum
up the overall mood as pessimistic, in view of the scale of the global
problems. What can be done to change things? What should be the role
of the church in that context? In fact, some felt that too little work had
been done on the church, with most of the attention being given to the
personal and the global. “Is there a church-shaped hole?” asked Mary
Tanner, Anglican observer. One answer may be the one given by
Mvume Dandala. The church can involve itself in local and small-scale
attempts not only to bring new creation practices into being, restoring
the link between human beings and their animal and natural environ-
ment, but also change attitudes in the process. In other words, the
churches can pursue the sort of small-scale goal that Rowan Williams
may have had in mind in 1992. But there is no denying that the forces
of globalization are strong, widespread, and difficult to confront. The
Institute failed, as perhaps was inevitable, to offer specific solutions to
economic problems or the ethical dilemmas relating to new technology.
Few theologians are equipped to deal with such matters. However, they
were challenged in the closing session to become engaged, as Wesley
would have been engaged, in practical as well as theoretical ways of
meeting these challenges.

That challenge does not address the pessimism. The Institute’s
theme was “new creation.” Did it pay too much attention to the old
creation? While there needs to be realism as we look to the future,
engagement in the issues quickly loses energy if it is not driven by hope,
anchored in the Creator, who brings life out of death. It is theology’s
task to draw the contours of that hope. The rapporteurs did touch on
these questions in the final session, but perhaps the Pre-Institute came
closest to positive affirmation.
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What, finally, of John Wesley? Not all the plenary addresses or all the
group discussions succeeded in making a link between Wesley and the
specific subject being treated. Should they have done so? Toward the end
of the Institute the same question was asked in different contexts a
number of times. Are there specifically Methodist ways of responding to
all these issues? Is there a Methodist way of doing systeinatic theology, a
Methodist apologetic, a Methodist spirituality, a Methodist tradition of
political theology, a Methodist cxegesis of Scripture? These questions lie
at the heart of the Institute’s existence and have been implicit
throughout the story we have been telling. To some aspects of them we

turn in the following chapters.
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Chapter 6

THE PLACE OF THE BIBLE

N THE PREFACE TO THE FIRST VOLUME OF HI§ PUBTASHED SERMONS

Johin Wesley declared himself to be “a man of one book.” Tt is clear

from everything he wrote that this did not mean thar he restricted
his reading to the Bible or that he took no account of other influences.
Closer study of his writings reveals a broad basis for his thoughrt in
Scripture, tradition, reason, and experience—in what is nowadays often
referred to as “the Wesleyan quadrilateral.”?‘ However, for Wesley
Scripture was always primary and it has retained its primacy—officially if
not always in practice—in the churches rhat have derived from him. One
would theretore expect bibtical study to be a major component i the
work of the Institute. In fact, the role of Scupture has proved to be
problematic, and the reasons for that are not peculiar to the Institute.

The carly Insticutes began the working sessions of each day with
Bible study in the form of plenary lectures on biblical passages consid-
ered 1o be relevant to the general theme.” The study in 1977 took a
different style, with a more meditative appteach to selected passages, led
by Dorothy Valenzucla and drawing on Latin Anierican experience. In
addition, many of the other papers presented during that period treated
the topic assigned in terms of a review of biblical material with more
general comments based on that review.

But there were problems. At the time there were wide disparities
in the curniculum of ministerial education berween Europe and the
United States and these were reflected in the competence of many of
those attending the Instdtute. There is an anecdote from 1969 of the
German members coming equipped for the Bible study scssions
with their Greek Testaments and photocopies of the Hebrew rext of

Exodus while an American member was wandering around trying to
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find someonc to lend him an English Bible. The Insticute thus posed
a problem for professional biblical scholars. How much rechnical
kinowledge could be taken for granted? Could the texr be studied in
the otiginal languages or only in translation? These difficulties were
accentuated when papers were offeted for publication. In chapter 2 we
have already noted rthe difficulties some contributors had with
Abingdon Press over the printing of Greek quotations or their translit-
eration mto English characters.

A more fundamental problem was, and has continued to be, the inte-
grationl of the biblical matenal with the wider agenda. The formal Bible
studies increasingly were telt to be an isolated capsule with no connec-
tions to what followed in the rest of the day, neither serving devotional
need nor materially contributing to later discussions; and that feeling was
shared by ar least one of the presenters. In 1982, therefore, the Bible
studies were dropped and replaced by a series of biblical meditations in
the daily worship, based on a World Council of Churches’ study booklet,
Dmages of Life. For many, this was going too far. So, in 1987 a biblical
studics group was introduced, to take its place alongside the other
specialist groups that were introduced in 1982. It was not done without

some misgiving. To quote from the correspondence of the ame:

[t is fele that this group would be most likely to cordon itself off by
scholarly methodologies and would have the greatest difficulty
making a contribution to the overall task of rhe Institute. There is
no doubt that we need to make an intentional etfort to assure the
participation of more biblical scholars, but it is thought that they
should be divided among the groups in order to provide a greater
biblical presence throughout the Insritute’s work.

In the end, howcver, a separate group was created in which biblical
specialists could meet on equal terms and the difficulties about language
and background knowledge could be avoided. There has been a marked
gain in this development in that it has been possible to give greater atten-
tion to the Old Testament, whereas most of the work in earlier Institutes
was on the New. Members of the group have also welcomed a forum in
which they openly could relate biblical interpreradon to confessional

concerns, which, for some, is more difficult in their professional setting.

33



ExpLORING METHODISM’'S HERITAGE

But the problem of integration with the rest of the Insttce’s work
has remained. All the subject groups in the Institute are asked each time
to focus on the Institute theme as it applies to their partcular subject
area; but in practice some groups regularly find this easier than others.
In the view of one scholar, who has attended all the sessions of the
biblical studies group over the years, the group was most successful in
relating its work to the general theme in 1992 {on poverty) and 2002
{on new creation). However, the group had difficulty with the 1997
theme on the Trinity; and in 1987, when the theme was the significance
of Methodist teaching and practice for confessing the apostolic faith,
they were “all at sea”™ and spent nmich of their ume on hermeneutics.
That is not surprising, given the theme that vear; but the difficulties with
the Trinity ate harder to account for.

As with other subject groups, pacticularly Wesley studics, efforts have
been made over the years at cross-fertilization bv the introduction of
interdisciplinary groups, in which specialists from different arcas were
brought together either for general discussion or to share papers. Biblical
studies have been included in this process. It has had greater success with
somie subject groups than with others and has gone some way toward
ensuring thar the Institute remains a single community and is not frag-
mented into a series of specialist mini-institutes.* But it has hardly
addressed the central problem, namely, how to relate the general work of
the Institute to the Bible. Remarkably, since 1973 there has not been a
plenary session oftering a systematic presentation and overview of rele-
vant biblical material to form a background to the rest of the Institute’s
wortk, although C. K. Barrett’s lecture on jusuficarion in 1987 came close.
It is not clear why this has been so. It may be that those with biblical
interests (including the present writer) did not press the case hard enough
at the planning stage. Alternatively, it may be that the planners assumed
the biblical backgronnd could be taken for granted, which was surely
overoptimistic, as there are many exegetical questions still unresolved.
There may have been, as the quotation above suggests, tears that any such
presentation would be too csoteric, concerning itself exclusively with
historical context and meaning and offering no pointers to ways n which

the material might be appropriated today. In some years there was not an
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obvious biblical theme to be dealt with; but liberation and sancrificagon
(1977), good news to the poor (1992), the Trinity (1997), and new
creation (2002) were obvious candidates for such treatment.

The ninth Institute in 1992 is a good example. The call 1ssued
beforehand took as its starting point Luke 4:18-19, in which Jesus
quotes verses from Isaial in his sermon at Nazareth. There are numerous
references to the poor in the Bible and considerable debate about their
precise meaning. Had these refetences been treated in the Institure, it
might have restrained some of the more sweeping claims about the
biblical witness made in subsequent discussions. It may have been the
planners’ expectation that ltumeleng Mosala’s contribution would serve
that purpose. As it turned out, his paper, stimulating though it was and
raising unportant issues, focnsed on the interpretation of Exodus 1-2. In
2002 wwo of the lectures included some biblical exegesis, but there was
no systematic presentation of the new creation theme. At the conclusion
of the Institure, some participants observed with some surprise that
neither in the plenary nor in the group scssions had much attenrion been
given to 2 Cor. 5:17, which is one of only two places in the Bible where
the term “new creation” actually appears. Nor had anyonc called atten-

rion to Second Isaiah, where the idea of new creation 1s explored.

Interpreting the Bible

Ar the heart of the difficulties lies a deeper issue, Given that all the
churches in the Wesleyan waditon acknowledge the authority of the Bible,
what role should it play, and how does that relate to the authority ascribed
ro John Wesley? These are large questions, and each church in the
Wesleyan tradinon will develop its own answers. But it may be illuminating,
to look at them from the point of view of the experience of the Instimte.

The dtle of the first Institute, “Biblical Theology and Methedist

b

Doctrine,” is indicative of its time. By 1958 the methods and assump-
tions of the historical-critical method of biblical study were well estab-
lished in the scholarly world and widely, though not universally, accepred
in the churches. The Bible was seen as a collection of historical docu-
ments, to be interpreted in the light of their context. To be sure, there

were differences between the biblical bocks, but these were secondary Lo
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a fundamental unity in their perception of God and God’s redemptive
action in history. God’s salvitic work brought into being a people whose
story finds its culmination in the death and resurrection of Jesus and its
subsequent development in the life of the Christian church. For these
scholars, a clear demarcation cxisted berween the Hebraic world of the
Bible and the various caltures—Egyptian, Assyrian, Babylonian, Greek,
Roman—among which at varions periods lsrael and the church were set.
One could meaningfully speak of a coherent biblical theology; and as the
Rible was authonrative for the church this theology could be regarded as
normative. [n order to grasp this theology one had to set aside all inher-
ited denominational prejudices and allow the biblical text to speak for
itself. Granted, there was vigovous debate in the scholarly wotld as to
how objective and free of presuppositions exegesis could be. However,
i the wider church the notion of a normartive biblical theology to
supplant waditional positions was very attractive because it scemed to
hold out the hope of wanscending denominational divisions and
advancing Christian unity. It also seemed to point the way to a richer and
more substantial theology to counter the shallow and overoptimistc
moralism prevalent in many churches. It is interesting to quote from
notes taken of the discussions among the U.S. delegation on board ship
in 1958 on their way ro Oxford:

The resources of biblical theology provide i our day the only way
to a recovery of the full gospel and not merely an attenuated
personal or social gospel. As biblical thinking was central o
Wesley’s confrontaton of the eighreenth century ethos, so must it
be for our artempt to speak to the condition of the medern world.
Notonly is our involvement in the contemporary world challenging
ws to revitalize our doctrinal concerns, but aiso the universal
Church of Christ through the ecumenical movement is forcing us
to become aware of and ro formulate the theological foundations of
rraditional Methodist emphases on religious experience and action.

Behind the 1958 theme, therefore, lay the assumption of two theo-
logical schemes—the one biblical, the other Methodist, to be set along-
side each other, with the latter always to be judged and correcred by the
tormer. Of course Wesley had bascd himself on the Sciiptures, but he
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had lacked the methods and insights of the historical-crincal method;
theretore, his exegesis of texts must be subjected to the same scruuny as
any other and could not be regarded as normative for the present day.

As the 1960s and 1970s progressed, the assumptions of a unitary
biblical theology began to break down and the wide diversities within
the biblical wadition between different writings and different layers of
wadition were given more weight. The cultural interpenetration between
Isracl and its neighbors also gained wider recognition. In the New
Testament period the distnction berween Palestinian and Hellenistic
Judaism, with a corresponding distinction between types of Christianity,
was seen to be an oversimplification. It was also more widely accepted
that the missionary and apologetic rask of the church roday could not be
fulfilled merely by imposing on wtwenteth-centary culture the percep-
tons of the world and categories of thought that belonged to the first
century or earlier. In spite of this, many of the papers up to and including
1973 present biblical material in a synthenic way, with only limited
regard for the diversity of the material.

More fundamentally, biblical scholars began to acknowledge that the
idcal of a purely objective, prejudice-free reading of Scripture, or any
other rext, is unattainable, Striving for that ideal had indeed brought
some notable rewards. Considerable ecumenical consensus was achieved
over the interpreration of some hitherto disputed passages. But it has
come to be recognized that readers are as much influenced by their
context as were the writers by theirs, and an element in that context is
the conditioning they receive by being nurtured in a particular denomi-
national tadition. This is a more far-reaching change than the decline in
the notion of a single normative biblical theology and has opened up a
wide-ranging debate on the nature of biblical interpretation. In this
debate, the lustorical-critical method has to fight its corner against
competitors such as structuralism and “reader response” theory. Some
scholars have argucd that we cannor know what the text originally meant
or was intended to mean. If pushed to its extreme, that position would
imply that there cannot be such a thing as més-interpretation, for every
interpretation would be valid for that interpreter and there would be no

external coterion by which another could judge it invalid. Most scholars
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would not go that far, but would hope that in offering to the public a
particular interpretation from a particular context they are illuminating
the text for others, whose context and presuppositions may be ditferent.
There are now many different “readings” of Scripture on offer—libera-
tionist, Black, femtnist, Asian, Marxist, and so on. These readings may or
may not draw on traditional historical-critical methods, bur they are
avowedly readings from a particular perspective. Since 1977 these
perspectives have been represented in the papers and discussions of the

Institute. The biblical studies group has seen many examples.

A Methodist Reading?

The question naturally arises: Can there be a Methodist, or Wesleyan,
reading of Scripmre?s What other reason can there be for a group of
Methodists to consider biblical texts on, say, the “new creation,” unless
there is some possibility that they will read those texts differently from
Presbyterians or Roman Cathelics? Or is 1t stll the hope, as it was at the
beginning, that recourse to biblical texts would somehow impose a disci-
pline on other subject groups? Biblical specialists and those who work in
other branches of theology sull regard cne another with some suspicion,
with biblical scholars cnticizing the use others make of the Bible as
selecting “proof-rexts,” and their rivals looking on the professional study
of the Bible as obscurantist.

The queston whether there can or ought to be a distinctive
Methodist exegesis of Scripture was addressed by Walcer Klaiber in a
paper for the biblical studies group in 1987.° He drew attention to the
way in which Methodists, because of their tradition, may have a deeper,
distinctive insight into the meaning of certain texts, and cited as exam-
ples the understanding of salvation as a personal reality for each indi-
vidual, Wesley’s characteristic combination of indicative and imperative
as illuminating texts abont salvation, and Methodist connectionalism as
helping to understand the relationship of local churches in Paul’s letters.
Klaiber acknowledged that Methodist traditional nnderstandings mighe
be challenged by the biblical text itselt or by the insights brought to it
by other traditions. He then discussed the “Wesleyan quadrilateral” in

the use of Scriprure; but at the end of a carcful discussion he remained
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doubtful whether a clearly distinguishable Methodist intetpretation was
cither possible or wise.

Other scholars, particularly from Britain, who have commented on
the Institute, have been dismissive of the possibility of a “Methodist
reading.” One has to admit that it is hard to see any obvious denomina-
tional affiliation in much of the work published by biblical scholars
worldwide, even when those scholars have strong church links or, for
that matter, why there should be in most of the work they do. Bur there
are sensitive areas, particufarly in relation to certain theological themes,
such as election and perfection. It is often possible to recognize denom-
inational influences in the way these are handled. The 1987 Instrmute
provides an intetesting case in point. In this Institute, the internationally
distinguished Methodist New Testament scholar C. K. Barrett gave a
paper on Righteousness and Justification. In the paper, he assessed
Wesley’s teaching against the theology of the Pauline letrers, drew some
unfavorable comparisons with Luther, and made some observations on
the consequences for Christian life, theology, and the church. It was an
impottant statement. However, some participants would have felt that
the influence of Lutheran scholarship apparent in much of Barrett’s work
generally had led him to concentrate too exclusively on justification and
that more needed to be said about the implications of the noun right-
eonsness in Paul for Wesley's understanding of sanctification.

The question of a Wesleyan or Methodist reading of Scripture there-
fore temains an unresolved issuc for a future Instirute to address. It will
not be easy, given the fluid state of current biblical stedies and the many
competing approaches to the text that are now on offer. But we might
venture a small step in the direction of an answer by making some rather
obvious and basic points against the background of the present situation,
which has moved on somewhat from when Klaiber addressed the ques-
ton i 1987, We should acknowledge at the outset that some of the
points that tollow would be equally true for other Christian traditions.

The first point is that a Methodist reading will approach the text as
sacred Scriprure. In contrast to the way in which it is studied in many
scholarly circles, a Methodist reading would not treat Scripture merely as

a historical phenomenon, of interest simply as an artifact (or collection of
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artifacts) of a bygone culture or as part of the study of the history of reli-
gions or as a specimen of literary creativity. Those arc legitimate aventies
of inquiry and contribute to our overall understanding; but they cannot
exhaust the task. For Methodists the Bible is the rext throngh which God
i« communicated to us. We do not merely observe the text; we are
addressed by it. In the final analysis, undersranding 1s a gift of the Holy
Spirit, and a key to its interpretation is the corporate experience of the
church, which through the centuries has preserved it for use. Whatever
may be the precise understanding of the process by which it comes about,
a Methodist reading presumes that the Bible is a source of revelation.

Second, it follows that it is impossible to read the textas a Methodist
adequatcly without engagement with its theological and ethical content.
The problems inherent in reading a theological message “into” or “out
of? the text (ciscgesis versus exegesis) cannot be avoided. Yet it is worth-
while to remember that, unlike what was expected of the Biblical
Theology movement, Mcthodists do nor claim that their reading
excludes all other possibilities. It is offered not as #he reading, universally
valid and excluding all others, but rather as a legitimate insight into the
potential of the text for the Methodist community, and possibly for
others, for the present time. Bebind the notion of “readings”™ is the
recognition that those who accept the Scripuures as sacred text may find
them speaking in different ways to different communities in different
contexts. The ecnmenical and exegetical challenge arises when different
readings appear to conflict.

Third, we may revert to Klaiber’s observation that all interpretation
of the text rakes place within a given communiry—whether a community
of scholars or a community of believers—sharing a common history or
an experience of oppression. Given the influence of the tradition to
which he or she belongs, a Methodist interpreter likely will take a partic-
nlar interest in those texts that tend to support that tradition, inter-
preting these in a way that confrms that support, while finding texts
problematic that call that wadition into question. It is not a matter of
coming to the text with a deliberartely closed mind bt of acknowledging
the influence the tradidon is likely to have.

Fourth, a Methodist reading will not be exclusive. Wesley himself
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read the Scriptures in a particular personal and social context. Those who
had no inkling of the kind of inner struggle through which he and many
others of his time passed found it hard to see in the scriptural ext the
message of gracious release that was so apparent to him. Methodists
across the world roday read the Bible in a wide variety of personal and
social contexts. A Methodist reading may thus be complemented by
other readings—Iliberal, femninmst, Confucian, and so on. The Merhodist
tradirion becomes part of the complex context in which the particular
interpreter operates. One can therefore reasonably speak of 2 Methodist
reading, bur one cannot point to anything that would qualify as zhe
Methodist interpretation.”

The final feature of a Methodist reading will surely derive from
Wesley’s own practice. It has often been observed in Institute discussions
that Wesley's interest in theologv is essentially in its application to
Christian living. He had littde time for questnons he considered “specu-
lative.” The preface to the sermons quoted thus far makes the point: “I
abstain from all nice and philosophical speculations. . . . I want to know
one thing—the wav to heaven.” The Notes on the Old and New
Testaments illustrate the same concern. The center of Wesley’s thought
is soteriological; it concerns sin and salvation. So the test of the reading
of Scriprure is whether it issues in an obedient response. Again, this is
not to disparage the use ot Scriprure in wider theological debarte. Rather,
it is to emphasize that a characteristically Metbodist reading will concen-
trate on those issues that are of importance for the church and wdividual
Christians in their response to the grace of God and in their responsible
living in and for the world. The matter is well summed up in some lines
from one of Charles Wesley’s hymns:

Come, divine Interpreter,

Bring me eyes thy book o read,
Ears the mvstic words to hear,
Words which did from thee proceed,
Words that endless bliss impart,
Kept im an obedient heart.”
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Chapter 7

ECUMENISM AND WESLEYANISM

N A PAPER GIVEN TO THE SEVENTH INSTITUTE IN 1982, AND OFTEN

quoted since, Geoffrey Wainwright drew attention to the distine-

tion, attributed to Bonhoefter, between diachronic and synchronic
approaches to ccumenism, characterizing the European and American
atgtudes rcspectively.l Europeans begin from the memory of a unity
once given and now lost through various schisms and look for its
recovery, while in the United States the current experience of a muld-
plicity of competing denominations tends to encourage an acceptance of
diversity and the search for distinctiveness. it is hard to say to what
extent this is true of Continental Furopean Mecthodists, who form tiny
minorities in relation to other churches and for whom a distinctive image
is correspondingly impottant. However, it is rrue that, at least in Britam,
much greater emphasis has been placed on union schemes, particularly
between Methodists and Anglicans. In early ninetcenth-centnry
England, links between Methodist socicties and Anglican parish
churches were still quite strong in places. in the owentieth century,
Britain—especially England—was noted internationally for the develop-
ment of local ecumenical partnerships, mn which congregations ol
different denominational atfiliation share buildings, worship, and, some-
times, pastoral oveesight. The British Methodist Conference regularly
authorizes and appoints ministers of other denominations in local
churches and regards them for all purposes during the time of the
appointment as having the status of Methodist ministers. This has
fostered a climate of ecumenical thinking. Moreover, churches origi-
nating from British overseas expansion and missionary activity have
entered into union churches in north and south India, and in Zambia

and Australia. In Britain, two unity schemes—one bilateral, the other
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broader—came within a hair’s breadth of adoption in 1972 and 1982.
For these and other reasons the British have tended to play down the
search for a Methodist brand image, and in the early years of the
Institute were somewhat dismissive of the American interest in Wesley as
a theologian. One of the achievements of the Instimute since 1982 has
been the rekindled interest in Britain in the theological significance of
Yohn Wesley and an awareness of the importance for the contemporary
church of studying him. We will return to this issue shortly, but for th.c
moment let us look at the ecumenical dimension of the Institute’s work.

The corollary of the distinction we have just noted is the ambiguity
of the word ecumenical. It was only in 1951 that the World Methodist
Council adopted its present title, Prior to thar it was known as the
“Oecumenical Methodist Conference”; and for some in world
Methodist circles the word ecumenical stll implies primarily the rela-
tienship between the different Methodist chiuches in the world. The
mauguration in 1948 of the World Conncil of Churches as the main
international expression of the wider ecumernucal movement was a major
factor in changing this percepton.

That wider movement formed the explicit background against which
the Institute was conceived. The Institute’s first meeting in 1958 declared,
“The project . . . was designed not for sectarian ends, but to give an oppor-
runity for representatives of world Methodism to consider how, as a world
conununion, we might play a worthier part in the thinking and action of
the Universal Chorch.”® As we have already seen, the Institute has
responded to initiatives from the World Council of Churches and its Faith
and Order Commission, notably in 1982 (“Bapusm, Eucharist, and
Ministry™) and 1987 {“Toward the Common Expression of the Apostolic
Faith Today”). The 1991 Canberra Statement, “The Unity of the Church
as Koinonia: Gift and Calling,” was certainly in the background of the
[997 Institute on the Thnity. Some of the Insdtute’s contiburors, such as
Raymond George, Rupert Davies, Geoffrey Wainwright, Albert Outler,
Peter Stephens, and William Cannon, have also contributed significantly to
the wider ecumenical scene. These and other Institute members have also
taken part in the varions formal dialogues held by the World Methodist

Council with the Roman Catholic Church and other world communions.
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The Institute has also from time to time invited speakers from other
Christian traditions. Major papers have been given by C. H. Dodd
(1962), David Jenkins (1965}, Ian Ramsey {1969), S. J. Samartha, john
Meyendorft and W. ]. Hollenweger (1973}, Giinther Gassmann and
Adrian Hastings (1987), and Jirgen Moltmann (1997}, In addition,
there have been other contributors to less formal sessions. Fcumenical
observers, often officially appointed by their churches, also have played
an important part.3 They have made a valuable contribntion in helping
members see themselves as othets see them. Perhaps it would have been
salutary if, on occasion, they had been more critical; as guests they may
have been too courteous. On the other hand, they have often expressed
some envy that there is no comparable institution in their own
communion and have encouraged Institute members to feel that the
enterprisc is worthwhile. The World Council of Churches’ Giinther
Gassmann remarked in 1987 that this was exactly what world
communions ought to be doing. Perhaps the most mcmorable of such
ccumenical contributions has been the one by Rowan Williams, referred
to in chapter 5.

But ambivalence has marked this ecumenical dimension. The
program of each Institute has included a session for reports on union
schemes and other conversations around the world. These have had only
moderate success. Because of the time required for reporting and the
particularity of the different contexts for the varions conversations
there has been little opportunity or inclination for debate. The 2002
session particularly was notable for its poor attendance.* While a few
members remain committed to the practical demands of ecumenical
dialogue and negotiation, the interests of the majority have clearly
lain clsewhere. In some parts of the world there is little realistic
prospect of ccumenical cooperation, while in other parts there is
cooperation but little interest in uniung denominations. For some
people, the church is understood as the company of those who are
faithful to Jesus and is not identified wich denominational structures.”
For many others, the call to engage in the “kingdom issties” of
justice, liberation, and working alongside the poor, in collaboration with

anyone willing to be a fellow traveler, has far greater urgency than
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tormal interchurch relatdonships. For them, concentration on such
domestic issues would be a betrayal ot that calling.

Thus, although in 1982, 1997, and 2002 there were working groups
specifically devoted to ceclesiology, it is not a subject in which the
Institute overall has shown much interest. It is perhaps significant that it
was precisely the absence of reference to the church that caught the
attention of the Anglican observer Mary Tanner in her teview of the
working-gtoup reports in 2002.° Albert Outler’s judgment in 19627
thar Methodism lacks a doctrine of the church would seem to be borne
out. On the other hand, a plausible claim could be made that there is an
implied ecclesiology, if only a negative one, iu the decision to give
priority to other issues. The point here, it must be swessed, is the
doctrine of the chnrch. Over the years, there has been plenty of discus-
sion of the practice of the church, both in terms of mission and of the
nurowring of discipleship.

In 1982, and again in 1987, Geoffrey Wainwright did address the
question of Methodism’s relationship to the wider ecumenical move-
ment. His 1982 lecture has already been mentioned. He began by
swessing the point just made: “There is no preaching and living of the
gospel without at least an implicit ecclesiological claim being made.”
After an cxtensive review of different ways of relating Methodism to the
wider Chnstian community he took up a conclusion that Albert Ontler
had reached in an earlier publication. Suessing that separate denomina-

ticnal existence could only be seen as provisicnal, he looked forward to

a united Christian community . . . in which the distinctive witness
of divers denominations, functiong as “orders,” “societies,” or
“movements” under their own self-appointed heads, will be
couserved within a wider catholic perimeter, organized constitu-
tionally on some collegial and conciliar pattcrn.g

That view is some distauce away from what was in the minds of
some, at least of che Britsh, attending the first Insututes. In these eatly
years there was talk of separate denominations needing te die in order to
rise again in a fully vnited church. It is also far from the way in wlhich

some churches think of themselves as more or less complete in them-
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selves, the sole guardians of the true Christian tradition—an attitude
Wainwright gently exposed to ridicule at the beginning of his 1982
address. In 1987, using the World Council of Churches’ study Towards
the Common Expression of the Apostolic Faith Todmy as a context,
Wainwright uoderlined the view of Methodism as part, not the whole, of
the church, by reviewing what Methodism might learn from the wider
church, as well as what it might give to it.'? To what extent his vicws are
representative is not clear, as the issue has not been fully tested 1n

Institute debates over the years.

The Methodist Family
In terms of the narrower understanding of ecumenism as the relatuon-
ship of churches in the Methodist tradition, the 1nstdture has made stren-
nous cfforts to be more geographically inclusive. Recall the original
intention in the 1950s to create a forum in which Methodists from
around the world coutd share insights and expetiences and learn from
one another. We have already drawn attention to how difficult it is to
achieve this. In the early years, especially, there were relatively few
Methodist scholars outside the United States and Great Britain who
could be invited to participate. Then there is the perennial problem of
finding the money to enable them to attend. Even in 2002 the number
of members from any one region outside Europe and North America
was very limited. Moreover, on a number of occasions thus far we have
pointed out the Instrute’s failure to give adequare attention to the
concerns of these members. Those from Larin America have been more
successful than most in getring a hearing, and the Institute has dealt with
the issues of poverty and power that they have voiced. But it has been
harder for Westernized menibers to enter into the cultural and interfaith
issues raised in the various countries of Asia, Africa, and the Pacific.
Conversely, in some group work, members from those countries have
found it hard to enter into discussions centered upon Western issues.
The Institute has also tried to broaden its coverage of the wider
Methodist family. Since 1977 representatives of the Church of the
Nazarene, the Wesleyan Church, the Free Methodist Church, and other

churches that trace their origins and inspiration back to John Wesley
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have been included in the Institute and have contributed significant
papers. With a few notable exceptions the Institute has been less
successful in attracting representatives of the African Merhodist
Episcopal Church, the African Methodist Episcopal Church Zion, and
the Christian Methodist Episcopal Church. In a far-reaching survey of
attitudes to the poor in the post-Wesleyan period, Donald Dayton
argued in 1992 that the Salvation Army and Chilean Pentecostalists
should also be included in the family."! This point was taken up in some
ot the group discussion bur has so far not borne fruit,

The general broadening of the constinuency has created some concep-
tual problems. How should it be described? Some churches retain the
word Methodist or Wesieyan in their titles and thereby advertise their
orgins. Others, such as the Church of the Nazarene, do not. In Britain the
term Wesleyan would commounly be repgarded as a historically restricted
title, referring to one of the three denominations that uniced ’in 1932 to
form the Methodist Church. Tt has become common in the lnstitute to
refer to “the Methodist and Wesleyan” tradigons, neither term being
wholly satisfactory on its own. The phrase is cumbersome and is often, as

many times 1 these pages, reduced to “Methodist” for economy.

What of Wesley Himseif?

Ar the heart of all this lies the question: What significance does John
Wesley have for the churches that derive their existence, immediately or
more remortely, from the eighteenth-century movement he led, and what
significance onght he to have?'? The significance officially accorded to
Wesley in the varions churches differs widely. Many includ’c reference to
some of his writings in their title deeds. In Britain and many of the
churches derived from British Methodism, the Forgy-four Sermons and
the Notes on the New Testament are cited among the Doctzinal Standards.
The United Methodist Church includes also the Articles of Religion and
the Gemeral Rules. But since its anion with the Evangelical United
Brethren in 1968, The United Methodist Church has also included
Philip Otterbein and Jacob Albright among its founding figures. Yor
some the reference to Wesley’s writings is simply a historical legacy—an

embarrassment, even—while for others 1t is a test of orthodoxy and a
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source of renewal for essential cmphases in the life of the church and the
individual. The differences would be even greater if one were to exaniine
Attiudes in the pew. In some places, May 24th, or the Sunday nearest to
it, is observed enthusiastically in commemoration of Wesley’s experience
at Aldersgate Street; in other places, it 1s ignored. Some would regard
the atrention given to John Wesley as backward looking and irrelevant,
whiile others consider it a mark of identty within the Christian family.

ln the fist two Instirutes, and again in 1973, the interaction
between Scripture, contempolary ideas, and traditional Methodist
theology was discussed vigorously, while in 1965 and 1969 it was largely
ignored. However, since 1977 each Institure has focused specifically on
Tohn Wesley and the Wesleyan tradition. So the question in what sense
Wesley should be seen as important for the contemporary church has
been inescapable. Various answers have been offered, but it is not clear
that any consensus has been reached.

The preliminary question to be addressed is this: which Wesley? Rex
Kissack once claimed that one of the reasons for holding the Institute in
Oxford, where John Wesley’s initial spiritual awakening and early strug-
gles took place, was 1o counterbalance a heavy, almost exclusive,
emphasis upon Aldersgate. In the 1950s and 1960s, the popular image
of Weslev on both sides of the Atlantic was of a man whose development
culminated in the turning point of 24 May 1738, when his heart was
“srrangely warmed,” with a consequential emphasis on religious experi-
ence as the characteristic feature of Methoedism.

The strongest challenge to that caricature was offered at the 1982
Institute by Albert Outler, in a paper to which many Wesley scholars
have since looked back as sctting the agenda for subsequent work
Outler himself regarded the paper asa major contribution to the subject.
He outlined three phases in the study of Wesley. In the firse, beginning
immediately after his death, Wesley was the concern almost exclusively of
Methodist historians, and the picture they developed of him served the
interests of their churches. It was selcctve and uncritical, based on inad-
equate evidence and presented him as a cult hero. The second phase, in
the twenticth century, tended in reaction o focus on particular aspects

of Wesley’s life and thought and was less interested in his relationship to
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contemporary Methodism, leaving “a full generation (or more) of
Methodist theologians whose thought has been touched quite lightly by
Wesley himself (save for the purposes of occasional incantation).”** In
contrast, some latched on to selected aspects of Wesley’s work in order
to give authority to particular movements or positions. The third phase

-~ [ ’
for which Outler appealed, would be based on a full, critical, edition of
Wesley's writings. It would study Wesley in his own context and take full
:fccount of the ecumenically wide-ranging theological sources he used
for his thinking and the contemporary influences upon him. Lt would
cover the entire corpus of his writings, giving equal weight to his larer
work before moving on to consider his relevance for today. ‘This approach
stands in sharp contrast to the practice of appealing to ngesiey piccemeal
to authorize ideas that have been independently developed or simply
quatrying his writings for proof-texts. As Outler put it, “Back to Weslev

and his sources, and then forward.” Costa Rican scholar Elsa Tame;

made a similar point, albeit in less derall, ar the same Ynstitute 1

I?rawing attention to the very different context in which Wesley worked
hom. that‘ experienced in Latn America today, she argued against
quoting hum at random and suggested a relating of relationships: Wesley
in relation to his context to be related to us in relation to ours.

Outler’s approach has proved to be fruitful and has greatly helped o
reinstate Weslev studies in Britain and elsewhere, where traditional and
rather hackneyed stereotypes had led to the feeling that he had litde to
ofter to the contemporary church. To concentrate on Wesley, so the argn-
ment went, was to look backward and to put a brake on ecurnenical
progress. What we ought ro be doing is to seek common ground with
other Christian traditions rather than to emphasize what is peculiar to
Iv.icthf)chsts. Tt is stll difficult, however, tor those who are not professional
historians to take full account of Outer’s program. The old image of
Wesley as the cult hero dies hard and tends to rise again in a new guise
and one gets ghimpses of it in Institute presentatons and dcbat;s. 11;
many arcas of thought and practice, s Outler knew better than most
Wesley was not the innovator he is sometimes assumied to be, and thouoh)
he undoubtedly dominated his movement, he did not work alone. i

But cven when he is seen in that broader perspective, how should
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Wesley function in relation to today’s church? Is he no more than a
historical figure, the onc who happened to set the Methodist movement
{1 motion— the “eponymous hero in the communion of saints,”** now to
be left behind? The trouble is, Methodists cannot give account of them-
selves in relation to other Christian traditions without some reference to
their ovigins, so that inevitably they are associated with him. “If we ave
Methodists, we cannot veject our ties with the rradition that considers
John Wesley its founder.”"” “We’ve got Wesley for better or worse, and
we’te going to keep hio.”'® Is Wesley to be seen as an overbearing parent
who will not release his childven from conformity to his ideas? There are
those who call for such deference; but we cannot ignore the many differ-
ences between the world in which he functioned and the one we now
face. Some more subtle understanding of the relationship is called for.
There have been several suggestions in the course of recent Insttutes.
One suggestion, favored by Ouder himself, has been to refer to John
Wesley as a “mentor”’”; that is, as someone from whom we may learn
and who puts questions to our current ideas and practce. It does not
follow from such an undersranding that we are thereby always called into
line. There may be justifiable reasons for moving beyond the position he
adopted. His nnderstanding of biblical inspiration is a case in point. Over
the past two centuries, archacological discoveries and scholarly worlc
have led most theologians to express their understanding of inspiration
in terms different from Wesley’s. But if Wesley is accorded the status of
mentor it ensures that when we differ from him the departure is delib-
erate and well grounded, and not merely the result of thoughtless drift.
Such a concept also has the virtue that it does not give Wesley exclusive
influence. There can be other mentors besides, as Qutler noted.
The image used in the tite of the 1997 Institute was “trajecrories,”
2 mathematical term that conjures up the image of a missile launched
from the ground and following a flight path that, because of the forces
acting on it, is neither dead staight nor random. Our current theoltog-
ical ideas, it might be said, “take off” from Wesley and are controlled to
some extent by their point of origin; but they are influenced also by
other factors, and so move beyond their starting pOoiNt to SOME 1EW POSI-

tion. They never move simply in a straight line.
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The merit in both these images is that they leginmize the process of
theological interaction with contemporary countexts as well as with the
resources of the past. They do not requite Methodist theology to stand
still or to replicate an eighteenth-century system in all its detail. But is
“system” the appropriate word to use of Wesley’s thought? It has been
common to disregard him when enumerating the constructive theolo-
gians of the Christian past precisely because he does not offer a system.
Although the collected sermons and other writings deal with some more
general themes, the vast bulk of his work is about soteriology—that is,
about sin and redemption, faith and holiness, judgment and grace.
I\.florcover, these themes are set out, not in the form of systematic trea-
tises bur in more occasional works, sermons, journals, letters, tracts
polemical pamphlets, and minutes of conversations, along with collecj
tions of hymns, the majority of which were written by his brother,
(Jh?lﬂcs‘ Twe conclusions may be drawn from this. First, Wesley’s theo-
logical work was intimately linked to his missional and pastoral vocation.
He concentrated on defining the doctrines central to his and his helpers’
preaching and pastoral work. In terms of the agenda of the 1744
Conference, the key questions were these: “What to teach? How to
teach? What to do?”* Second, Wesley’s writing was geared to resourcing
and responding to the needs of the Methodist people and defending
their cause. He was a “folk theologian,” or “people’s theologian. ™!

Thus, some have suggested that Wesley’s guiding mfluence should
be seen principally in terms of his theological method ** 1t was a method
geared to the needs of ordinary people, not academic debate, engaging
not for the sake of comprehensiveness and “academic respecrabilicy”
with the entize range of theological issues but with those that relate to
salvation and employing a variety of media of expression rather than
relying exclusively on the printed treatise.” It is, in Wesley’s own words
“practical diviniry.”24 In line with this, many scholars, particularly David)
Lowes Watson, have argued rhat fdelity to Wesley’s method involves
both practce and theory. Thus, theologians who discuss mission must
also engage in it. Commitment to the poor means move than theorizing
about poverty; it calls also for encounter. Some subject groups have

made attempts to implement this method by visiting local projects and
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churches. It is difficult, though, for a substantial group of largely p.ros—
perous and mainly toreign theologians to descend on the more deprived
areas of Oxford without being regarded merely as sightsecrs.

One can take the suggestion about method a step further. In thezslast_
chapter we made reference to the so-called “Wesleyan quadrilateral” of
Scripture, rradition, reason, and experience. While Wesley never used the
term or ever broughr those four factors together in the way the term
quadrilateral implies, the fact is thar all four factors inﬂuc.n-ced his
thinking thronghout his life—5cripture, of course, playing a de c&su.fe L'OI.C.
The United Methodist Church has incorporated the quadrilateral into 1ts
official statement, “Our Theological Task.”*® Other churches have not
taken this official step; bur it has been suggested that the appeal to axpe-
rience, however defined, alongside tradiion and reason and in conju.nc—
don with Scripture is a disunctively Wesleyan contribution to rheol'og_?ncal
method.”” For Wesley, “experience” primarily meant personal religious
experience. However, in modern times the term has often been broad-
ened to embrace human experience 1 general—scientific discovery or the
collective experience of communides under oppression. |

More recently, emphasis has been placed on Wesley’s commitment 1o
the poor as providing 2 significant key to his theological approach. The
1992 Institute dealt extensively with this theme, although the papeys
reveal some disagreement about the extent to which benefit to the poor
was a fundamental principle for Wesley’s theolog_\(.28 This aspect of
Wesley’s work has attracted interest especially from Latin Amcrican
theologians committed to giving voice to the experience of the contemn-
porary poor. Wesley’s commitment is more significant in this .rcgard thu:n

his ability to diagnose and address the structural CT.QISCS of poverty, in
which he was limited by the perceptions of his time.”

What of particular doctrinal emphases Several have been suggcs_tcd:
his particular way of connecting justification and sanctification, c.tfeo
tively combining Catholic and Reformation cmphases; his emphasis on
the primacy of grace; and his understanding of the work of the Holy
Spirit.*? The 1977 Institure explored the relationship berween s?an—cnh-
cation and liberation, with the intention of discovering what insights

Wesley could offer to contemporary liberation theologics. The implica-
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tion of his doctrine of sanctification—that salvation involved the trans-
formaoon of the human condition and not only the restoration of right
relationships with God—has been stressed repeatediy.® Alternatively,
some have argued that it is not one particular doctrine, or selecuon of
doctrines, but the rclation between them all-—the “proportion {or
analogy) of the taith”*—that forns Wesley’s significant legacy.

Before ending chis survey, it is worth notng some more critical
points. For most Methodists the influence of John Wesley may be felt in
two ways. One is by deliberate attention to his life and work, in the way
we have just been considering. But most churches in the Methodist or
broader Wesleyan traditions also carry evidence of s influence in their
organization and general cthos. There is tuly a mraditon of ideas and
practices carried from generation to generation in the life of the church,
although more marked and consistent in some churches than in others.
This raises the quesuon of Wesley’s status in relation ro those who
succeeded lum. Although there has been a working group since the
Institute of 1987 to address the history of the movements after Wesley,
there has beenn some ambivalence of attutude. There has been a pervading
tendency to treat nineteentli- and twentieth-century history in terms of
its decline from the Wesleyan ideal. In 1992, Donald Dayton aced the
loss of identification with the poor and the development of Methodism
as a middle-class inovement to an ambivalence in Wesley himsel£.** Tt las
becn hard to detect the idea of positive development in the discussion.

1t is fair to ask whether such concenmration on John Wesley alone
does justice to a doctrine of the Holy Spiritin the life of the church. Of
course, the furcher one goes into the nineteenth century the more one
is looking at people and movements whose influence was less on the
Methodist and Wesleyan movement as a whole and more on particunlar
segments of it. It may well be the case that as an international body
embracing a wide range of taditons, the [nstitute cannot go beyond
John Wesley, since he is the only person all have in common. However,
for some of the churches represented, such an apparently exclusive
emphasis upon Wesley may represent a distortion,

A similar issue arises over John Wesley’s brother, Charles. There have

been welcome moves recently, particularly under the influence of S, T.
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Kimbrough, Jr., to introduce Charles Wesley into the discussions. The
1992 volume included a paper by Xambrough, given in another context.
In 1997 there was a session to sing Charles’s hymns and in 2002 the
plenary sessions were regularly introduced by singing his hymns.**
Theologically, Charles and John were not identical twins, although the
main outlines of their thought were similar. In terms of popular
Methedism, at least in Britain, the tradition has been more fully
absorbed through hymnody than by any other means.*® The Institute
has not engaged in any systematic comparison of the two brothers. A
restraining factor, once again, is the fact that the use of Charles’s hymns
is not shared to any great degree by all the churches (hymns do not easily
translare), although such a study might stimulate greater attention, as
the Institure has succeeded in doing with the works of John.

To return to John, it is worth noting the extent to which the studies
of him, at Jeast in the plenary sessions, have been issue-driven: sanctifi-
cation and liberation, pluralism, the poor, the Trinity—all themes
suggested by aspects of the contemporaty simation. In consequence,
relatively litde attention has been given to some issues that would appear
to have been important to Wesley himself or significant for the eventual
separation of Methodism ar his death: personal piety, Holy Commumon,
preaching, discipline, the organizaton of socicties, church order, and
ministry.”® However, in the history of the churches represented at the
Institute, these issiies have been important and often controversial. It is
also interesting to note that in 1977 the Roman Catholic Cuthbert Rand
felc that the influence of John Wesley was not as strong as he had
expected. “As a Catholic I had been inclined to assume that there must
be a close parallel berween the influence of Wesleyan spirituality and, say,
Carmelite spirituality in the Catholic Church, or between John Wesley
and St. Francis.” Can it be that the sixth Institure and its successors have
been more concerned with Wesley’s theology than with his spintuality,
of which his commitment to the poor, which successive Institutes have
addressed, was only one dimension?

So we return to the question: What status should Wesley have in the
life of the diverse churches that derive from his movement? Clearly, the

Institute can sumulate reflection on this issiie by the sharing of points of
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view, but it cannot prescribe an answer that will fir all. The constituency
“Methodist” and “Wesleyan” is too broad for such uniformity. A dange'r
exsts that concentrating on Wesley may blind us to the vast Christian
heritage that preceded him, and to which he was himself deeplv indebted.*
Any notion that it “began” with John Wesley could lead Methodism into
becoming a sect. It is interesting that in 1987 the observer from the
Retormed rradition, Brenda Stephenson, reported back to her sponsoring
bodies her surprisc that so much attention was paid ro Wesley and so rela-
tively litle to the Bible. She went on to note that sometimes his “name was
o more than a rallying cry, or a way of giving authoriry to pet theologies.”
Therein lies the danger with Wesley, as with any other figure from the past
whom we wish to treat as authoritative—or, indeed, with the Scriptures. In
her trearment of the issue noted above, Elsa Tamez pointed out that the
alternarive to ignoring Wesley, which she atgued was impossible, was often
to “force” him to be on our side. But “we cannot attribute to Wesley some-
thmg that cannot be found in his context regardless of whether this is due
to limitations of historical conditions or his particular view of class.” The
temptation, however, is great—at least for some.

It is perhaps appropriate to return to the distinction with which this
chapter began. For some churches in the worldwide fellowship their
distinctiveness as Methodists is a matcer of great importance, and Wesley
is an aid to defining their identity. For other churches, different concerns
prevail, whether it be the struggle against oppression and poverty, the
battle with a pervasive secularism, witness in the face of the dominance
of other faiths, or the call to reconciliation with other Christian tradi-
tions for the sake of mission with integrity. When all the churches added
together in a country form only a tiny munority within the population,
what can be said with one voice to the prevailing culture can seem more
important than the articulation of those issues that make each church
distinctive. One service the Institute can perform for world Methodism
is to cnable those priorides to be shared and understood more widely
and the various parts of the one family to learn from one another. -
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Chapter 8

EVANGELISM, DIALOGUE, AND
LIBERATION

HEN BRITISH METHODISTS CELERRATED THE CENTENARY OF

Methodism in 1839 they were looking back—not to 1725,

when John Wesley began his serious spiritual teading; or to
1729 and the beginnings of the Holy Clab, to which the nickname
“Methodist™ was first artached (both dates that Wesley himself tended to
quote in describing the rise of Methodism'); or again, as many WO,:.]ld
roday, to 1738, when on May 24 his “Leart was strangely warmed ;1-t
the r;nccting in Aldersgate Street, London. Rather, they looked to 2 1"&]?1‘11
1739, when Wesley first began preaching in the open air, IF is striking
cvidence that early nineteenth-century Methodism regarded itself essen-
tally as a movement for mission. In fact, Wesley’s statement of Gr(.)d’S
pnq;)osc in raising up the Methodist preachers—“to refo.rm the nation,
and in particular the church; o spread scriprural holiness over the
land™ —was repcated, with adaptations, in official statements on both
sides of the Atlantic well inro the nineteenth century. Mission Is in the
Methodist genes.

What does mission mean m the contemporary scene? Even Wesley's
1763 statement, quoted above, puts a question mark against some
present-day notions, for it speaks of “reforming the nat_ioil” and
“spreading scriptural holiness,” not just of “conversion” or “church
membership.” The nature of the church’s missionary task has provoled
some of the sharpest exchanges the Institute has secn.

Lt is perhaps strange that nussion was not 4 prominent theme m the
carly meetings of the Insutute. Recall that in the early vears the Insun‘n’c
was seen by thosc responsible for the World Methodist Council’s

program as a possible rival 1o evangelism. Some cven suggested that the
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Institute become an adjunct to the Council’s evangelism progtam.3 At
the second Insttute in 1962, the president of che British Conference,
Lesiie Davison, called on the Institute to find ways of communicating
the gospel to the world; but that call was not taken up.* In that period,
minds were more preoccupied with the apologetic task of making
Christian faith appear credible in the contemporary (read Western)
world than with the wider question of the content and pracrice of the
church’s mission. A brief discussion of conversion in 1958 concentrated
on it as a doctrine.” It was not until the seventh Institure, in 1982, chat
the subject began to take center stage; and, in doing so, it exposed the
wide differences on the subject that exist in the Methodist family.

In its 1971 meeting in Denver, Colorado, the World Merhodist
Council adopred a call to evangelism, nviting all the member churches
to engage in “an agreed intense period of worldwide wimess and evan-
gelism.” (Incidentally, Davison was one of the instigators of that move.)
The call was prefaced by the statement, “We believe that cthe Lord’s
commission to his church to preach the gospel and make disciples is the
supreme business of the church.”® This was followed up five vears later
with a further invitation and the appointment of Alan Walker as direcror
of World Evangelisin. It eventually led to the setung up of the
Evangelisim Institute at Candler School of Theology at Emory University
in Atlanta, Georgia, in 1981. While these initiauves were taken up
enthusiastically in many places around the world, they also provoked
questions and criticism. The flavor of these is given in some of the
responses to a paper David Randolph gave to the fifth Institute in
197 3—significantly, not in one of the main sessions but in one of the
“lighter” evening sessions. Under the heading “The Evangelical
Imperatve in the Ecumenical Context,” he described both the Denver
mitiative and the World Council of Churches’” consultation on “Salvaton
Today” in Banglkok, Thailand, from which he had just come. The
address and more than two pages of responses to it were subsequently
printed.” Tn various ways they raised a number of questions: Is evan-
gelism a matter of special efforts and events or is it central to the
ongoing life and witness of the local church? Can chere be a global “one-

method-fits-all” approach, especially when this seems to focus on mass,
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public rallies? Is there not a danger of exporting a Western-style evan-
gelism that will seem alien to other cultures:® How is evangelism to be
related to involvement in the “kingdom issues” of justice and peace? Is
the one the consequence of the other or is social and politcal engage-
ment in itself an evangelistic witness, a dcclaxe{xtion of God’s good news?
Is evangelism a matter of bringing a message-about what is hitherto
unknown, or is the Spirit already at work in persons of other faiths? Can
there be effective evangelism in the name of the one Lord if it is carcied
out denominationally rather than ecumenically?

Clearly, these questions are abont more than method in evangelism;
they go to the nature of the gospel itself. Is there a single message to be
delivered—the same for all> Or does such a view inevitably result in the
gospel being clothed in the culture to which the evangelist belongs? Are
not twentieth- and twenty-first-century Western missionarics as much the
agents of globalization as their nineteenth-century predecessors were
agents of colonialism? Is the task of evangelism rather to meer others and
to listen and learn where Christ through the Spirit is already at work, so
that the evangelists become in the encounter the recipients rather than
the givers and the gospel truly takes root in the receiving culture? Is it
true that evangelism is, as the 1971 call declared, the “supreme business”
of the church or does the ministry of Jesus with the outcasts, the sick, and
the demon possessed suggest other models for the church’s calling? Is the
gospel about the personal salvation of individuals, one by one, or is there
a message of good news for human beings in their corporate existence as
communities of shared experience? And, finally, what of Wesley’s insis-
tence that making disciples {in his terms, “awakening,” “justification,”
and “new birth™) is only the beginning of a longer process of growth In
scriptural holiness, or perfect love, which is to be seen in continuity with
't and not as a distinct extra? All these issues were being debated in various
quarters, particularly in the United Srates. There was a serious danger that
the Institute might be polarized around these issues. On one side were
those who saw themselves as the “practitioners,” who were driven by a
sense of urgency to reach a world that is waiting for the good news. On
the other side were those whom the “practiioners” tended to regard as

“mere” academics, who are always raising questions and finding fault but
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who are dezng nothing, or who are half-hearred liberals ready to dilute the
message so as to avoid giving offense.

These controversies were not confined to the Methodist family. In
1980 the Commission on World Mission and Evangelism of the World
Council of Churches and the Lausanne Committee on World
Evangelization (which represents a wide range of gencrally conservative
evangelical groups and individuals) both held world consultations on
evangelism within months of each other. They met separately and repre-
sented different approaches, even though they exchanged observers.”
There was not enough common ground or murtual trust to act jointly.

When in 1977 and 1982 che lnstitute moved its focus to John
Wesley’s legacy, it called for ¢loser attention to the above quesuons. The
tact that Wesley spent the last fifty years of his life as a traveling preacher
and described himself and his helpers as “extraordinary messengers”'”
made such attention inevitable. Therefore, in 1982 a deliberate attempt
was made to bring people of widely differing viewpoints together. A
grant of $10,000 from the Robb Foundartion in the United States hetped
to make it possible. David Lowes Watson, who convened the working
group on evangelism, believed it was unperative that evangelists should
be exposed to the rigor of theological analysis, in terms both of method
and the content of the message. At the same time, theologians should be
challenged to engage in evangelism, since that would in turn inform
theit theology.'' 1t was this combination of theological writing and evan-
gelistic pracrice that had characterized John Wesley himself. It proved to
be a difficult task. Of the groups whose reports were published in the
1982 volume, only the group on evangelism had two reports—one by
Alan Walker and the other by Watson himsclf. Walker’s report was chal-
lenged in the plenary session as not being representative of the gronp as
a whole. In his report, Watson tried to reflect the diversity of the group
and the papers presented to it.

Three additional factors complicated the debate in the Institute. First,
in his plenary presentation towards the end of the first week, James
Fowler gave an outline of his general theory of faith development and
showed how the stages of John Wesley’s spiritual biography accorded

with it. Some participants felt that 1t erred in the direcdon of psycholog-
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ical development to the loss of the dimensions of revefation, sin, and
grace. Fowler’s scheme, they felr, presented conversion only in terms of
progress within a particufar religions framework and made no allowance
for the possibilicy of a radical shift to Christian faith from some other
worldview. Fowler accepted much of these criticisms, bur for some his

: . - : Y
view seemed to undermine the waditonal understanding of conversion.

Dialogue

Second, in his plenary lecture, ttled “Evangelisin and Wesley’s
Catholicity of Grace,”'* S. Wesley Ariarajah {(responsible for interfaith
dialogue ar the World Council of Churches) argued that Wesley's
understanding of prevenient grace led him to beheve in the possibility
of ultimate salvation for those who had not heard the gospel of Christ.
These people would be judged in the light of their responses to that
grace. This understanding, Ariarajah suggested, should transform our
attitude to people of other faiths. “Our evangelistic task is set, not in a
world which is lost and deprived of God, but one in which God is very
much active, and where, moved by God’s grace, people already experi-
ence the love of God in good measure through Christ and the Holy
Spirit.” He also drew attention to Wesley’s extension of personal holi-
ness to include its social dimension and referred to the more holistic
approach of those Latin American theologians who reject the notion of
evangelism as seeking only to save souls and who affirmed “the whole
gospel for the whole person in the wholc community.”'* Other voices
and other contexts were thus introdiced into what might otherwise
have been a controversy exclusively among those who came from the
churches of the West.

The relanonship of Christanity to other faiths had been discussed in
the Tnstitute on previous occasions. 1n 1965, representatives of Buddhism
and Sikhism had contributed to the consideration of the finality of Chuist,
and a Jewish contribution was added to the published volume. All three
appeared under the heading “Non-Christian Views of Christ ”"
However, these papers confined themselves to general statements of the
positions adopted by those traditions. Additionally, there is no record of

the discussion, if any, that followed the presentation of the papers or any
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hint that Christians mjght have anything to learn from these faiths, other
than drawing from them an agenda for apologists to address.

In 1973, Sraniey J. Samartha, Ariarajah’s predecessor at the World
Council of Churches, gave a papet ttded “The Holy Spirit and People of
Various Faiths, Cnltures, and Ideologies.™ In it, he protested the tradi-
tion of seeing the Spirit’s operations as confined to the church.'® He
pleaded for dialogue with people of other faiths in the recognition that
the Spirit of God is also ar work in them; and we must Jearn to discern
the Spirit’s work. But Samartha’s discussion focused on the Protestant
tradition in gencral and did not suggest a specifically Methodist view.
(He regarded the Orthodex tradition as having a more generous view of
the Spirit’s activity outside the church.) Ariajarah’s paper by contrast
offered a basis for dialogue in the thinking of John Wesley himself,
although Ariarajah was careful to point our that actually engaging in
dialogue was not an option that presented itself to Wesley.

Interreligious dialogue has not featured prominenty in the
Insutute’s work since Ariarajal’s and Samartha’s presentations, although
the indigenization of the gospel in various cultures has been treated from
tme to time, In 1997, Gabriel Setiloane gave a lecture on indigenization
in relation to Atfrica, and some papers have been offered in subject
groups. In the same year, the systematic theology group found itself
asking how Christians can and cught to bear witness to the wiune God
to people of other faiths. But it was not untl 2002 that the [nstitute as
a whole was treated to an example of interfaith dialogue in J. C. Park’s
“Christian Perfection and Confucian Sage Learning: An Interrcligious
Dialogue in the Crisis of Life.” Back in 1982, ralk of dialogue added fuel

to the hres of controvetsy.

Liberation

The third complicating factor in 1982 was the debate with liberation
theology. At the 1973 Institute, Richard Tholin offered a review of liber-
ation movements. José Miguez Bouino, who served as warden of the
Institute that year, preached a sermon linking the Holy Spirit to the
liberation of the oppressed and care for the planct.l? It was only at the

sixth Institute, in 1977, that the Latin American voice was first fully
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acticulated under the theme “Sanctification and Liberation.” The year
1982 saw the number of representatives from that part of the world
more than double, from five to twelve—which made their contribution
all the stronger and more effective. We described this contribution in
chapter 4. In the context of the glaring inequalites of wealth and
poverty in those countries and the experience of oppressive military rule,
aggravated as the century wore on by the burden of international debt
and all the other effects of globalization, the traditional evangelical ofter
of personal salvation, combined with an otherworldly suspicion of polit-
ical involvemnent, scemed to many to be a diversion frem the true calling
of the church, namely, to witness to the reign of God in liberation from
oppression and to work for justice and peace in solidarity with the poor.
Others heard this as a betrayal of the gospel, although Mortimer Arias’s
words, which Ariarajah quoted in his paper, should be noted: “We do
nort accept the idea that evangelism means only ‘saving souls” and seeking
exclusively ‘a change in the eternal status of the individual.” These
concepts are biblically insufhicient. We reject wlse the veduction of the gospel
te & program for service ov social development ov a meve instinment of
sociopolitical programs™'®

Many of these concerns are reflected in Walker’s 1982 group report.
The emphasis is squately on “conversion Chiistianity,” bat “the message
must be contextualized in each society. . . . It must be at once personal
and social; especially it must represent good news to the poor.”* Among
the “areas of concern” the report lists are questions about the relation of
social, political, and economic realities to the kingdom of God. Issues
“for further reflection, study and dialegue™ include “how do the themes
of poverty and oppression and the actual life of the poor relate to the
content of the gospel?”™ There was clearly an attempt in this presentation
to embrace both individual and social emphases. Yer some felr that the
main emphasis had not really shifted and that the social aspecr was
receiving only lip service. Moreover, to the Laun Americans, the refer-
ences to social justice did not cut deep enough to address the causes of
poverty. For them, the capitalist and imperialist scrucrures of society were
sinful and needed to be changed. Working for a “better deal” within the

existing framework could not be enough.
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Fifteen years later, at the tenth Insdtute in 1997, José Miguez
Bonino returned to the question of balance.?® “Is the social, economic,
even political concern,” he asked, “which is undoubtedly present in the
Wesleyan tradition, intrinsic to the evangelical renewal, or is it only a
significant, but after all peripheral, side effect of its evangelistic drive?”
He argued for a truly holistic understanding of salvation in all its
aspects—personal, soctal, and political—the foundation for which is the
Trinity, At the same ume, he took issue with some other liberation
theologians. To treat the liberating muistry of Jesus merely as an inspi-
ration and example to be followed and his cross and resurrection merely
as patterns for our suffering and hope, he averred, is to displace the crit-
ical role of God’s love incarnate in Jesus Christ as the measure of
authentic love. Moreover, it reduces the radical call to conversion from
being a “turning” and a “new birth” to being a matter of growtl, new
awateness, and greater commitment. It was a significant statement, and,
looking back, one wishes it could have been made and heard in earlier
Insurutes. For, without minimizing the real differences that stull exist,
one can now scc that an elemeunt at least of the controversy in the 1980s
arose from the way in which the different positions were perceived. In
order to be heard at all, those who pressed the case for liberation
theology had to argue so strongly for social and political commitment
against prevailing individualistic conceptions of salvation that they were
assumed to have abandoned the ideas of repentance, conversion, and
faith altogether.”’ The same might perhaps be said of Black and feminist
theologians, although it is important to note James Cone’s description
of the spirituality underlying the Black experience.*

The controversies of 1982 clearly bore some fruit. In 1987 David
Lowes Watson was able to record that the work of the group on

Methodist evangelism and doctrine

demonstrated not cnly the extent to which evangelism had devel-
oped in the intervening five vears as a viable area of theological
discourse, but also the degree to which Wesleyan theology is a rich
raproot for such development. . . . There was a clear consensus . . .
that there should be open collegial discussion and that theological

reflection on cvangelism, no less than other areas of ministry and
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mission, requires a climate of mutual trust. There are few other
contexts, if any, where this could have taken place in such depth,
and it was generally felt that the work of the group was an impor-
tant contribution to the theology and practice of world evangetism,

o say nothing of world Methodism.””

Thar was no mean achievement. Correspondence on file for 1986,
when details of the assignments for the various working groups were
being drafted for inclusion in the official Call for 1987, shows just how
sensitive the issues were. Tt was particularly ditficult te spell out the evan-
gelism group’s task in a way that did not suggest that the discussions
wouid be “loaded” one way or the other.

Since then, things have moved on. There has continued to be a
working group dealing with evangelism at each Institute. In 1992 David
Lowes Watson gave a major paper on the content of the gospel,* and in
2002 the group combined evangelism with ecumenism. The ateempt in
Watson’s 1982 program to involve theologians in issues of practice has
proved difficult. In that year, and again in 1987, the evangelism group
made visits to local cangregations and projects in Oxford and the nearby
town of Swindon. However, these visits have not been continued. The
Insticute has continued to attract people with a diversity of views, but the
discussions no longer have the sharpness of twenty years ago. Both in the

United States and in Britain evangelism has been established as an

academic subject capable of being smdied at doctoral level—and the
Institute can claim o have made some contribution to that develop-
ment. The 1992 working group affirmed the Institute’s importance “tor
the development of theory and practice in global Methodist evangelism

"2 Not the least of its fruits has been the recognition that

and mission.
evangelism has historically often been most eftectively carried out by the
poor, and that today Western churches have much to receive from the
churches of the poor.

Of course, differences remain. While it is now much less common in
the Methodist family to oppose evangelism and social action as irrccon-
cilable alternanves, there are still differences in theory and practice over
the question of how they are related. 1s social action a consequence of

personal conversion, an aspect of obedient discipleship? Or is comuit-
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ment ro working for justice and peace and the relief of nced itself an
inseparable clement in the conversion, part of what one is converted to
when accepting Christ? 1s the gospel message directed solely to individ-
uals, with the social consequences the result of individual activicy? Or s
there also a gospel word, in judgment and hopc, as in the Old
Testament, tor comumunities and nations? In his aforementioned 1992
address, David Lowes Warson urged that in the preaching of the gospel
Christ must be presented in all his offices—not only as priest mediating
forgiveness bur also as prophet calling socicty to repentance and justice,
and as potentate requiring obedicnce as the response to grace. And what
of the possibility of salvation wheve Christ is not known and confesscd?
Are we called to dialogue with those of other faiths or to seck their
conversion? Are thesc alternatives mutually cxclusive? Within the
Institute and wider Methodism, as in the Christan world generally, there
15 still division on sucli matters. Yet, there is greater murual under-

standing, to which the lnstitute can justly claim to have contributed.
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Chapter @

RETROSPECT

HAT SORT OF EVENT IS THE OXFORD INSTITUTE OF
Methodist Theological Studies? It has many of the features
of an academic conference: lecrures, small-group discussion,
the reading of papers, published proceedings. It meets in an academic
setting, and many of its members hold academic posts in universities and
seminarics. But whar academic conférence would begin and end each day
with worship or break into hymn singing at the drop of a hat? What
academic conference would make residence a requirement, or last for ten
or eleven days, and expect its members to be present for the entire period:?
The length of the Institute is in fact part of its secrct. lt allows
members to get to know one another; and there is plenty of evidence
that friendships formed ar the Lnstitute contunue afterwards and form the
basis for academic collaboration. Evaluation forms and reminiscences
frequently put friendships high in the list of things participants appre-
ciate most. The Institute has been described as a cross between an
academic conference and a family reunien. It bears many of the marks of
John Wesley’s early conferences from 1744 onwards, which were the
occasions both for Christian fellowship and for docrrinal discussion, and
helped to build a sense of colleagueship among the preachers.
Reactions to the Institute have varied over the years. Some early
reactions, as noted carlier in this book, were critical both of the quality
of some of the papers and of the value of meeting. The British were, if
anything, more critical than others, in part related to doubts about the
value of searching for 2 common Methodist idendty. However, their crit-
icisms might also have reflected the sense of rootedness that comes from
being on home ground, where the tradition began and where much—

like Wesley’s chapels in Bristol and London, the rectory at Epworth
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where he was born, and the historic city of Oxford itselt—can be taken
for granted. For many of those living outside Britain, meeting in Oxford
was 4 reconnection with their roots. However, what is noticeabie is the
fact that in more recent ycars the British have begun more fully to share
in the sense of excitement at being part of a sumulating international
gathering. This has much to do with the quality of the papers and the
work done in the small groups. Much more so than the Institutes of the
1960s and 1970s, the Institutes in the 1980s and [990s have been inten-
sive and businesslike.

For this, much of the ctedit must go to Theodore Runyon and
Douglas Meeks. As we have shown, after the pioncering work done by
Dow Kirkpatrick and Rex Kissack in founding the Instirute, there was in
effect a “second founding” in 1977 and 1982, when the focus on Wesley
and the present pattern of working groups were established. The
proceedings of the Institute since 1962 have always been edited in the
United States, first by Kirkpatrick and then by Runyon and Meeks in
turn. It is fair to say thar in the planning of each meeting, although
committee discussion and consulration across the Adantic have taken
place, much of the inspiration for identifying the theme and its break-
down into the subjects for the various papers has been duc to these men.
For cvidence of the reputation that the Institute now enjoys, onc need
look only at the number of scholars of international standing who are
prepared to devote two weeks of their lives every five years to be present.

Another feature of the Institute noted by those who have offered
their recollections is that while there have been plenty of occasions of
sharp disagreement and some instances of parricular groups banding
together to press a point of view or to call for particular changes, there
has been a striking absence of acrimony and none of the protessional
rivalries that sometimes aftlict academic gatherings. Again, it may be that
the length of the Institute and the opportanity to build up relationships
has contributed to this.

There is a further aspect. For many academics, perhaps particularly
those serving in secular institutions, the Institute has been a setting in
which confessional allegiance does not have to be suppressed in the

supposed interests of academic disinterestedness. Here their cxpertise in
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a chosen field can be explicitly put to the service of the church. Some
biblical scholars especially have felt this. The Institute has helped its
members to reclann the notion thar theology is a discipline in the service
of the church, which the church needs and acknowledges; it is not
merely a branch of religious history or social studies. 1t is perhaps for this
reason that Adrian Hastings’s 1987 lecture “Pluralism: The Relationship
of Theology to Religious Studies,”’ while wrircen almost exclusively
from a British context, met with a warm response from American
members. In the paper, Hastings distinguished the disciplines of
theology and religious studies as each legitimate on its own terms and
stoutly defended the legitimacy of cxplicitly Christian academic

theology, grounded in the belief in the uniqueness of Christ.

The Dream and the Qutcome

To what extent, then, has the Institute achieved its founding ains? Recall
that Kirkpatrick and Kissack originally hoped to set up a permanent insti-
tution. Their dream was for a school to which scholars and students
could come for a period of a vear or more and, in the course of whatever
other study they were pursuing in Osxford, could also share their
dittering perspectives on Methodism, deepen their understanding of its
traditions, and return to their home countries to share what they had
learned. The model, in Kissack’s mind at least, was that of the colleges
wn Oxford University, each a residential center for a group of scholars and
students. Their hope was not fulfilled s that form. Twenty years later,
Douglas Meeks and others hoped that the Institute might become the
regular mecting point for an international community of scholars,
collaborating on agreed projects in the intervals, and forming a theolog-
ical resource for world Methodism. In the form originally envisaged that
hope, too, remains unfulfilled. The two ideals, while distinct, have
features in common. But if neither as originally conceived has fully come
to fruition, elements in each have been fulfilled.

The Institute has never been exclusively a gathering of professional
theologians. Frowm the first mecting in 1958 its membership has included
seminary students and ministers in pastoral appointments. As time has

passed the Insritute also has come to include lay theologians. We saw
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how ar the seventh Institute in 1982 a deliberate attempt was madc to
bring together teachers in the seminaries with those engaged in the prac-
tice of evangelism. The Institute has become a place where younger
scholars can be encouraged and where those who take an intelligenr
interest in rheological questions but lack the opportunities for academic
rescarch can be stimulated by encounter with leading authorides in
various ficlds. Something of thie original 1950s vision of an international
“school” remains.

It is clear also that some of the Institute’s membership each ome

consists of those who have artended on several previous occasions—and the
proportion is increasing. Twenty-nine percent of those who attended in
2002 had artended at least twice before. There is tus the nucieus of the
mternational scholarly community that Meeks and others called for in
1982, That is the case even for those who come from the United Stares, for
the meetng of the Institute in Oxford every five years consdtutes the only
opportunity for sustained meeting and working together. It in the future
progress is made in the holding of regional gatherings between Insttutes
(see chapter 2), this sense of continuing community would be increased.
Ar the same time, we must note a downside, The number of those
who attend regularly inevitably limits the number of new members who
can be admirted, for there is an upper limit on size. Conntries that
cannot afford to send large nwmnbers have tended to ensure that people
trake rurns to enjoy the privilege. The Institute cannot altogether escape
the appearance of being an elite. Moreover, in spite of the number of
regular members, the way in which the theme of each Insutute in recent
years has flowed naturally from the one before, and the fact that the
proceedings have always been published, there is little reference back
from one Institute to its predecessors. A rapid survey of the footnotes in
the successive volumes of proceedings reveals that there were no refer-
ences back rto previons volumes before 1982, The 1982 wvolumc
contained eight references and the 1987 volume had none. The 1992
volume had twelve references and the 1997 volume four. The 1977
volume has been the most frequently quored over the years. The reason
for the paucity of references may have to do with the relatively limited

cicculation of the Institute publications, particularly the carly ones.
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Certain papers may have been quoted because they had been reprinted
by their authors in collections of essays and so eame to attention.

There is thus a sense in which each Institute tends to stand on its
own, and only a relatively small proportion of the members are aware of
the work done previously. A lot of the wortk takes place in the smaller
groups anyway. Some papers submitted to the working groups have been
published, one or two by inclusion in the Institute ptoceedings and
others independently by their authors. It would not be a good thing to
require all such papers re be of publishable standard, for it is important
that those who are still getting established academically should have a
sympathetic forum in which to test out their ideas without committing
themselves to publication. There is thus only a limited sense in which we
can speak of the Institute as a continuing international commuity.

On a number of occasions we have drawn attention to the way in
which certain regional interests have dominated the lnstitute’s agenda.
We have alse noted the difficulty that members from Europe and North
Aurmerica have had in eoming to grips with the issues that most occupy
the minds of participants trom Afiiea, Asia, aud the Pacific region.
Initially, those from Larin America had to push hard to ger their voices
heard; and itis one of the benefits of the Kirkparrick lectureship that the
continuance of those voices is assured.

Ideally, the Institute should be a forum in which all perspectives are
shared and all are enriched by mutual interaction. However, it is some-
times difficolt for speakers to detach themselves enough from their
context to recognize how parochial their concerns can seem. The
American church with its size and diversity is a world 1 itself, and it is
always stwongly represented in the Institute membership. There have
been times when members from othet parts of the world have felr like
they were sitting in on a domestic American debate being conducted on
foreign soil. Certainly speakers have someumes assumed that conditions
in the United States applied universally. Controversial books that are
bestseliers in that country may be unkinown elsewhere.

The same criticism could be made also of some Briush conwibutions.
On the other hand, speakers from Afiica and Asia have heen maore aware

of the distinctiveness of their context and sometimes have had to devote
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much of their allotted dme to explaining ir. Ocher Instrute members
have feltill qualified to enter into a debate on the issues. Hopefully, more
can be done to address this problem. There is no othet forum in world
Methodism n which members of the family from widely different
contexts ean hold sustained and informed theological conversation about
the tradition they shate burt often see so differently. A key to ir, as with
the Latin American contmbution, lies in increasing the numbers, and
thereby the confidence, of reptesentatives of the non-Western cultures.
That issue is related to the fact that the route the Institute has
chosen since 1977 has been to concentrate on the significance of John
Wesley. Partly because of scarce theological resources and partly because
of the dominance of more pressing issues, for some participants from
Africa, Asia, and the Pacific—even for those in the Methodist tradition—
Wesley is of marginal interest. He is a subject to be studied diligently out
of denominational loyalty, but he is not a viral resource for current theo-
logical work. We have already discussed the place of Wesley in the tradi-
tion and there is no need to repeat that discussion. However, we did
point out that one of the achievements of the Institute has been to scim-
ufate intevest in Wesley’s theology and its potential significance for the
life of the ehurches and their ecumenical relations. One of the promising
pointers for the furure in this regard was J. C. Park’s 2002 study of the
relationship between Confucian sage learning and Wesley’s quest for
holiness. It will be interesting to see what questions Africa, Asia, and the
Pacifie pose for the study of Wesley and the Merthodist and Wesleyan

traditions over the next twenty years.

A Developing Common Mind?

This leads us to the queston: Is the Insticute contributing to the devel-
opment of a world Methiodist theology? There is no sinple answer to
this question. The movement that began with the nunistry of John
Wesley and his associates has developed along different lines in different
parts of the world. There 15 neither the desire nor the possibility of
evolving a theological position that would embrace them all. The differ-
ences are not simply refated to church structures or ethnic identity; they

are also theological. Put simply, there is no single entity that can be
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called “world Methodism,” although there is a worldwide family of
churches that share a Methodist (or Wesleyan) hcmagc.2 One of the
lessons the Institute has brought home to many is that all theological
work is done in particular contexts and cannot be expressed ina context-
less, universalized form.

Moreover, the Institute has no authority to speak for the churches
that are represented. 1ts members are not delegates, but are present in
an individual capacity. In fact, only the first Institute in 1958 has
attempted to speak at all. On that occasion, for the only ume,
“Findings” were publishcd.g One might perhaps look to the reports of
working groups, printed in the 1982 volume and someunes in
OXFORDuotes for other years, for evidence of a common mind.
Occasionally, groups chose to adopt a formal response to a document
issued by the World Council of Churches or the World Methodist
Council.* However, as we saw in chapter 8, in at least one case the
adequacy of a group report was strongly contested. There is general
evidence of vigorous debate in all the Institutes. The published volumes
of Institute proceedings represent the sharing with a wider audicnce,
after some editing, of what the members heard at the time. They do not
include the formal responses that were given or how these were received.

We should pause to record here the ctiticism that speakers were
selected berause they could be expected to endorse a particular point of
view. On that reading, there has been a “party line” in the presentations
and those who have opposed it in the discussions have been left without
voice in the published record.” To be surc, there is a contrast between
the third Insttute in 1965, when spealeers represented clearly divergent
schools of thought, and later Institutes, where differences have been less
evident. It would be unfair not to acknowledge once more rhe creative
contribution of Kirkpatrick, Runyon, aud Mecks in program develop-
ment. But the planning of each Institute has always followed on from the
last and reflected the thinking that emerged there, as well as responding
to ccumenical initiatives and other issues in the wider context. That
continuity can be seen in the account of the successive Instrutes given
in chapters 3, 4, and 5. To that extent the themes have reflected some

kind of consensus, at least among the majority of lustitute members,

122

Retrospect

However, there has not been any conscious imposition of an “Institute
orthodoxy.” Indeed, there has been enough conwoversy at its meetings
to show that any such attempt would be doomed to failure. Planners of
future lnstitutes might however wish to reflect on how diversity may be
more fully represented in the plenary sessions and published proceed-
ings. There is always a formal response to each plenary address, but
rarely, it ever, have these responses revealed sharp dissent. Attempts to
continuie the tradition of a staged debate between opposing points of
view, which were a marked and memorable feature of the first five
Insttutes, have not sncceeded.

At most, then, one could speak only of the influence of the Instrute
on the wider community, exercised in part through its publicadons and
in part through the membets themselves carrying to their churches and
instimmuons whatever insights and new perspectives they have acquired.
There is good reason to think that, especially in the last twenty-five years,
this influence has been considerable. There has been an awakening of
interest in John Wesley in academic curcles, particularly in the Unired
States, and in Britain a fresh appreciaton of his theological potental.
The Insttute has supported the continuation of the bicenrennial edition
of Wesley's works and stimulated the translation of the Jackson edition
into Spanish.® In Latin America and some other parts of the world, the
Institute has been instrumental in the discovery of Wesley as more than
a name from the past. In turn, the resultant excitement has had an effect
on those from the older, established churches. In part, the development
of specialist groups in the American Academy of Religion and the Sociery
of Biblical Lirerarure has been inspired by the Institute. We saw also in
chapter 8 the influence of the Institute in raising the academic status of
evangelisin studies. The Institute has thus had an influence on theolog-
ical education generally.

In The United Methodist Church, the Tnstitute contributed ro the
development of rhe statement on “Our Theological Task™ tor the 1988
Bool of Discipline.” But it remains true that there are many parts of the
Methodist world that are nnaware of the Institute’s existence. For all the
improvement in the eirculation of Instutute publications since 1977, the

print rups remain small in reladon to the porentdal readership. It is
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thanks to the commitment of Abingdon Press to scholarly publication,
regardless of cheir profitability, that the Institute proccedings see the
light of day at all. There is no doubt that this generous policy has
widened greatly the circle of those rouched by the [nstitute’s work.

Past and Future

The world has changed dramatically during the history of the Institute.
Its carly meetings were held under the shadow of the Cold War and the
threat of the use of nuclear weapons. In those years, securing the atten-
dance of even two East Germans was a hard-won achievement. Today,
the possibility of nuclear war rematns; but now Islamic militancy andd
international terrorism have replaced the East-West, Communist
Capitalist conflict. Globalization, with both its benefits of instant
communication and the inroads made by a pervasive Western culture and
market capitalism has come to dominate minds at the Institute. The

e

intellecnnal climate has changed too. Now “postmodernism” presents
itself as the major apologetic challenge to the Christian churches. The
center of church growth has shifted away from the waditional heartlands
of the West to the newer nations of Africa and Asia. Ecumenically, the
earlier optimism about church unity schemes has given way to proposals
that bring churches into conumunion without the demand to abdicate
their separate identities. In the ecumenical movement, newer concerns
about justice, peace, and the integrity of creation have been added to the
traditional Faith and Order questions.

The [nstitute has reflected these changes over the years. As Ladn
American and other liberationist concerns have claimed attention over
against the traditional Western theological agenda, the Institute’s center
of gravity has shifted. In the 1960s objectivity was the theological watch-
word. In the 1990s it has been replaced by comzexruality. Poverty and
powerlessness have moved to center stage and the question “what to
do:” has demanded attention alongside “what ro teach?”

Above all, as we have seen, there has been a narrowing of the
Institute’s focus, away from general theological questions to the theo-
logical contribution of John Wesley for today. This shift has brought

gains. Now Wesley can be seen as a three-dimensional figure within a
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particular historical context rather than as a two-dimensional cult hero.
Yer the danger of claiming his posthumous endorsement for points of
view that he would neither have understood nor, probably, endorsed if
he had, remains. Then there is the perpetual danger of ignoring Albert
Qutler’s plea to study Wesley’s sources and of falling into the trap of
thinking of him as more of an originator than he acrually was. There are
seventeen centunies of Christian tradition behind Wesley into which few
Mcthodists delve and which many do not even acknowledge. Bur as
Wesley and current concerns have been related to one another, we have
seen an enrichment of the discourse of the Institute.

There is potential there for the future, although it will be interesting
to see how long it will be before it begins to be felr that that particular
seam has been mined ro exhaustion. It may be, as suggested above, that
Asia, Africa, and the Pacific will introduce new perspectives and fresh
vigor into the study of our traditions. But if the Institute family is to be
defined as widely as it now is, what else is there beside John Wesley that
everyone holds in common? Merhodist history began to divide into
scparate streams even before lis death. The Institute may face some
interesting program challenges in the years ahead.

The effect of the Tustitnte’s focus on John Wesley has been to lift the
profile of his theological contribution. In chapter 7 we discussed the
issue whether that is a positive contribution to the ecumenical move-
ment or a distraction from it. Chances are it will continue to be debated.
According to one former Metheodist, now a member of a United
Church, the Institute’s imporrance lies in enabling him to keep in touch
with developments in the Metheodist tradition that he seeks to contriburte
to his own church, rather than relying on the memory of how things
were before the union. At least a church with a clearly defined theolog-
ical understanding of the gospel of God’s grace and its imperatives for
Christian obedicnce is preferable to one that has sold its soul to the
prevailing culture and is vague as to its beliefs or has waded them away
in an attempt to unite with other churches on the basis of no more than
the lowest common denominator. Ar the same time, we should
remember that Wesley himself was an ecumenical hgure, loyal to

Scripture and the ancient church. It would be a dubious henor to the
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memory of one who, however ineffectively, struggled to prevent his
followers from separating from the parent church if his successors used
his legacy to further the development of an inward-looking, isolationist,
and, therefore, ultimately sectarian world denomination.

In fact, one of the dangers of a gathering of over two hundred
Methodists in the Institute is that they may get themselves out of
proportion. The problems and challenges Methodists face are no
different from those confronting the wider church, even if the responses
may be differently nuanced. We may delude ourselves into thinking char
our tesponses arc mote distinctive than they are. The presence of
ecumenical observets is viral for this. Many have served the Institute with
distinction and have become deeply engaged in its work. In 1987, the
Anglican Gillian Evans and the Roman Catholic Michacl Jackson had
intended to move round the working groups so as to get a flavor of each,
but became so engrossed in the work of the first group that thev stayed
put!8 As suggested carlicr, on occasion our observers could perhaps have
been more critical. A case could certainly be made for a greater number
of observers at each Institnte and a more coordinated public response
from them than they have sometimes been offered the chance to give.

Nevertheless, the Institute represents a stroug resource for the wider
church. One of the rasks ahead must be to find niore effective ways of
disseminating its contribution. An interesting development following
the eleventh Institute in 2002 was the discussion of a report of its work
in the Theological Education Committee of the World Methodist
Council, which led in turn to a discussion of some ol its central concerns
in the Council’s Executive Committee. The move the work of the
Institute can be seen, not as the exclusive preserve of professional
theologians but as a contribution to the wider church’s search for self-
understanding and renewal, the more clearly its value will be recognized.

The Institure will face many challenges in the future. We have
alrcady noted some of these in the preceding pages. The Institute needs
to become more inclusive in its membership, both in terms of the coun-
trics and denominations represented and in age and gender. As it grows
in size and complexity, the Institute needs to attend to its administrative

infrastructure. In addidon to the formal link with the Westrminster
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Institute of Education, noted in chapter 2, administrative help has now
been offered by the Formation in Ministry Office of the British church.
Key to all this is adequate bAnance. The various British and American
funds that support the Institute alongside the World Mechodist
Council’s budgered conwmibution are essenrial to its survival. As the
Endowment Fund gradually matures it will make a difference, bur more
needs te be done to secure the finanaal future.

If it is trulv to reflect the demography of world Methodism the
Institute needs to be more inclusive in terms of its theological concerns.
It also needs to secure the wider dissemination of the fruits of its work.
To accomplish diis, the Inrernet offers possibilities not dreamed of in
1958, The Institute needs to attend also to what may be termed irs
“internal inclusiveness.” That is, it needs to remain constantly watchful
that the sccrional interests represented by the various working groups
truly interact with one another. As suggested above, in time there may
be need to reconsider the direction and focus of its work.

After all has been said about room for improvement and future new
directions, it is astonishing how mch has been achieved with how little.
The Institute has never employed any administratve staff. For most of
its life, no more than three or four people at a time have carried the
burden of organizing its meetings, fitting the worl into the spare dme
of already busy lives, and relying on volunteers to assist when the fime of
meeting came. Financially, it operates on a shoestring, without great
capirtal reserves, dependent on grants and fees, and, only recently, on its
modest endowments. The wonder, to adapt Dr. Johnson’s words, is not
thar it was not done betrer burt thar it was done ar all. Certainly, withour
the financial support it has received from church and other funds and the
backing of the World Methodist Council, under whose auspices it opey-
ates, it could not have survived. Bur much 1s also due to the cnthusiasm
of its members, who have collecavely willed it to continue.

As is natural, with the passing of time the leadership of the Institure
will pass to others, who will have to take up these issues. The author of
this volume has now stood down from the oftice of chairperson after an
association with the Institute going back to 1969, and is gratetul for the

invitation ro offer this volume as his tribute for all he has received.
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The last word, however, must be for the founders and other leaders,
who, over the years, have made the Institute what it is today. Any list of
names would be selective, but particular tribute must be paid to Dow
Kirkpatrick, Rex Kissack, Raymond George, William Cannon, Theodore
Runyon, Douglas Meeks, and Nora Boots. Without their leadership

there would have been no story to tell.
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OUTLINE OF INSTITUTE DETAILS

(Papers marked * were printed in the published proceedings;
see Appendix 2)

First Institute: Biblical Theology and Methodist Doctrine

Lincoln College, July 19-29, 1958

Attendance: 108

Warden: Reginald Kissack

Pre-Conference for U.S. delegation aboard SS Empress of France from
Meontreal

Keynote Speaker: Reginald Kissack

Other Speakers:

Harold DeWolt, “A Theological Evaluarion of Natural Theology™*

Charles Coulson, “Some Recent Developments in Science and their
Implications to Theology™*

E. Anker Nulsen, “Prevenient Grace™*

Harold Roberts, “The Doctrine of Conversion”*

Maclk Stokes, “The Holy Spirit in Biblical Theology™*

William R. Cannon, “Perfection™*

George Claude Baker, Jr., “The Relation of Faith and Order in the New
Testament™*

Rupert E. Davies, “The People of God™*

Franz Hildebrandt, “Can the Distinctive Methodist Emphasis Be Said to
be Rooted in the New Testament?”*

William Strawson, “Wesley’s Doctrine of the Last Things”*

David C. Shipley, “The Developmene of Theology in American
Methodism in the Nineteenth Century™*

E. Gordon Rupp, “The Future of the Methodist Tradition™*
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Stanley Hopper, “Communication and Modes of Meaning”

Philip S. Watson, “Justification™

Norman Snaith, “Grace and Faith in the Old Testament”

C. Kingsley Barrett, “ Kerygma and Respouse in the New Testament”
A. Raymond George, “Assurance”

Bible Study: A. Marcus Ward, Ernest W. Saunders, Romans 1-8

Second Institute: The Doctvine of the Church

Lincoln College, July 17-27, 1962

Attendance: 89

Warden: Harold Roberts

Pre-Conference for U.S. Delegation aboard S Statendam from New York

Keynote Speaker: Harold Roberts

Other Speakers:

Albert C. Outler, “Do Methodists Have a Doctrine of the Churchz™*

C. H. Dodd, “The Biblical Doctrine of the People of God™*

C. Kingsley Barrett, “The Ministry in the New Testament™*

E. Gordon Rupp, “The Doctrine of the Church at the Reformation™>

Robert E. Cushman, “Baptisim and the Family of God™

Herbert J. Cook, “Confirmation and the Lay Membership of the Church

Philip S. Watson, “Ordination and the Ministry of the Church™

A. Raymond George, “The Lord’s Snpper”*

Gerald O. McCulloh, “The Discipline of Life in Eatly Methodism
through Preaching and Other Means of Grace™*

Frederic Greeves, “The Unity of the Church™

F. Thomas Trotter, “The Church and Modern Man™*

John H. S. Kent, “The Church and the World: A Reappraisal of Hugh
Price Hughes and the Non-Conformist Conscience”

Bible Study: Rupert E. Davies, Karlfried Froclich, Epbesians

Ik

Third Institute: The Finality of Christ

Lincoln College, July 20-30, 1965

Attendance: 102

Warden: Dow Kirkpatrick

Pre-Conference for U.S. Delegarion aboard Empress of England tfrom

Montreal
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Speakers:

D. T. Niles, “The Christian Claim for the Finality of Christ™*

Morna Hooker, “The Christolegy of the New Testament”™*

David E. fenkins, “Word, Wisdom and Process”*

H. Ratanasara, “Non-Chrostian Views of Christ—Buddhism™*

Pamela M. Wylam, “Non-Christuan Views of Christ—Sikhism™*

J. Robert Nelson, “The Finality of Christ in Perennial Perspective”*

John B. Cobb, Jr., “The Finality of Christ in a Whiteheadian Perspective™*

Carl Michalson, “The Finality of Christ in an Eschatological
Perspective™*

A ). Ayer, “Language, Truth, and Logic”

E. Gordon Rupp, “The Finished Work of Christ in Word and Sacrament™*

Also published. Wil Herberg, “Non-Christian Views of Christ—TJudaism™*

Dow Kirkpatrick, “Churist and Christianity”*

Bible Studv: Rupert B. Davies, Colossians

Fourth Institute: The Living God

Lincoln College, July 21-31, 1969

Attendance: 100

Warden: A. Raymond George

Pre-Conference for U.S. Delegation aboard 8§ France from New York
(papers published in The Iiff Review xxvii/1-2 (Winter-Spring 1970)

Speakers:

Theodore Runyon, “Conflicting Theological Models for God”*

David A. Pailin, “Theistic Verification™*

Paul Hessert, “Is ‘Living God” a Theological Catcgory?™*

William Strawson, “The Living God in the Living Word™*

Christie H. Rosa, “The Prescnce of the Living God amidst the Culmiral
Revolution of a People™*

Emerito . Nacpil, “Modernization and the Search for a New Image of Man™*

Tan T. Ramsey, “Prayver and Action™*

Thomas W. Ogletree, “The Gospel as Power: Exploraticns in a Theology
of Social Change™*

Rupert E. Davies* (summing up)

Bible Study: John A. Ziesler, Exodus 3, John 1
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Observers:
William Purdy, Robert Murray (Roman Catholic); F. W. Dillistone
{Anglican); John Marsh { Congregational)

Fifth Institute: The Holy Spivit

Lincoln College, July 23-August 2, 1973

Artendance: 90

Warden: José Mignez Bonino

Speakers:

Bolaji Idowu, “The Spirit of God in the Natural World™*

Stanley J. Samartha, “The Holy Spirt and People of Varions Faiths,
Cultures, and Ideologies™

Richard Tholin, “The Holy Spirit and Liberation Movements: The
Response of the Church™*

John Meyendorff, “The Holy Spirit, as God™*

Maurice Wiles, “The Holy Spirit and the Lncarnation™*

André DPieters, “The Spirit of God and the Human Spiris”*

Peter Stephens, “The Gifts of the Spirit in the Church”*

Daniel C. Arichea, Jr., “The Holy Spirit and the Ordained Ministry”*

Thomas A. Langford, “The Holy Spirit and Sanctification: Refinding the
Lost Image of Creation™™

Walter J. 7. Hollenweger, «Charismatic and Pentecostal Churches: A
Challenge to the Churches™*

José Miguez Bomino, sermon, “The Spirit Groans”*

Bible Study: Morna D. Hooker, selected passages from the Pauline epistles

Observer: Cheslyn Jones (Anglican)

Sixth Institute: Sanctification and Liberation

Lincoln College, July 18-28, 1977

Attendance: 91

Warden: Rena Karefa-Simart

Keynore Speaker: José Miguez Bonino, “Wesley’s Doctrine of Sanctification
from a Liberationist Perspective™

Othey Speakers:

Rupert . Davies, “Justification, Sanctfication and the Liberation of the

Person”™*
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John Kent, “Methodism and Social Change”*

Timothy L. Smith, “Holiness and Radicalism in Nineteenth-Century
America”™* '

Donald W. Dayton, “Whither Evangelicalism?”*

James H. Cone, “Sanctification and Liberation in the Black Religious
Tradition with Special Reference to Black Worship™*

Kwesi A. Dickson, *The Methodist Wimess and the African Situation”™*

W. Dayalan Niles, “Search for Community: A Preliminary Exploration of
the Theology of Daniel T. Niles”

Dow Kirkpatrick, “A Liberating Pastoral for the Rich™*

Theodore Runyon, “Wesltey and the Theologies of Liberation™*

Also published: Nancy A. Hardesty, “The Wesleyan Movement and Women’s
Liberation”*; Thomas W. Madron, “John Weslcy on Economics™*

Bibie Study: Dorothy Valenzuela, selected passages on liberation

Observers: Cuthberr Rand (Roman Catholic), F. W. Dillistone {Anglican)

Seventh Institute: The Furure of the Methodist Theological Traditions

Keble College, July 26-August 6, 1982

Attendance: 145

Keynote Speaker: M. Douglas Meeks, “The Furure of the Methodist
Theological Traditions™*

Other Speakers:

Albert C. Outler, “A New Future for Wesley Studies: An Agenda for
‘Phase [II"7*

Elsa Tamez, “Wesley as Read by the Poor™

Geoffrey Wainwnghrt, “Ecclesial Location and Ecumerucal Vocation™™

S. Wesley Ariarajah, “Evangelism and Wesley’s Catholicity of Grace”*

James W. Fowler, “Tohn Wesley’s Development in Faith”*

Brian E. Beck, “A Rewrospect™™

Working Groups: (1) Wesley Studies (2) Salvavon, Justce, and the
Theological Task (3) Ecdesiology and Sacraments in an Ecumenical
Context (4) Evangelism in the Wesleyan Tradivons (5) Wesleyvan
Spirituality and Faith Development (all reported in published volume)*

Observers: Cuthbert Rand {Roman Catholic), Mary Tanner (Anglican)
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Eighth Institute: The Significance of Methodist Teaching and Practice
for Confessing the Apostolic Faith

Somerville and St Hugh’s Colleges, July 27-August 6, 1987

Attendance: 176

Introduction: Bran E. Beck, “Prospects for Methodist Teaching and
Confessing”*

Keynote Speaker: Albert C. Outler, “Methodists in Search of Consensus™

Other Spenkers:

C. Kingsley Barrett, “Righteousness and Justification™*

José Miguez Bonino, “Reflections on the Church’s Authontative
Teaching on Social Questions™

Merey Amba Oduyoye, “Teaching Authoritatively amidst Christian
Pluralism in Africa”*

John Walsh, “John Wesley and the Poor™

Gillian R. Evans, “Consensus and Reception™* (given in working group)

Gunther Gassmann, “Toward the Conumon Expression of the Apostolic
Faith Today™*

Geoffrey Wainwright, “Methodism and the Apostolic Faith™*

Adrian Hastings, “Pluralism: The Relation of Theology to Religious
Studies™*

M. Douglas Mccks, “Reflections and Open Tasks™

Working Groups: (1) Current Biblical Criticism and Methodist Teaching
(2) Wesley Studies: What and How Did John Wesley Teach? (3)
Methodist Teaching and Social and Economic Issues of the
Nincreenth Century (4) Methodist Economic and Social Teachings
and the Challenge of Liberation Theology (5) Mcthodist Evangelism
and Doctrine (6) Contemporary Methodist Theology and Doctrinal
Consensus; interdisciplinary groups (reported in OXFOR Dnotes 2)

Observers: Guinther Gassmann (World Council of Churches), Michael
Jackson (Roman Catholic), Gillian Evans (Anglican), Brenda

Stephensou (Reformed)

Ninth Institute: Good News to the Poor in the Wesleyan Tradition
Somerville College, July 28-August 7, 1992
Atiendance: 167
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Pre-Conference for Third World persons at Somerville College

Keynote Speaker: Theodore W. Jennings, Jr., “Wesley and the Poor: An
Agenda for Wesleyans™*

Otther Speakers:

Trumeleng 1. Mosala, “Good News for the Poor: A Black African
Hermeneutics”

Richard P, Heezenvater, “The Imatatio Christi and the Great Commandment:
Virtue and Obligaton in Wesley’s Ministry with the Poor”*

Rebecca S, Chopp, “Anointed to Preach: Speaking of Sin in the Midst
of Grace™*

Donald W. Dayton, ““Good News to the Poor’: The Methodist Experience
afrer Wesley™*

David Lowes Watson, “Proclaiming Christ in All His Offices: Priest,
Prophet and Potentate™*

Victorio Araya-Guillén, “The 500th Anniversary of the Buropean
Invasion of Abya-Yala: An Ethical and Pastoral Reflecrion from the
Third World™*

Afso published: S. T. Kimbrough, Jr., “Charles Wesley and the Poor”*

Worling Gronps: (1) Biblical Studies {2) Wesley Studies {3) Methodist
History {4) Socal Ethics and Practical Theology (5) Evangelism (6)
Systematic and Contempovary Theology; interdisciplinary groups
(reported in OXFORDuores 3)

Observers: Francis Frost (Roman Catholic), Rowan Willlams {Anglican)

Tenth Institute: Trinity, Community and Power: Mapping Trajectovies
in Wesleyan Theology

Somerville College, August 12-22, 1997

Antendance: 198

Pre-Conference for Third World persons at Somerville College

Keynote Speaker: M. Douglas Meeks, “Trinity, Community, and Power”*

Other Speakers:

J. Philip Wogaman, “The Doctiine of God and Dilemmas of Power”*

Gabriel Sedloane, “The Wesleyan Conversion Experience in Traditional
African Practice”

Roberta Bondi, “Praying “‘Owr Father” and Formation in Love™*

135



ExPLORING METHODISM'S HERITAGE

José Miguez Bonino, “Salvation as the Work of the Trinity: An Attempt
at a Holistic Understanding from a Latin American Perspective™*
(Kirkpatrick Lecture)

Ted A. Campbell, *‘Pure, Unbounded Love’: Doctrine about God in
Historic Wesleyan Communities”*

Jargen Moltmann, “ Perichoresis: An Old Magic Word for a New Theology™*

Frances M. Young, “Essence and Energies: Classical Trinitarianism and
‘Enthusiasm’*

Brian E. Beck, “Reflections™*

Working Groups: (1) Biblical Srudies (2) Contexwial Theology (3)
Ecclesiology and Oékonmene (4) Evangelism (5} Global Mission and
Political Economy (6) History of Wesleyan Traditions (Nineteenth
and Twentieth Centuries) (7) Practical Theology (8) Spirituality and
Discipleship (9} Systematic Theology (10) Wesley Studies; interdisci-
plinary groups {[1]-[3] reported in OXFORDnotes5/1)

Observer: Yrancis Frost {Roman Catholic)

Eleventh Institute: The New Crenation

Christ Church, August 13-22, 2002

Attendance: 208

Pre-Conference tor Third World persons at Christ Church

Keynote Spemker: Randy Maddox, “Nurturing the New Creadon:
Reflections on a Wesleyan Trajectory”

Other Speakers:

Néstor Q. Miguez, “The Old Creaton in the New, the New Creation in
the Old” (Kirkpatrick Lecture)

Russell E. Richey, “Methodism as New Creation: A Historical-
Theological Enquiry”

Mary Elizabeth Moore, “New Creation: Repentance, Reparation, and
Reconciliation”

Jong Chun Park, “Christian Perfection and Contucian Sage Learning:
An [nterreligious Dialogue in the Crisis of Life”

Josiahh Young, “Those Who Belong to Christ and the “This-Worldly’
Character of the New Creation”

Manfred Marquardt, “The Kingdom of God i1 a Glebal Sociery”
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Mvume Dandala, “Methodism’s Mission to Ecological Challenges in Aftica”
Working Groups: (1) Biblical Studies (2) Wesley Studies and Early
Methodism (3) Nineteenth- and Twentieth-Century  Wesleyan
Tradidons (4) Systematic Theology {5) Christian Mission and
Globalization (6) Worship and Spirituality (7) Ecumenism and
Evangelism (8) Ecclesiology and Discipleship (9) Practical Theology
(10) Ethics, Contemporary Technologies, and the Integriry of Creation
Observers: Joseph Famérée (Roman Catholic), Mary Tanner (Anglican)
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BIBLIOGRAPHY

References in the notes to Works are to The Works of John Wesley, vols. 1,
3, Bicentennial Edinon, Sermons I, ITT, ed. Albert C. Outer (Nashvilie:
Abingdon 1984, 1986), vol. 7, Oxford Edition, A Collection of Hymns
Jor the Use of the People Called Methodists, ed. Franz Hildebrandt and
Oliver A Beckerlegge (Oxtord: Clarendon Press, 1963).

Archives relating to the Institute are housed ar the headquarters of the
World Methodist Council ar Lake Junaluska, North Carolina, USA, and
at the Wesley and Merthodist Studies Centre, Oxford Brookes University,
Oxford, England.

Listed below are the pubiished proceedings of each lnstitute. The

contents of each volume are listed in Appendix L.

1958 The London Quarterly and Holborn Review. London: Epworth
Press (July 1959).

1962 Kirkpatrick, Dow, ed. The Doctrine of the Church. Nashville:
Abingdon and London: Epworth, 1964.

1965 Kirkpawick, Dow, ed. The Finality of Christ. Nashville: Abingdon,
1966.

1969  Kirkpatick, Dow, ed. The Living God. Nashville: Abingdon, 1971.

1973 Kirkpatrick, Dow, ed. The Holy Spirit. Nashville: Tidings, 1974.

1977 Runyon, Theodore, ed. Sanceification and Libevation: Liberation
Theologies in the Light of the Wesleyan Traditien. Nashville:
Abingdon, 1981.

1982 Meeks, M. Douglas, ed. The Furure of the Methodist Theological
Traditions. Nashville: Abingdon, 1985,

1987 Meeks, M. Douglas, ed. Whar Should Methodists Tench? Wesleyan
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Tradstion and Modern Diversity. Nashville: Kingswood Books, 1990,
1992 Meeks, M. Douglas, ed. The Portion of the Poor: Good News to the
Poor in the Weslevan Tradition. Nashville: Kingswood Books,
1995.
1997 Meeks, M. Douglas, ed. Trinity, Community, and Power:
Mapping Trajectovies in Wesleyan Theology. Nashville: Kingswood
Books, 2000.

Also published on an occasional basis and referred ro in the text as
OXFOR Dnotes: OXFORDwotes: Newsletter of the Oxford Institure of
Methodsst Theologieal Studies, vol. 1, nos. 1-6, Winter 1984-Summer
1987, vol. 2, nos. 1-5, Fall 1987-Spring 1991 (ed. Richard P
Heitzenrater); vol. 3, no. 1, Spring 1994; vol. 4, nos. 1-3, 24 May 1996-1
July 1997; vol. 5, nos. 1-2, 2 March 199815 September 2000 (ed. Ted
A. Campbell).
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COMMITITEE CONSITIUTION

(Adopted in this revised form by the Institute Committee on 13
September 1992 and confirmed by the World Methodist Council
Executive Committee in Varna, Hungary, later in the same month)

1. There shall be a committee for the Oxford Institute, which shall be
a Special Committce of the World Methodist Council, nominated at
the time of the Institure by the outgoing Instutute Comumictee after
appropriate consultation within the Instiate membership, and
confirmed by the Executive Committee of the World Methodist
Council at its next meeting thereafter.

2. Any changes in the membership of the Committce shall at all times
be governed by this constitution. The World Methodist Council
Executive shall be free to substitute names.

3. The Committee shall serve unril the next meeting of the Institute
and the nomination of its successor.

4. The constimtion of the Committee shall be as follows. Those in
categories {a) and (b) shall constitute the Officers.

(a) Four Chairpersons, each of whom shall represent a different
region of the world, one of which shall be the United States

(b) A British Secretary, who shall have particular responsibility
for arrangements for the Institute ar Oxford

{¢) The Chairperson of the Executive Committee of the World
Methodist Council and the General Secrctary of the Council
ex officto

{(d} One person representative of each of the subject areas with
which the Institute in the year of nomination is concerned

{e) Not less than six and not more than twelve other persons

who are members of the Institute in the year of nomination,

140

10.

11.

12.

Appendix 3

or who were members of one of the last two preceding

Institutes. In selecting names in this category effort shall be

made, so far as is practicable,

(i) to secure inclusiveness of women and younger theolo-

gians,
(u) to secure membership of representatives of different
traditions which claim the Wesleyan heritage,

{iii) to guarantee geographical represencation.

No one may be a member of the Committee in this category

tor more than three successive Institutes.
The Committee may co-opt up to five consultants who shall be entided
to attend meetings and may be consulted by post, but have no vore.
The Committee shall be responsible for arranging the regular meet-
ings of the Institute. Regional or other additional meetings may also
be arranged.
The Committee shall be responsible for maintaining, by publica-
tions, correspondence or otherwise, such contacts berween members
of the Insutute and other interested persons as may from tine to
time be determined.
The Committee mav publish the proceedings of the Institute and
other work as may be desirable and financially sustainable.
The Committee shall have power to determine charges and all other
details necessary for the meeting of the Institute,
Accounts of all funds held by the World Methodist Council on behalf
of the Committee shall be audited regularly and statements rendered
to the Committee by the Treasurer of the World Methodist Council.
The Committee shall conduct its buswess (a) by meetings at the
Lustitute; (b) by such other meerings of available members at the
time of a meeting of the WMC Executive Comimittee as may be
desirable; (¢) by correspondence. A valid meering of the Comumittee
shall require the presence of ar least two of the Officers.
Regular meetings of the Institute shall be held at intervals of not less
than four and not more than six years. At each Insutute the
outgoing and incoming chairpersons shall recommend the venue for

the following Institute, which will need to be raufied by two thirds

141



£3.

14.

ExPLORING METHODISM'S HERITAGE

of the Committee and be confivmed by the Executive Committee of
the World Methodist Council.

The Committee may delegate any of its powers {excepr that of
varying the venue ot the regular meetings of the Institute} to a sub-
committee, which shall consist of the Officers, with or without other
Committee members.

This constitution may be amended by a vote of 75% of the total
membership of the Committee and the concurrence of the Executive
Committee of the World Merhodist Council.
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Chapter 1: Beginnings

1. The Christinn Advocate (3 February 1949):14, 27.

2. Dow Kirkpauicl, unpublished memoir.

3. “l am nor enthusiastic about these couferences with American
Methedists which scem to me a waste of tme. Why cannot they read
the Bible and stady more themselves? 1 doubr also if their influcnce
on British students and probationers will be healthy. 1 would rather
be in my study and garden during July.”

4. Iliff Revicw xxvii/1-2 (Winter-Spring 1970).

5. These are the most accurate figures available. Precise figures of those

actually attending meetings (as distinct from those expected to attend)
and in what capacity have rarely been preserved. Country of origin is
also sometimes difficult to establish, because so many have raken

temporary residence in another country for study or missionary service.

Chapter 2: The Developing Organization

I

[SS I

oo

For the latter, see OXFORDnotes 1 /2 (Summer 1984):101F

See endnote 5, chaprer 1.

Calcudated from information kindly supplied by the head office of
the World Merhodist Council,

For the texr, sec Appendix 3.

See Appendix 2 for details.

This is acknowledged in the preface to the published papers, The
London Quarterly and Holborn Review (July 1959): 161.

It is perhaps significant that C. H. Dodd’s 1962 contribution 1s not
listed in his published bibliography.

Chapter 3: The Classical Agenda

1.

Albert C. Qutler, “Does Methodism Have a Doctrine of the Chuarch?”
in The Doctrine of the Church, cd. Dow Kirkpatrick (Nashville:
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Abirtgdon; London: Epworth, 1964), 11 {}. Tt was quoted with appre-
ciaton by Geoffrey Wainwright, “Ecclesial Location and Ecumenical
Vocation,” in The Future of the Methodist Theological Traditions, ed.
M. Douglas Meeks (Nashville: Abingdon, 1985), 124.

Cf. J. Robert Nelson’s comment, reviewing the published proceed-
ings: “Some of these excellent papers might as well have been read
at institutes bearing other denominational names, for they are
concerned with the biblical and Christian doctrine of the Church
rather than a private, sectartan form of it.” The Christian Advocate
{30 July 1964): 14.

David Lowes Watson, “A DPraxis Approach to Evangelism:
Reflections on the Realides of Contemperary Evangelical
Outreach,” in The Future of the Methodist Theological Traditions,
155; F. Thomas Trotrer, “The Church and Modern Man,” in
Dwoctrine of the Church, 195.

The Finality of Chyist in the Age of Universal History. See W, A. Visser’t
Hooft, The New Delli Repovt (London: SCM Press, 1962), 165.

D. T. Niles, “The Christan Claim for the Finality of Chost,” in The
Fanality of Christ, ed. Dow Kirkpatrick {Nashwille: Abingdon, 1966), 14.
Carl Michalson, “The Finality of Christ in an Eschatrological
Perspective,” in Finaliry of Christ, 174.

David E. fenkins, “Word, Wisdom and Process,” 1 Finalizy of Christ, 64.
Ibid., 61-62.

Dow Kirkpatrick, “Clrist and Christianity,” in Finality of Christ, 193.

. See also Adrian Hastings’s vigorcus treatment of the issues,

“Pluralism: The Relation of Theology to Religions Studies,” in Whar
Shonld Methodists Teach? Wesleyan Tradition and Modevn Diversity,
ed. M, Douglas Mecks (Nashville: Kingswood, 1990}, 1 T8ft.

S. Wesley Ariarajal, “Evangelism and Wesley’s Catholicity of Grace,”
i The Future of the Methodist Theologieal Traditions, 140(Y.

The session was recorded on tape.

Chapter 4: Enter John Wesley

1.

Rebecca 8. Chopp, “Anocinted to Preach: Speaking of Sin in the Midst
of Grace,” in The Portion of the Poor: Good News to the Poor in the
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Endnotes

Wesleyan Tradition, ed. M. Douglas Meeks {Nashville: Kingswood,
1995), 101.
Theodore Runvon, “Introducton: Wesley and the Theologies of

el

Liberation,” wn Sanctification and Libevation: Liberation Theologies
in the Light of the Wesleyan Tvadition, ed. Theodore Runyon
(Nashville: Abingdon, 1981), 19.

José Miguez Bonino, “Wesley’s Docirine of Sanctification from a
Liberationist Perspective,” \n Sanctification and Liberation, 57.
Albert C. Outler, “A New Furure for Wesley Studies: An Agenda for
‘Phase 111" in The Future of the Methodist Theologieal Traditions, 52.
Ibid., 49.

The text is as follows: “The Oxford Institute of Methodist
Theological Studies, after careful study and discussion, endorses the
fundamental importance of a critical text of John Wesley’s writings.
The publication of the Wesley corpus is one of the most important
contributions we can make to ecumenical Christianity. These texts are
important in the history of Christian thought and are essenual to a
more adequate understanding of fohn Wesley, of the influences upon
his life and thought, of his tole in his era and in the Methedist soci-
ewes, and in the resources he bequeathed to the ensuing Methodist
traditions. This publication effort must be completed and to this end
we not only offer our endorsement bur also commit ourselves to help
buald that base ot support which will move this project to comple-
tion™ ( The Future of the Methodist Theologieal Traditions, 59).

One positive outcome was a call for a Spanish translation of Wesley’s
Workes { The Futuve of the Methodist Theological Traditions, 153). The
project was completed 1 1998,

The speaker was Britsh, and 1982 was the year of the war between
Britain and Argentina over the Falklands/Malvinas Islands. This
must have had some effect upon relationships at the time.

John Wesley, “Sermons on Several Occasions Preface,” in Works, 1:105.
Wainwright, “Ecclesial Location and Ecumenical Vocation,” in The
Futuve of the Methodist Theologieal Traditions, 9311

M. Douglas Mecks, “Reflections and Open Tasks,” in What Should
Methodists Teach?, 131.
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22.
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“If . . . the question is put to me, would I rather have a miserable
ape for a grandfather or a man highly endowed by nature and
possessed of great means of influence, and yet who employs these
faculties and that influence for the mere purpose of introducing
ridicule into a grave scientitic discussion—1I unhesiratingly affirm my
preference for the ape.” Quoted in Encyclopaedia Britannica
{Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc., 2002), 6:179.

Albert C. Outer, “Merthodists in Search of Consensus,” in Whaz
Should Methodists Teach?, 23. The printed text is a thoroughly
rewntten version of the lecture as delivered, although the substance
is the same.

The cumbersome title was dropped when the papers were published,
n favor of What Should Methodists Teach?

An Invitation to Discover . . . Reaffirm (Lake Junaluska: World
Methodist Council, n.d.).

See the chaprer by Richard P Heitzenrater, “In Search of Continnity
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