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Like my three colleagues, I have analyzed all the papers on my topic, the theme of Holiness. I listened carefully to the authors’ panel, and I have read all the small group reports. But of course, in this final endpaper I cannot do justice to every insight and every comment. So to give focus to our discussion, I want to crystallize three issues out of the material, three topics or themes — not to provide final answers, but to move towards some kind of resolution, or at least some clarifications, which can move us to fresh questions which will be fruitful. That is the ongoing nature of theology.

I am going to simplify, perhaps over-simplify, so academics particularly need to know that I am using broad brush-strokes. My three topics are these:

· Theology and Culture

· The Doctrine of Entire Sanctification

· Ecclesiology

1. Theology and Culture
I want to approach this by way of the quadrilateral. If I had my way, every Wesleyan theologian (and that includes all of you) would look in the mirror every morning and repeat twenty times, ‘The Wesleyan quadrilateral is not a quadrilateral!’ The late Timothy L. Smith suggested a far better model in the Preachers’ Magazine twenty years ago — the three legged stool. Doctrine is the round seat of the stool; tradition, reason and experience the three legs; and scripture the floor on which it stands. The fundamentalists don’t believe in the stool. They think they are sitting on floor! The liberals believe it’s a four legged stool, but it’s floating in mid-air. But ‘classic Christianity’ (to use Alan Padgett’s phrase) — orthodox and evangelical Christians — actually sit on this three-legged stool.

Now let me bring this to the matter of theology and culture with a thought I owe to Dr David Rainey: we can think of the three legs of the stool – tradition, reason and experience – as culture. Tradition, reason and experience are not to be thought of individualistically. Tradition is obviously corporate. But so is reason. It is not my reasoning: it is our reasoning as the Church. When I go into my classroom, I don’t go to exercise my originality or opinions: I go as a Church theologian. And it is not my experience merely: it is our experience as the Church – and that includes our experience of the Spirit of God in our corporate practices of worship and service. 

There are two implications of this which concern us.

· We have a variety of cultures, a diversity of experiences, a diversity of ways of reasoning and a diversity of culturally influenced traditions. Therefore in the multi-cultural Church we have to recognize diversity and yet maintain unity. And that applies particularly to the doctrine of holiness. Different aspects of the doctrine, different models, will speak significantly in different cultures with different ways of thinking and reasoning and experiencing God and the world.

· The second implication is that we have to make sure that the stool is standing firmly on the floor, that is, the whole of canonical scripture. We need a ‘full-orbed’ biblical theology of holiness. And so it has to include unfashionable biblical models such as purity, cleansing, separation, judgment and wrath, as well as more likeable models such as love, compassion and grace.

2. Entire Sanctification
 
I use the label we all recognize, even though it is based on a single reference in scripture, was not Wesley’s favourite or characteristic term, and is open to misunderstanding. Indeed, as has been accepted by all in this conference, Dr Andy Johnson has shown in his paper that I Thess. 5:23 does not necessarily refer to a ‘second’ work in precisely the way we have interpreted it. Where does that leave us? The text undoubtedly speaks of sanctification which is ‘entire’ – ‘through and through’, ‘entirely perfect’. The language could hardly be any stronger. But the word ‘second’ is not in the text. What do we do with that? How important is the concept of ‘secondness’ to entire sanctification?

Let me go to two of our spiritual and theological guides. The first is Dr Greathouse. In the last 24 hours, I’ve re-read his Wholeness in Christ. (Incidentally, if there is anyone at this conference who reads English, who holds a position in the Church of the Nazarene, but has not read that book, then you ought to be fired!) What I was looking for was ‘secondness’, and in the whole book, I could only find one reference, on page 117. There Dr Greathouse quotes Dr Wynkoop to the effect that what ‘secondness’ really means is ‘depth’. 

My second guide (you will not be surprised to know) is John Wesley. In all of Wesley’s voluminous writings (I checked this with the Wesley scholar Dr Herbert McGonigle) there are only four occurrences of the phrase, ‘the second blessing’.
 That was just not how he characteristically referred to it. But the terms he used again and again and again and again were ‘perfect love’, ‘loving God with all your heart, soul, mind, and strength’, ‘purity of heart’, ‘walking as Christ walked’, ‘the single eye’, ‘purity of intention’, ‘love excluding sin’.

We are on impossibly weak ground exegetically when we try to persuade others of ‘secondness’, but we stand on the strongest platform of biblical theology when we speak of ‘love excluding sin’. That is where Wesley’s focus was, and that is what Wesleyans want to preach and teach and live out, and it is thoroughly biblical. 

However: we have to say that ‘subsequence’ is built into that, and I suggest that ‘subsequent’ (the word which appears in our Article X) is a more appropriate word than ‘second’. ‘Secondness’ requires two things of the same kind or species.
 But this is to look on the outward appearance. Spiritually and theologically regeneration is unique, sui generis, the beginning of spiritual life, while the adjectives ‘entire’ or ‘full’ or ‘perfect’ indicate (as Wesley plainly said) that the later stage is a difference in degree. It was his clear opinion that the saints passed into this degree of ‘perfect’ love (that is, full or undivided love) instantaneously even where this moment was not consciously noted. The idea that this is ‘subsequent’ to regeneration has been explicit in the great tradition of Christian spirituality at least since Clement of Alexandria with his two levels of ‘perfection’. It is clearly seen, for example, in Wesley’s understanding of I John 2:12-14 where he understood the ‘fathers’ as those whose love had been perfected or brought to that undivided fullness of love which excludes the sinful ‘mind set on the flesh’.

3. Ecclesiology
 
I use ‘ecclesiology’ to indicate both doctrine and practice, and this significant theme has come up several times in our conference closely connected with holiness. It came up in the small group I attended, and in the discussion in the authors’ panel. (I am referring to that thrilling duel between Dr Millard Reed, that heroic d’Artagnan, and some young musketeers! We Scots and Irish are never happier than when enjoying a good argument, and that, for me, was one of the highlights of this conference!)

But what was happening there was that we had two ecclesiologies in debate. Let me sketch them briefly (reminding you that this is broad-brush simplification). 

The first is a form of the doctrine of the Believers’ Church. In this case it has the following features:
 

· It is very individualistic. It begins with the individual believer – the individual’s conversion once he or she has made an individual decision, and it is usually happier with the baptism of individuals who have confessed faith, ‘believer’s baptism’.

· The Church is then seen as a collection of these individuals who voluntarily come together to tell their individual stories (testimonies). So the thinking moves from the individual to the collective, a way of thinking which you will recognize as characteristic of the age of modernity.

· This ecclesiology takes a very ‘low church’ view of worship and the sacraments. These churches have usually been formed by people reacting against ‘formality’ and ‘dead liturgy’ and nominal ‘churchianity’. They prize spontaneity in worship, and that is what they identify as ‘the liberty of the Spirit’.

Now that has broadly been our view and the practice of our church in Britain, Canada and the States and now around the world.
 We haven’t been very explicit about it. In fact we haven’t really thought deeply about our doctrine of the Church at all. But that is the view we have inherited and actually practised.

The second ecclesiology has the opposite characteristics. I think we should call it ‘catholic’, but I need to make it very clear here in Latin America (and as the grandson of a good Irish Protestant!) that we do not mean ‘Roman’. This has nothing to do with transubstantiation or the veneration of Mary or the infallibility of the Pope. We are using the word ‘catholic’ in its older sense of universal or all-inclusive. This view of the Church has these features:
 

· First, it does not begin with the individual, but with the corporate – the whole Church as the body of Christ. And many of our young people who take this view are passionate about holiness, including what it means for the Church to be corporately holy. What does it mean for our institutions and power structures and practices of administration to be holy?

· Secondly, this view should then go on to talk about the personal – the personal life of the believer. (I deliberately say ‘personal’ as distinct from ‘individual’). There are some who do make this move from the corporate to the personal, and talk about personal relationships. The movement is thus not from the individual to the collective (the way of thinking of modernity), but from the corporate to the personal – a more biblical way of thinking still reflected in traditional societies in the two-thirds world. But some who take this view of the Church seem to be reacting so strongly against modernity’s individualism that they refuse to talk about the personal, and particularly about our interior spiritual life. Now there our Wesleyan tradition has a thoroughly biblical and patristic spirituality in speaking of ‘purity of heart’ – inward motivation.

· Thirdly, this ecclesiology takes what is historically called a ‘high church’ view of worship and the sacraments. Among us there are Nazarenes (still only in Britain, Canada and the States, as far as I know) who find that ‘free worship’ has become dead. It is now too affected by individualistic consumerism, lacking in depth and structure and biblical content, too much influenced by the entertainment industry, too open to the manipulation of dominant personalities, too sentimental and too subjective. And they have found participation in liturgy more Christian, more biblical, more Christ-centred and more spiritually dynamic.

Now these are not just young Nazarenes: these are Nazarenes of every generation. I suspect that one reason why our church in the West loses many people out the back door as quickly as we gain people in the front door is because it is not meeting this spiritual need. And so the children of Nazarenes, like the children of other evangelicals, go off on the Canterbury trail. For this and other reasons we lose them in droves. 

So these two ecclesiologies need each other. They need to talk to each other for the good of the Church, and they need to correct each other. And that must be two-way! One of the tremendous things about this conference is that this conversation has begun.

We need the emphasis that holiness is a matter of the body – not just the individual soul. Corporate holiness (in both senses) matters. It is a matter of practices and of relationships (‘perfect love’) within the body of Christ and beyond. That is what Wesley called ‘social holiness’. And it is biblical. But we also need the doctrine and experience of ‘purity of heart’. You cannot have one without the other. It is also an interior and motivational matter, a matter of the cleansing of the thoughts and intentions of the heart. That too is Wesley. And that too is biblical.

� I said at the conference that there were five, but in the list of references Dr McGonigle has since sent me, there are actually only four such references (Letters, 3:212, 4:133, 5:315, 6:116). There are also five other occurrences of such phrases as ‘second change’ or ‘second awakening’. But the substantial point is that the usage is extremely rare in Wesley’s writings in comparison with his normal usage. The term does not appear in A Plain Account of Christian Perfection. (The headings in the NPH edition are not original to Wesley).


� I take Dr Deasley’s comment in the subsequent discussion on this paper that a subtle change takes place here when we turn the adjective into a substantive. It would be better not to do that. 


� Miroslav Volf notes that it is this Believers’ Church or ‘Free Church’ ecclesiological doctrine and practice which is spreading around the world (After His Likeness: A Trinitarian Doctrine of the Church, Eerdmans, 1998)
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