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Today I received. the third issue of the Wesleyan Theological Journal, 
and am noticing its contents with all consideration and concern. To begin 
with, I write in response to the first statement of the purpose of the VI TS, 
"To encourage exchange of ideas among Wesleyan-Arminian theologians." I do 
not know whether I qualify as a licensed theologian or not, but at least I 
am interested in studying and evaluating theological thinking and discussion. 
I've been informed that the next annual meeting is to be at Vennard College, 
and if so, I should be able to attend the next meeting if I am still here. 

Now I am writing this letter to share with you my response and reaction 
to the contents of the present issue of the WT J. Whether what I write may 
be stimulating to you or anyone else of the WT S, depends on whether what I 
write can be read and understood by whom it may concern. One of the problems 
that face all people, theologians, philosopherst professionals, specialists, 
is that they get to going around in a circle of interests that is congenial 
to them, until they get so deep in a rut that they can no longer see the 
landscape other than the side-walls of the rut that they have made for them
selves. Since life consists of everything inside and outside the walls, then 
those within the ruts of their own making gett farther and fmrther from rele
vancy withh the whmle of life. 

The WT S is an important group with a purpose significant enough to be 
able to examine the whole field of life and avoid makin g ruts or falling in
to ruts. I believe in its purpose and objectives, or I would not be associat
ing with it. But there are many who have no sympathy with its objectives, 
and I am wondering how much impact that the WT S is bringing upon the many 
by its influence as an organization. Are we an association just to preserve 
ourselves and our objectives from extinction, or are we to extend ourselves 
and our objectives to become convincingly the objectives of the many? It is 
with these thoughts in mind that I examine and evaluate the contents of the 
present issu of the WT J, and I do so with loyal sympathy to the cause, and 
not to be critical for any reason of trying to destroy it. 

So, considering the contents of the opening address of Dr Arnett on "John 
Wesley and the Bible", how do I read it? I nate that the criterion is set on 
the basis of "one's attitude toward the Bible as the ultimate and final author
ity for faith and practice." rt is a worthy criterion, but I would ask: Is it 
high enough? For me personally, I set a higher criterion to which if I give 
it my allegiance, I cannot regard the Bib le as the "ultimate and final author
i t y" and this position could lead me to be misunderstood. So I will proceed 
to define what is "ultimate and final" in authority for me, and that is God. 
This is 1 of course, obviously accepted by everyone that believes in God, and 
it would seem that at least a corollary criterion should be in accepting the 
Bible as THE WORD of God. This could be possible except that it is quite clearly 
written in the Bible that "the WORD of God" refers primarily to Jesus Christ to 
those who are of the Christian faith. 

And if we accept Jesus as the S6C9•6person of God, then we are right back 
with the ultimate authority only in God, and the Bible not even a secondary 
authority by its own witness. We can lol?ate passages in the Bible that seem 
to enhance and support the Scriptures as an authority, but when we examine all 
suo:h passages, they are conditional on the fact that "holy men wrote as they 
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vrere moved by the Holy Spirit", the third person of God, thus turned back to 
God as the sole ultimate authority, by the Bible 's own witness of itself. 
Now why do I insist that God should be considered as the sole ultimate author
ity, and the Bible a rather uncertain secondary authority at the most? The 
reason is that the ultimate authority must be absolutely beyond all manipula
tion at the hands or minds of men, and this cannot be said about the Bible . 
The many versions of the Bible are stark evidence that man cannot ultimately 
reach the truth of life without getting beyond and behind every version of 
the Bible. The study of Hebrew and Greek texts is an example of the most earnest 
attempt to get behind the versions to the truth which the Bible is supposed to 
cmntain. The Bible as an absolute authority is not beyond the manipulation of man. 

Now , Dr Arnett 1 s address was not on the main tenet of Biblical ineErancy, 
but on attitudes about such a tenet. He gives the three points of what atti
tudes have contributed to the concerns of Christianity, such as: 1) "Difficul
ties and divisions", 2) Disunity, and 3) Doubts about Christian faith. And 
then he examines John Wesley's attitude toward the Bible, but I wonder whether he 
discovered We sley ever taking the position that the Bible is absolute? He makes 
the statement that he was "one of the best trained and best read men of his time", 
which indicates that Wesley did not limit his reading solely to the Bible . The 
second quotation from Wesley indicates that the basis of any agreement was pos
sible only "at the feet of our common Master" -- not in the study of the common 
Book . "To hear His \'{ord, to imbibe His Spirit and to transcribe His life in 
our own?" John Wesley's humility established him as a worthy v1itness, but it 
did not establish a position about the Bible that he took as his own. 

"It is evident that John Wesley StudieB. the Bible Diligent ly11
• And there 

is no question about this, just as there have been diligent students of Shake
speare or of Homer, This diligence of John Wesley merely established him as 
an authority on the Bib1e 1 but not necessarily the Bible as an authority . The 
third division of the address, doe s it get down to actually reporting and right
ly interpreting John Wesley's attitude of "the Bibl:e as .A)_uthority"? The first 
stattement should have been the basis for answering this question; John Wesley 
upheld three c:Hteria of truth -- not solely one! Scripture was upheld as the 
first of the three, but not in any absolute sense to the exclusion or even de
moting of the other two. Altho Sormpture was not superseded by the other t wo, 
yet it was necessarily dependent on them for c:la:-ity and confirmation. He ar
ggued for the infallibility of the Bible, but he would have to be infallible 
himself to establish his argument to the final truth about the Bible . 

The next three points that conclude the address, continue to show Uesley~s 
attitude toward the Bible, by the way that he used it. He "a)propria ted and 
expounded the Bible Redem;plively ." And that word "Redemptively" is not expli
citly used aright, for the Bible does not redeem anyone , only Christ dmes that. 
The better word to be used is "evangelistically", and that is exactly how John 
Wesley used the Bible , to win souls TO CHRIST! not primarily to the Bible . The 
next point is " Practicality", which was the weakest of his appli:cat ions of the 
use of the Bib le, and in which he was the most uncertain. His aim was to be as 
practical as he could, but in practice he was a notorious failure, and the whole 
tradition of Methodism since has been handicapped with his impracticality. The 
third point of Devotionality, is perhaps the second main use that he could make 
of the Bible# And these would be the two basic uses that could be made of the 
Bible: to help others, and to help oneself, as John Wesley used them. There is 
a very important application of the Bible in Practicality, but so far very few 
is any have made much advance is the usefulness of the Bible in this way . 

The next dis cuss ion to be considered is that by Dr Kuhn on "The Life of 
Sanctity" (as I would abbreviate it.) The opening paragraph "is worthy of all 
acceptation" and I have no reservations to express about it" The second para
graph begins a discussion of the unexamined subject of ethics which needs to be 
clearly defined if we are to avoid confusion and misunderstanding and error . 
Is ethics to be considered within the limited application of the interpersonal 
influence thit people have on one another to determine their behavior? Or is it 
to be considered beyond its baGi' meaning to include the application of the 
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divine influence that determines the behavior of people in their interper
sonal relationships, as they respond to or react against that divine influence? 
Can we read into the definition of "ethics" more than was intended for it? 

So in the introduction of this thesis, I am in ag~eement with what is 
intended for the discussion of sanctity and sanctification, and in question 
only about what is intended to be meant by "ethics" and "morality". There 
needs to be a serious examination of these subjects to determine how much 
they sh~uld mean and what place they should have in life, and whether they 
should be forced to include applications beyond their exact limitations. 
Perhaps, because this has not been done, "Practicality" has been the weakest 
aspect in the lives of too many sanctified Christians. They just don•t know 
how to face and to adjust themselves effectively and positively in the cir~ 
cumstances of d~ily living. They may know all about the many things that 
they should not do, but they are hard put to know even a few things of what 
they should do. Does Dr Kuhn discuss this problem or able to, without a 
clear understanding of what we should mean bu "ethics" and "morality"? 

Unfortunately, he does not. His discussion proposes to descend "from 
high theological ground, into the areaa in which our life must be lived." 
But he does not get dcwn to that areaa at &11, and his entire discussion 
is within the comparison of the philosophical themes of idealism versus realism. 
The first division of his subject is considering the philosophies of idealism; 
and the second division considers realism. Attempts may be made to get down 
into the arena of living, bbut only by looking at ·life indirectly thru the 
mirror of idealism or of realism. Thus, instead of "sanctity" the discuss-
ion proceeds into a listing (unexamined) of "ethical theories", and classify
ing them as subjectivistic and objectivistic; then sub-dividing into lesser 
or more particular theories of hedonism versaa utilitarianism. The object
ivistic "theories" are classified as rational, metaphysical, and revelational. 

So I will need to give attention to what he offers and not on the sub
ject he proposed to discuss and from which he departed to discuss something 
else. I shall try to relate what he offered as it may have bearing on the 
subject of sanctity, altho this may take some stretching . First, if I re
late what he said with the address on John .fesley, it must be noted that 
Wes ley accepted rationalism as a reliable altho limited criterion for truth. 
He perhaps related revelationalasm with the Scrmpture, altho not with the ob
vious philosophical im lications upheld in this thesis of ethical theories. 
And it would seem that \'T esley ignored metaphysicalism altogether and upheld 
experience, which might be related to the discussion under realism. But to 
say that the Holiness Movement is slanted to revelationalism is a very broad 
accommodation, for it is more sim~ly an attempt to carry on the tradition of 
views and practicies of John ~/ esley, than of anything philosophica.l. 

"Sanctity" is incidentally presented in the discussion of Pharisees 
and Jesuits, because the contrasting basis of their casuistry. But there 
is a carelessness in this area of the discussion, as Pharisaism did not de
generate "into a traditionalism which split hairs". Rather, it disappeared 
to the encroachments of Scribes (inerrant Scriptures) and Sadducees (modernists) 
that raised up a new movement of the rabbinism that took the traditionalism 
by the horns and began splitting hairs ever since. And behind the contemporary 
Holiness movement there are a number of various traditions besides Jesuitism. 
There is mysticism, puritanism, pietism, and others tradtimonal and paganistic. 
Many o~ such tradtions have led to the variety of casuistries that divideethe 
Holiness movement into the many fractured splinters in which it is brkken, Is 
the WT S a step in the right direction to get above and beyond casuistries, or 
will it be side-tracked into the emphasis of some philosophical theory? 

By means of the suvject of "Casuistry" ":hich is indirectly introduced as 
a mere "word", the discussion novr veers toward the side of philosophic realism. 
The subject of caauistry should have been more clearly pesented instead of the 
philosophical classification of ethical theories, which was not a complete list. 
Thus, the practical problems related to sanctity could havo more directly beon 
considered. Five casuistric applications are suggested, in which the problem 
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that is otherwise called the "new morality" is implied. In the current is
sue of Rapper's magazine, there is an article on that subject in which the 
discussion requires some serious thinking to discover that "new morality" 
is something radically different than the popularized interpretations of it. 
However, Dr Kuhn evidently has not been acquainted with more than the popular 
version of the "new morality", as he proceeds with his discussion withint that 
milieu. He almost examines the problem of sanctity of those in the Holiness 
Movement with how they face racial differences. He introduces it briefly and 
tu~ns to a more exciting discussion about sexaalit; but primarily about some 
of the consequences of sexuality in life and death issues. Economics is in
troduced but the discussion reverts again ta sexuality for most. of the applica 
tion about realism, and many basic problems are ignored altogether. 

Finaftly there is a dichotomy raised between perfectionism and responsibility. 
It is illustrated by a lengthy letter that is quoted, but the whole matter is 
left limited within rationalization at the level of humanism -- in other words , 
directly related to ethics and morality, but not evaluated or illuminated by 
philosophy, theology, or the higher experience and understanding of total sanc
tity ( i e total acceptance with God). The concluding section contains elements 
of what could have been enlarged into a proper discussion of sanctity fa~ing 
the problems of living in the world, There should have heen an attemtpt to 
sear ch and to dis cover the higher wisdom, in response to the assurance'~ 11 If 
any man lack wisdom, let him ask of God." This was evidently not done in the 
prenaration of this thesis, or there would have been more wisdom expressed and 
less theory discussed. Here is an open field for the members of the ·;rTS . 

The third thesis is on "Facing Objections Ra ised Against Bibliual Inerr
ancy", by Dr Thompson. The question that arises is this: Are the real objec
tions faced? Of the possible attitudes that can be taken for or against the 
Bible, I wonder whether the actual ones have been mentioned. m'!hen men become 
convinced that the Bible is ••• a record of man's religious strivings and evolu
tion, its authority ill be gone ." Just how does a man's conviction about the 
Bible deprive it of its authority? How does any amount of doubt about the Bi
ble make it irrelevant for faith or as a stan~ard for practice? The introduc
tion to this thesis is certainly not to doctoral standard in careful writin3. 
If the attacks on the Bible by its enemies brings it into serious jeopardy, 
there is nothing like the defense by its friedds to utterly destroy it! faayb e 
such writing can be comforting to the uneducated, it is certainly not very con
vincing to the educated, to win them in any way to accept the Bible as truth. 

And just what truth is there in the statement: "God has employed three 
stages in making divine truth known to man"? "Two of them (are not only) in the 
past" -- but they have never been in existence. God has always made knov.n divine 
truth to man by the Holy Spirit, and men receive it no differently today than 
Adam did in the Garden of Eden. The Bible is a "testimony" of God speaking to 
man by His Spirit, and proving it in their experience of life. There is nothing 
evolutionary about it, whether by naturalistic theories or by theological stages. 
Then before the discussion even begins, it is clearly admitted that the Bible is 
liable to be erroneous in any except the original "autographs". And since none 
have access to those autographs but must depend solely and entirely on imperfect 
copies, the accuracy of the truth conveyed must be by the Holy Spirit . 

As for "the doctrine of Bibli cal Inerrancy", the first argument in its favor 
is supposedly from the standpoint of a "Scriptural position" but actually and on
ly from a "logical premise". V.'hether "the infallible God of truth would not or 
could not direct human instruments to write anything that is false", it must be 
admitted that He does allor "human instruments to write anything that is false", 
else there would be nothing written, sacredly or otherwise that was false. rt 
can always be assumed to be true that God always gives the 9erfect truth, but 
can men always receive the truth perfectly and exactly? Theoretically it is 
possible, what man is ever able to speak exactly as God has spoken? Holy men 
of old were ",mbved by the Holy Shost", but that word "moved" does not mean that 
they followed perfectly the moving of the Holy Ghost. They moved perhaps to 
the best of their understanding, "No prophecy is of private interpretation" 
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and that means exactly that man cannot interpret prophecy exce pt by the 
Holy Spirit, even were he to read the original autographs! The point that 
I see is that God doesn't need to have a ~erfect means to get His messaru:i 
of truth across, for it is by His S)irit that He gets the message across 
thru every means that He makes use of. 

The second argument on Biblical inerrancy is from the "Church's Posi
tion" -- if the Church started with John Calvin. But that leaves a Iiretty 
big hole in the history of Christiaaity. But the discussion turns aside 
to an evaluation of Nao-orthodoxy, which attempts to find a vital useful
ness in the Bible in spite of the errors in any of the versions that may 
be used. Nao-orthodoxy, of course, doesn't get very far, as it does not 
discover the work of the Holy Spirit in relation to the Bible to and the 
truth of the Bible. But as far as it goes, Nee-orthodoxy gets closer to 
the truth than the rigid views of decadent-Calvinism. It is willing to 
lead a man with as much er as little faith as he may have make use of the 
Bible at all. To insist on emphasis concerning subjectivity versus object
ivity, is to insist on philosophy and intellectual understanding, whereas 
the truth is more closely related to faith and spiritual responsiveness. 

The third part of the discussion is purportedly on "Objections to 
Biblical Inerrancy11

, and these seem to consist of superficial incidentals 
about the vvariations in the text that need explanation. And of course, 
the more that the possible variations are noticed, the more the problem 
grows concerning how to make sense out of the Bible. This could go on end
lessly, and has been the basis for all the c~iiical studies that have been 
made about the Bible in the past two hundred years. But these examinations 
of variations and incidentals miss the entire heart and purpose of the Scrip
tures, so that the truth is overlooked altogether for such a side-line inter
est such as consistency. The principle objections are not faced at all and 
are ignored altogether, and whoever raises them is discounted as disreputable. 

The conclusion sums up logic but not truth, and very poor logic at that. 
And logic is no substitute for faitht for logic does not prove truth and al
ways tends to obscure truth, whereas faith accepts truth and puts it to the 
test of experience. Logic has the basic defect of always avoiding experience 
for testing the truthfulness of any of its proposals. The argument is over~ 
simplified as tho there were only two alternatives, whereas there may be any 
number of alternatives consisting of slight portions of the truth and large 
areas of error, and none of the alternatives can be altogether rejected or 
accepted. I believe that the Bible is God's testimony in man concerning basic 
and objective truth that is available and beneficial to man only as the Holy 
Spirit interprets that truth in its proper application to man's life. I do 
not believe that God's testimony requires perfect conditions for that truth 
to radiate into the lives of men, any more than that sunlight requires per
fect conditions to bring one manner of benefit to the earth. Inerr~ncy is 
a doctrine that insists that perfect conditions are essential for God's testi
mony of the truth to be conveyed at all 1 and experience proves that to be not 
true at all. God's testimony comes thru every manner of condition that may be 
raised for or against the truth, and Godts testimony always comes thru. 

Then there is your own dissertEtion on "Theology and Biblical iner ~·ancy", 
and your introduction provides some thought-provoking statements. I can ac
cept them as they are with some qualifications that do not deny them as you 
made them, but perhaps enlarges upon them. It can be agreed by all concerned 
of where "theology begins", but it must also be admitted that theology can 
wander all over the map and off the map into what can be regarded as erroneous 
~heology. "Christian theology" (sgould find) it meaning in Christ 11 ; but it 
is more to the point to emphasize that its application should be in Christ. 
"Scriptures are the means used by the self-revealing God 11

1 but only as second
ary means. The primary means were the men who received the testimony of God 
and wrote down what they received. For the Scrir tures are not the result of 
God doing the writing Himself and giving the res~lt to man. This is the tenet 
of 1 ~ormonism and ?.foslemism, concerning their "holy books", which are believed 



page 6 Rev T D Hersey, Yoravia, Iowa February 13, 1968 
to be God-inspired and God-inscribed. But your general statements of your 
introduction are quite acceptable to me as they are. 

But I would ask questions of your first point discussed that "Inerrant 
Scriptures (are) implied in a high view of God." The truth is a limited 
view of God is necessary to feel com~elled to uphold the doctrine of "in
errant Scriptures". Altha what you write is of higher calibre discussion 
than that of Dr Thompson, it is defective in the dependence on logic that 
is not tested by experience. The Scriptures afe the testimony of God in 
the experiences of men. Unless this is realised, there is no way that we 
have to showing to many that the Bible is me~ely a sketchy history of the 
religion of a certain segment of mankind and their imaginations about God. 
What a man imagines has nothing to do rrith what he experiences. What a man 
does with his religion has little connection wihh what he experiences. But 
when God discloses Himself in the experiences of men, then what the man re
ceive is beyond all that they can imagine or practice in religion. 

Your second point -.urports to implicate "The Authority of Jesus Christ 11
• 

But from what you have written, I don•t see the connection. The reason is 
that when I read the Gospels of His life and ministry, I note that the writ
ers do much quoting of Olt Testament Scriptures, primarily to convince the 
Jews that Jesus was their promised .;Iessiah. And what they did to convince 
the Jews, failed to convert them, because the Jews had been so accustomed to 
manipulating the Scriptures for every conceivable a pplication of their lives, 
that they could not believe that the Gospel writers were anything m~e than 
another sect among themselves who could manipulate the Scriptures. As for 
Jesus Himself, He could manipulate the S criptures to expose His detractors 
of how easy it was to tie them into impossible knots to speak against Him 
at all. And for those who would be His disciples in all earnestness, He 
did not teach them the S cri tures at all but HIS OWN SAYINGS that w:ere not 
Scripture at all until afterward when the Gos ~el-writers wrote them down. 

Then you make the statement: "Biblical inerrancy derives from theology. 11 

And I can well agree with that statement; but theology does not narive from 
God but from man-made attempts to find explanations and understanding about 
God . It is also true that God alone "account for the Scriptures". That I 
believe, and what God speaks is inerrant, but hov: a man hears is not inerrant. 
And that is the unanswered problem that cannot be answered by the defenders 
of the inerrancy of the Scriptures. As for the third point of the converse 
logic of "Inerrant S criptures reveal God and Christ. 11 There is no pagan 
darkness that can hide God from any man, else that darkness would be greater 
than God. "The Light shineth in the darkness and the darkness cannot put it 
out 11 ! The truth about God can only be finally accepted thru His testimony in 
the lives of men. It may be written testimony or it may be direct testimony. 
and the confirmation of that testimony is 11 His Spirit witnessing with our spi
rit, that we are the sans of God", in the actual experience of men. The Bible 
IS A source of knowledge of God, because it is the testimony of God in the ex
perience of these who wrote the Scriptures. Pea le are won to the Lord thru 
the consistency of the testimony and life of the soul-winners -- not in the ex
pertness in the flu ency of knowledge of the contents of the Bib le. 

The fourth point has the formidable logical term of "a priori11
, but the 

discussion gives attention to the actual theological subject of faith toward 
God, or the knowledge of God that one may have. Faath is the appnnach toward 
God and in acceptance of the t estimony of ~od in the Bible, only in res r onse 
of faith toward the Spirit of God in the interpret ation and a pplicat ion of 
Seri ture. No logical, philoso hical, or theological approach to the Bible 
brings anything but an infinite confusion of opinions about what the Bi b le 
is all about or 1hat can be done 1ith it for Eligious or practical or super
stitious pur~oses. This point is off the subject of inerrancy onto a subject 
that is really basic, that is of faith and its place and use in life. Inerr
ancy requires credulity but eschews f a ith, for fait h leads to experience and 
credulity le ads only to logic that may convince but does not sa~e the soul. 
bven resort to reason is discussed in this section to su~dort inerrancy. 
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Your fifth point conce:::-ns the "Importance of Biblical Inerrancy to 

Theology", and it is here that my original qualification may have its ap
plication . Before you began any of your discussion, you should have ar
rived at the full definition of theology, as a man-made attempt to explain 
the idea or awareness of God . Theology is not the testimony of God to the 
experience of man, but attempts to analyse that experience and to inter
~ret it and perhaps to relate it to every other interest in life. Since 
Biblical inerrancy as a doctrine requres a very limited concept of God, 
it is hardly pertinent that its acceptance or rejection would have much 
cmnsequence on any structure of theology about the absolute God. He does 
not require special conditions for Him to do anything; because of our lim
itations, we do require special conditions to do anything or to receive 
anything from God . Some people require the condition of the use of a doc
trine of inerrancy of ansecondary means of truth from God to support their 
faith, because they are primarily weak in their faith and in understanding 
God to be much greater than they sup ose Him to be. Unconsciously, they 
are really wanting to control God by subjecting Him to be within the limita
tions of the Scriptures that can be manipulated for their own interesto in life. 

The statement "Scripture is the primary source of Christian theology~, 
is a good generality. But Calvinism derives from Augustine~ attempt to 
reconcile pagan philosophy with Christian experience. And it must be con
fessed that pagan philosophy has not place in the Scriptures . Therefore 
Calvinism, at least, must have its ~rimary source in Augustinianism and its 
relationship to the Bible only indirectly. Calvinism had to mani~ulate the 
Scriptures to fit preconceived notions to formulate its theology. But when 
we investigate all "Christian theologies", we discover that there are many 
"Christian doctrines" that have no basis for being in the Bible. Take the 
one major doctTine of the Trinity, which has no direct Biblical reference 
to support it, and yet which can be affirmed in the testimony of God in the 
experiences of men within and beyond the written records of the Scriptures . 
There are those who deny the doctrine of the Trinity because it has no direct 
Biblical support for it. 

ON "Scripture is the norm ••• between truth and error , Jesus told the 
S adducees that their error was 'in not knowing the S criptures 11 BEC.A USE THEY 
DID NOT "KNOW THE POWER OF GOD! 11 There you have it: EXPERIENCE was lacking 
in their attempt to use the Scrmptures aright, without heeding the Spirit 
to lead them into all truth. Scrmpture was not the norm to help them to 
distinguish truth from error, and this was also true with the Scribes and 
the Pharisees , all of whom a commanding knowledge of the Scriftures , but 
were unable to relate the Scriptures to their experiences in life. They 
could not tell right from wrong, orthodoxy from heresy, solely by their know
ledge of the Scriptures . The followers of Jesus had knowledge of the Scrip
tures but could not understand why He was crucified until the Scriptures 
were interpreted to them by the risen Christ and by His Spirit to lead them 
into all truth and into remembrance of the things that He had spoken to 
them , and which had never been written down before they wrote them down. 

The unique authority and authenticity of Christian theology is more il
lusion than reality. It is constantly being revised and consists of all 
the bestp ideals of all pagan theologies, and will include even more of the 
doctrines of such theologies, as the religions that contain them are converted 
to Christianity. Contemporary Christian theology includes all the highest con
cepts of the Hellenist religion, the Roman religion, and the Teutonic reli
gion of Europe. It includes also practically all the theology of the Jewish 
religion, and much of other religions and theologies as well. The uniqueness 
of Christian theology is its inclusiveness of many theologies, and its ulti
mate uniqueness will be when it includes them all. As for its authenticity, 
it can never be a substitute for the testimony of God in human experience, 
for all theology at its best only the at~empt of man to define God and life. 

The "utter reliability of the Scriptures" is not subject to the doctrine 
of their inerrancy, but to the truth hf God's testimony in the experience of 
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men. Christianity is more than a preaching religion, but the preaching of 
fulfillment to all relggion and the conversion of all religion to fulfill
ment in Christ. "Its beliefs are not opinions, to be discussed (.AND are 
more than) truths to be procllimed" -- it is truths to be accepted and to 
be lived in actual and practical experience. It is truths of God's testi
mony in the experience of men as demonstrated in the life and ministry and 
sacrifice of Christ and continued in the experience of men. 

The further discussion on "reliability" excludes the :power of God and 
the Spirit of God and the testimony of God in the experience of men. How 
"reliable" is any witness for Christ? How authentic is any witness for 
Christ? These are very serious questions, .hether of the Holy men who 
wrote of old about their ecperiences of God, or of contemporary witness es 
for Christ about their own experiences of God? Reliability and genuine 
authenticity are determined and aelineated by the Holy Spirit and not by 
a sentence of words unrelated 'l> human life and ex:Jerience. That any man's 
witness is do defective that it is completely unreliable, this does not 
affect the authority of Christ nor the vallidity of red,emptlion 1 since nei
ther of these is determined by the conditions or attitudes of men for or 
against God. Christ was not destroyed by His crucifixion 1 and redemption 
is based solely on His death and resurrection, and no matte~ what false 
witnesses try to do to discredit him and redemption in Him, they all fail. 

Your final 1oints on doubt and hope must be questioned on the basis 
of the words of Jesus Himself. It is easy to say that many professed 
Christians are in grave delusion because they know God other than by any 
acceptance of a doctrine on inerrancy, and that those who accept it are 
free from that delusion. Jesus said: "By their fruits ye shall kno'.r them." 
Do the defenders of inerrant Scri,tures have fruits of good works that are 
manifest to all? Are they the most effective in 'inning the lost and in 
establishing chur ches ith many members, compared ith others that do not? 
.Are they the most successful in attaining even for themselves outstanding 
achievment in spi~itual experinece, in devotion and service? Real ~y, it 
is not Christian to compare people with one another, but rather with their 
own possibilities of life. That is the real criterion by which to judge 
anyone. Above all ho is it that has the living witness of the testimony 
of God within his life and experience? 

Dr Mattke•s thesis "John Fletcher's Yethodology" is a biographical 
sketch or an eulogy with which there may not be much basis for any dis
agreement. As I read it, I would venture to say that his emphases should 
be revived to throw off the cree ping encroachments of incipient Calvinism 
into the ranks and the control of the ITesleyan-Armininn movement. The de
f ense of Scripture inerrancy is one example of such encroachment, and there 
are others. But returning to the life of Fletcher and his contribution to 
the traditions of Arminianism, it is perhaps unfortunate that he did not 
allolv' himself to be a successor of J esley .. It could have been the means 
of correcting the defects that have plagued :.1e thodism ever since. The 
"general pauperism theologically in ,{es leyan circles" i s directly traced 
back to 1 esley himself, and Calvinism was revived under the ministry of 
the popular ~reacher CHSpurgeon, r.ho is the st andard bearer for all Bap
tism denominations as 'Tesley is for all ~1ethodist denominations. 

There is need for a thoro study of Fletcher's works in the context in 
which they were written, and applications mede of them today in the light 
of contemporary concerns. This will have to be a \, esleyan-.Arminian project 
without encouragement of any Fundamentalists or Evangelicals who are more 
inclined toward Calvinism. Just recently I r e cemved some tract s from one 
such brother in Pennsylvania, and to hich I wrote my views on the subjects 
raaeed and discussed in his tracts. One of the emphases that hevas making, 
was on the divine inspiration of the Bible, a doctrine which I accept but 
with t he qualification that the ultimate authority of the Bible is with the 
"Inspirator" ;hich is the Holy Spirit .. .Antinomianism was one of the sub-
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jects discussed indirectly in the connection that was made of it being the 
basis of the new morality. My position was that the error of the new mor
ality was the same as that made with the pro-nomianism and the old morality . 
The more familiar word for pro-nomianism, of course, is simply moralism . 
Our discussion was to the point that most people have no idea of what the 
concern of the new morality is all about beyond the popularized ideas that 
it is the old immorality in a new disguise. The points that I made were 
that morality is not God ordained law by man-made rules and regulations, 
and that moral law as constructed in the minds of men, is no substitute 
for the divine law of the tencommandments and their fulfillment in the two 
greatest commandmentw of love toward God and toward all men. Morality is 
not from God but is of men and derives from the philosophies of this world 
and not by revelation from God. Now it is quite likely that I should quali
fy some of these statements from their generality to particular applications. 

I suppose that if I ere to know in tboro detail of John Fletcher ' s con
tribution to the \lesleyan-Arminian tradition, that what I am doing in this 
response that I'm now making to the nres leyan Theological Journal, would. be 
in line with his emphases. I have not read his "Checks to Antinomianism" 
so have no idea of what his argument 1as all about , but it is my concern 
today as it was with Wesley , We are leaning "too much toward Calvinism . 11 

The terrible misfortune ith Methodism today is that millions of hethodists 
can appfrently be Christian "without being new crea~tures, without casting 
old things away, with out God 1 s image, without the fruits M the Spirit." 

Of course, the thesis presented in the '.VT J, is not of the content but 
of the method of Fletcher's contribution. The method that he used was prob 
ably important but the content was the matter af primary importance. :Do you 
know of any contemporary works in publiuation, that discusses the contents 
of Fletcher's works and that interprets them and applies them today? The 
method is briefly summed up in the words "careful historical analysis of 
the problem. 11 This may not mean that rightely understood and interpreted 
the historical material which he analysed, even tho his intentions were in 
the right direction. All heresies in the history of Christianity are but 
extreme positions of reaction against ot her errors, to the extent that or
thodoxy itself does not exist, per se, other than a balance of the checks 
by all heresies interacting with one another . Thus in the vitality of 
Christinaity , there has always been the need of tension among the views of many . 

It was good reading of this biographical sketch of Fletcher , and I would 
judge that it is the best presentation in this issue mf the '/ T J . rt brought 
to mind a . roblem that I find to be endemic in all churches with no exceptions 
that I knm1 of. The -problem is that all churches are afraid to Jflace up to any 
study of any vie~points than their o~n that may be emphsized at the time. No 
conservative literature is allowed to be recommended for study in Methodism, 
and no radical literattre is allowed to be reco~1ended for study in f esle~~nism. 
Church histories are not allowed to be inclusive of all branches of Ch··istian
ity to the extent of exposing the basic and serious defects in the particular 
segment of the church that is beine promoted. All denominations should he 
corrective and contributory to one another , rather than competitive, and the 
ecumenical movement is no attempt to provide this application among the denom
inations, Rather, the ecumenical movement is rimarily a jockeying for posi
tion so that all other denominations are tolerated within 1 our 1 denomination 
(ie, all Protestants are to be acce~ted into Roman Catholic folds, all segment 
Methodist denominations are to be accepted into the Methodist monolithic system. 

If I und&xstand the discussion that is being made about methodmlggy of 
John Fletcher, it began with as careful analysis of the historical records 
as was available to him, inclusive of Arminianism and Jansenism. It attempted 
to correct the dependence on Aristotelian logic by use of eclectic dialecticism? 
Eut I wonder about the attempted applications to contemporary life today. 
Ecuoenicism is a movement that is more inclined to follow the policy of ·.:es ley 
than it is that of Fletcher . The "radical right' 1 and the "existential left" 
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are only extreme positions with a ~roper purpose of correcting errors of 
antinominaanism rather than ehhancing it. Like all extreme positions, 
they are unbalanced and therefore are of only limited application in life 
before they must be shelved in the cupboards of orthodoxy. 

The es say on "The Books in John Vesley' s Life" is, of course, an adap
tation in summary of a doctoral thesis, and therefore has much extraneous 
verbosity that seems necessary to scholastic endeavors. rt is partly bio
graphical tov·ard the specialty of evaluating what ·Jes ley read and how he 
reacted to what he read. rt is probable that he made on comruents on books 
with which he had complete agreement, and that the books available for his 
reading were quite limited in number. Some of the books that were part of 
his reading, I have acquired and have tried to imagine in what waw they 
influenced his views on life. Of course, I read books ~r imarily for the 
effect that they have on my own thinking and understanding, so in some ways 
I'm inclined more my own evaluations of them, than on Wesley. But I r-onder 
whether tendencies of his life can be ~etermined by the books that he read, 
and his reason for reading them. Were there books that he read and commented 
on, not because they r epresented any phase of his life, but that he read them 
for the discipline that they enfoEced on him to read the~. 

For instance, was his reading of devotional books representative of his 
interests, or the "works righteousness" that compiHled him to read what he 
felt was good for him, and not because he liked to read such books. de know 
that part of his life was spent in search of salvation, and would incline 
him toward a certain course in reading that would not necessarily represent 
his preference in reading. It would seem altho that a very intimate study 
of his life in general would be necessary to understand some of his reading 
in particular. Was sickliness a factor that caused him to read the book on 
health? And what were the factors that influenced him to avoid books of 
fiction other than the worthlessness of some books of fiction? And as an 
adviser to would-be readers, did he avoid reading the books himself that he 
advised others notto read? How much of Wesley's standards in reading have 
become a tradition in Methodism much to the detriment of the Church? 

The discussion on "The Communion of the Holy Spirit", by Dr 'Jynkoop is 
in line with the emphasis that I have made on the previous discussions, and 
so I am inclined to look favorably on this treatise. r might prefer the use 
of other words than she used in some statements, but only to enhance the in
tent of the statement. Thus in the first statement made, the word "solution" 
weems less appropriate than another word would be. All problems in life are 
not expected to have .external solutions or answers or results. Problems also 
may be more than mer~ifficulties to be settled, and may represent challenges 
to motivate us for life, opportunities to encourage acchievement, testings to 
exercise us, and other disciplines intended to be a continual part of life in 
its fulfillment, rather than matters to be com?leted and superseded by other 
things. Thus the Holy Spirit was more than mere a 11 solution to problems." 

Of course, this is the thought that is discussed in the introduction. 
The Holy S irit is more than "the solution to the problem of personality in 
God and man (with) light on the Trinity." I'm not sure what the "problem" 
of personality is, unless it is the difficulty with which men are able to 
sense not only the personality of God but also of themselves. It is only 
when men recognize each other as persons to be acce~ted as they are and to 
be loved for what they are, that they escape the problem of impersonalism. 
There is the real pr oblem in life, that when it becomes so advanced as to 
de ·1ersonalize someone, he becomes disoriented with life toward insanity. 
Tqtlepersonalize or im~ersonalize God by ones attitutde toward God, is to 
estrange oneself from God so as to be unable to communicate with God , either 
thru prayer toward God or receiving the Word from God. And the Spirit is 
the person of God that does make real the personality of God and of man , 
and thus to overcome the :problem of IMpersonalism. 
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My concept of the Foly Spirit is inclusive of some ideas not found in 
traditional concepts of the Holy Spirit. The primary doctrine with me is 
concerning the Trinity of God , toward an understanding of hoi7 three persons 
could be one God, beyond the sole being of one God with theee manifestatio~ 
or three hyperstases as some would make of God . For my understanding of 
the Trinity begins from the affirmation that man was made in the image of 
God, and thus the nature of man reflects in some ~easure the nature of God. 
And the totality and infinity of man is represented not just in one individ
ual person of man, but a family of man: father , mother, and child . To me 
this reflects the nature of God in whose image man was made . The three 
persons of God could thus be called: Father , Mother, and Son . The Fatherhood 
of God and the Sonship of God have been grasped in Christian theology, but 
the concept of the third person of God has always been vague and unformulated 
in all theologies. Yet hen we study the Scriptures of the three persons of 
God, we discover that the qualities attributed to the different persons are 
easily fit in ith the concept of the Trinity being the family of God in 
three persons , even tho traditionally the third ~erson has never been re
ferred to as 1 she 1 , and at times even imrersonally as 'it•. 

Very definitely, the Holy Spirit "preserves theology from abstract ion 
and salvation from becoming discrete ; " and "revelation remains dynamic and 
relevant" , and not a completed event of the remote past . And because of 
the vagueness of the theology concerning the Holy Spi±:tt, all doctrine con
cerning the Holy S~irit has too often been "specu!&tive". And there has 
been a definite reason for this. ~hen we proceed to theologize about God, 
we tend to fragmentize oursel:tres away from our own identity and relation
shi s with others. We ignore the fact that we are related -'llo parents, and 
to mates and children. Such omission radically distorts all theological 
thinking into abnormal or subnormal concepts that are not related to life 
at all, nor to any clear understanding of God . ~ e tend to idealize toward 
monotheism but we fragmentize toward polytheism, and what we should realize 
is a clearer affirmation of the Trinity 0f God and our own personality and 
relationships with others in what life actually is. 

T.~onotheism began in the first place with those vrho lost their 0 1m self
identity in solitariness of se .:-aration from all others. "It is not good for 
man to be alone", so God man a woman for man, not only to find his own iden
tity, but also to realise that God is much more than monotheism . ]ut man 
has been even longer discovering the identity and personality of woman, and 
has been quicker to discover the identity and personality in his children . 
He has been able to recognize the resemblance of himself in his children, 
and has tried to impose his personality and identity upon his children, but 
ttey have generally been able ~o determine their omi identity and personal
ity against all impositions made against them. Thus, the coming of Jesus 
as the Son of God as not a difficult ste~ to lead man to see God beyond 
the monotheistic r concept to the trinitarian conce pt of God. This was made 
possible because of the emphasis that Jesus made about the Holy Spirit tak
ing the place of Christ Himself in the lives of those that He was leaving 
in His p~~sical manifestations to them . 

It is significant, t herefore, that Dr 1.'ynkoop should write this presenta
tion on the Holy Spirit altho limited to speak within the terminology that 
is traditionally used in referring to the Holy Spirit. For this has ever 
been the problem of women in discovering their identity and personality in 
life while accepting the terminology of men and the objectives of men . 
Thus men have been the world-makers and women only the "influence" to help 
the men or to hinder the men in making their worlds, and the personality 
of women has always been kept indistinct and ambiguous. This factor in hu
man relationships ha s been detrimental to a clear theology about the Holy 
Spirit, hich in very name indicates inde~inite influence rather than real 
personality . So what Dr Wynkoop wrote was rather remarkably cogent against 
the handicaps by hich she was required to write and to speak. All this that 
I'm writing, is not intimated at all in what she wrote. 
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When she wrote that "the doctrine of the Holy Spirit is the least ab

stract and impersonal", she was writing exactly from a woman's viewpoint, 
and she was writing exactly 'll'rght! "rt is :1recisely the Holy Spirit that 
makes all Christian doctrine 'ractical and relative to life." Exactly, and 
that is why I have taken so much exce~tion to the previous articles on the 
Inerra:rtcj of the Scriptures, the work of the Holy Spirit was ignored! "The 
Holy Spirit explains the Trinity (altho she does not say how), and personal
izes Christ (altho she doesn•t say as the Son of God), and pulls together 
all truth and right into one consistent whole." And is this not also the 
typical work of a mother in the home? 1.:'ha t is a home without a mother, or 
children without a mother, or a father wit bout a mother? -·hat I'm writing 
may seem dangerous because it is strange to the customary view of life from 
a solitary standpoint rather than from a family standpoint in which all mem
bers are recognized as persons in their own right. 

The Spirit •s "name is fellowship and nature, communion; philosophically, 
He (?) is ultimate truth; religiously, moral purity and wholeness; theolo
gically, universal spirit; and to a Christian, spiritual life and continuity." 
These are the words of a woman, speaking a true affirmation concerning the 
Holy Spirit, b ut forc-ed to use the terminology of men. "The Holy Spirit 
cannot be separated from the whole of existence and will not be abstractee." 
Even tho men may try to ignore women as persons and abstract them into de
personalized things. In fact, this is what the 7th commandmentment is all 
about, rather than phJuical sexuality by hich it is usually understood. 
The sin of adultery is ~e violation of the integrity of personality and in
cludes all sexual deviations that de~ersonalize an individual from having a 
normal place in the family. Divorce-is adultery in the way that it de~ersonal
izes the marital relationship. Adultery and idolatry are synonomous._in the 
Old Testament; adultery depersonalizing people into things, and idolatry de
personalizing God into things. And idolatry is what we are doing when we 
Objectify the Holy Spirit "with the words of Scripture • 11 

Notice how the thesis on the Holy Spirit begins with the emphasis on 
personality. "Personality is the despair of the philosopher", since the 
discipline of philosophy begins by renouncing or ignoring personal rela
tionships in the family .. ''How can the social dimensions of personality be 
consistent with the siggularity of God? The Holy Spirit • •• changes logic 
to personality." And there you have the same emphasis that I was making 
against logic in the earlier articles. Notmce a woman's definition of per
sonality from her own experience: "Persons 'flow into one another 1 , (with out) 
loss of identity b~t an overlapping o~ mutual concerns so that a man lives 
in his sons, or he may receive the spirit ofd~nother (who? his wife!) and 
in some sense be that other man . " This may~eem quite right to men , but 
you change those rhetorical 'he's' to ' she•, and every woman will under
stand exactly what was said: "a woman lives in her sons, or she may receive 
the spirit of another (her husband) and in some sense be (or represent, or 
find her personal fulfillment in life in) that other (person) man (her husband). 

She finds a definition of personality in the theological definition by 
Wiley, that is fairly congenial with a woman's own experience of personality. 
He, of course, tries to contain the trinal elements into one individuality 
since he is thinking from the solitary viewpoint and not from the family 
viewpoint of community, altho he does recognize that there are social rela
tionships in the nature of personality -- or is that her enlargement of 
Wiley's definition beyond what he recognized in personality? "The social 
nature (of personal relationships) is the first step away from mechanistic 
determinism and into moral freedom." Solitary man is prone to invent machines 
of impersonal determinism, hether he is a mental philosopher or a manual 
technician. "The Christian God (is) truly personal (with) the God of creation 
(saying) 1Let US make---"! This is not the polytheism of fragmented person
ality, but the unification of the communal three persons of God, that is 
later characterized as "God is love"> "of God as a social being. There is 
one God, says the Bible, but God is a Divine Society." 
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She then proceeds to enlarge the subject of love, as illustrated in 
family situations, and that love cannot exist as an abstract quality un
applied to the COIIL.'ll'1ni ty of persons. She speaks entirely from the stand
point of a woman in emphasizing self-identity and identity in others, re
lationship and personal integrity (in contrast to impersonal fragmentation). 
The Holy Spirit "forces responsible personal identity and the realtionship 
of persons." "The Holy Spirit shatters formal logic because He is so per
sonal." "He ~reserved the logos from impersonality and insures the mor~l 
qualities necessary to :::'ersonality." rhenever she refers to morality, it 
means something more than what men mean by morality; it has more the idea 
of sociality. The hole paragraph on "the nature of human rersonality", 
is "worthy of all acceptation" and I cannot enlarge upon it or improve it 
more exactly than it is. In fact, the remaining ?aragraphs of this first 

oint of discussion deserve careful reading and a~plication to life. 
The second line of thought on "The relation of Jesus to the Holy S ~ irit" 

mBkes for good reading. She knows what the effect of event of Jesus into 
the wo::rld accomplished for mankind, and she sees clearly that the Holy 
Spirit is the major means for fulfilling this purpose of Christ. She does 
have the limitation of not seeing in 1hat way that the second and third 
persons of God are working together. She would be able to, were she to 
see the whole work of the Holy Spirit from the stand~oint of the total 
personality of a woman, not only as a social ~erson in relationship with 
other social persons, but also as a mother of children and thus the means 
of bringing new life into the world. "The work of Christ was to end the 
estrangement betireen God and man." That is exactly right, and how did He 
do it? Not alone but by the work of the Holy Spirit. 

Beyond what she wrote about this relationshmp of Christ to the Holy 
Spirit, I can enlarge further on how much more this is true than what she 
gave. To do so, we must have in mind several doctrines simulatneously, 
and this may be rather difficult as they are major doctrines. One is the 
three Jersons of the Trinity working together, the second is the application 
of the doctrine of Incarnation, and the Third is the realization of the 
doctrine of Salvation in Christian spiritual experience. The purpose of 
the work of the three "Elrsons of God for man, is more than ending the es
trangement between man and God. Reconciliation and atonement abe but the 
first step to 01ard atonement bet een God and man. For man needs more than 
union with God, he needs life from God; life that consists of the very na
ture of God --we are to be -partakers of God's life. We are helpless to 
do anything about it until God does everything about it needed for it to 
be possible for us simply to receive what He provides. Estrangement is 
thus ended when Gail. partakes of our nature to the extent of containing His 
nature, which is the ultimate meaning of the Incarnation of Christ. 

But Christ's Incarnation has no significance at all for us, unless it 
vitally relates to our need of God and of hat God does for us to make it 
possible for us to be able to receive the nature of God withir(ourselves. 
This Christ did not do all by I:imself in coming into the world, for the Trin
ity of God do not rork independent of each other but simultaneous with one 
another, in the ultimate ,erfection of their unity together. There is the 
sense in which only Jesus became a man, and not the Father and not the S~irit. 
Jesus became a man to solve the P1!7oblem of sin in the life of mankind, by 
identifying Himself with that sin ~hich was destroyed by His own death on 
the cross in the su"reme sacrifice of His life. But that work of Jesus for 
man accomplished nothing for man, unless and until Jesus returned to life 
by His resurrection, to a life which becomes a new life for all mankind as 
they receive of it. This brings us to the third doctrine of salvation. 

Salv-ation in Christ is the or~dof the total activities of the Trinity, 
and not just the ~ork of Christ, or of the Spirit, or of the Father. It is 
a continuous work of the three in simultaneous application of their atoning 
work of reconciling man to God and of bringing man the nevi life from God. 
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The new life in Salvation is the life nature of Christ ~e~orn in the spi
ritual experience of the one acce,ting Christ as Savior by the power of 
God the Father and by the fulfillment of the Holy S ::iiri t. "le are a "new
cre'!_tion", and the "new-life 11 is not our own, but Christ's life within us. 
The only possible illustration that can explain this, is in the moment of 
simultaneous ex erience of mankind at the moment of conce tion of a child 
in the act of procreation. God the Rather with God the Spirit re-create 
the new-life of Christ the Son within us, and we are saved. T~is is a 
technical and theological view of what hap~ens to us when-re are saved. 

The point that I am making by this theological position that I take, 
is that every doctrine must be relevant to Christian spiritual ex;erience, 
or it has no value at all. The doctrine of predestination, of election, 
of inerrancy, and a nu~ber of other doctrines that have been raised far 
theological and logical ex~lanations, are necessary only in the imagination 
of those who do not recognize the greatness of God. All such doctrines are 
of no value or usefulness for bringing man and God together and bringing 
new life to man. Dr -vynkoop does not discuss all of these matters, as they 
are unnecessary for her thesis, altho they are important to help men toward 
a better understandinging of what Christian life really is. 

The third line of thought of "The relation of the Holy Spirit to Human
ity", is beyond the original objective of creation and of ersonality, and 
beyond the central objective of salvation and of communion with God. There 
is the ultimate objective of existence and of the ~urpose of human life at 
all. Here the importance of the ~erson and work of the Holy Spirit is as 
essential as motherhood is for the continuation of mankind on the earth. 
The Holy Spi±±t "is the hub of the wheel of theology, the key to Christian 
philosophy, and the m<ml minimum of human experience." The next paragraph 
affirms the extent of the wholeness of human personality in fulfillment 
that is made possible by the work of the Holy Spirit. This is followed 
by a serious warning of the seriousness of the alternative of rejecting 
the work of the Holy Spirit from which there is no hope for wholeness of 
human ~ersonality in any of its aspects or in-terests. 

Then, the main objective of holiness in all its positive a~plication 
and fulfillment, is the ultimate work of the Holy Spirit. "In the ulti
mate sense He makes us ;_:iersons". \Ie are se_,arated from "the herd (to) 
true individuality." This is to establish the integrity or wholeness of 
our personality. ..e are separated unto God "in fellowship with Him" of 
our atonement with Him. This is to establish the integrity or wholeness 
of our sociality. We are ?Urified from all sinfulness unto God to be 
filled with the S.ririt unto fruitfulness unto every good work. Dr .. ynkoop , 
gives a summary of the details of holiness teachings of the traditions 
that have deve-loped about it, but remained lacking of the one thing most 
needful as the goal of the holy life, FRUITFULNEES IN GOOD ~ORKS. 

The next subject dms cussed is "Psychodynamics Versus Evangelism by 
~resident Bonner and Professor Carter, and which se0lll.s to be a compari
son between psychiatric therapy and spiritual conversion, if we use com
mon terminology. It is evidently a subject too big for the two who pre
sent it, as the two disciplines are not interchangeable so as to be com
~ arable. Religious experience does not correct mental derangement and 
psychiatric therapy does not correct spiritual disorders, and those who 
deal in one or the other of the two specialties do not knov. enough about 
their own specialty to recognize the validity of the other specialty. 
Since Freudianmim is becoming passe1 with the more contemporary students 
of psychology, the psyvhodynamics discussion will be somewhat out-of-date 
even before it is discussed. Of course a good many amateur psychologists 
don't know that, so the discussion is for their benefit. 

As for analysis and evaluation of conversion experience, I do not 
know that any definitive study has ever been made that I've ~eard of. 
Those that have made some measure of observations about it, have been 
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those of the holiness movement that have seriously examined the applica
tions in experience of the two works ~ grace, somewhat from the theolo
gical standpoint. Those evangelicals that don 1 t bother about considering 
further expereines of grace, do not examin the nature of spiritual experi
ence and assume that everyone is either saved or lost, and to give all at
tention to persuading the lost to be saved, and abandoning them to their 
fate if they do not come to any decision to accept salvation. 

Of course those rho are vaguely informed Freudians think that they 
have enough information to correlate what they know with a re-interpreta
tion of the spiritual condition of carnality, in which they are also poor
ly informed. This is a real problem in the easy going culture that has 
become the environment in which we all now live. The secular minded could 
not care less with the subject of this discussion, and the spiritually 
minded had better become better informed in what it is all about before 
they venture into making opinions or taking responsible position and vievra 
that have any realistic graS ) of the subject. But those who have written 
this article have dared to jump in with what they have, and how well do 
they manage to swim in a subject that is over their heads? 

Well, the first question is a search for the meaning of Freud ' s theory 
of the ID. So my discussion will have to be about the subject at hand whe
ther it has intellectual standing today or not. It is assumed that Freud 
bases all motivation of the ID to sexuality, and any distress of the ID is 
the result of abnormal or subnormal development or deviation of sexuality. 
I don•t find any presentation of the Pauline position whether he indicates 
that sexuality is the flehly source of inner sinfulness or not . So the pur
ported endeavor "to compare and contrast the respective Freudian and Pauline 
positions'' seems to side-tracked completely. This historical back-ground 
or the philosophical background of Freud is compared with the traditional 
background that is theologically attributed to Paul, but the comparisons 
o~ back-gmounds does not compare their actual positions . 

The doctrine of depravity is introduced, as tho it were the essential 
position of Paul instead of a derived position thru the disciplines of the
ologies subsequent to Paul. But it is effectually answered long before 
Paul appeared on the scene in the ques tion of the Psalmist : ""{h ither shall 
I flee from Thy Spirit?" The doctrine of d~prfilvi ty assumes that the Spirit 
of God is effectually absent from man"s.inca the fall by Adam, which would 
indicate that evil is greater than the Spirit of God , and this is not true. 
By means of the three Criteria of John Wesley, there is no Scriptural , ra
tional, or experiencial validty of the doctrine of depravity, and it might 
as well be shelved with the other out-dated doctrines that were formerly 
used in a theological attempt to explain~ft what was not understood for lack 
of information on the matters considered. 

Freud's chaotic ID is attributed to animalistic evolutionary insurgency, 
but I'm wondering whether evolution was even invented yet in the days mf 
Frmud . Paul 1 s chaotic carnality is attributed to analogous e:xcerptatpry .1·~" 
anarchy ~ flesh over the spirit, but I'm wondering whether there has been 
an adequate understanding of what Paul wrote. There seems to be a reference 
to Milton slipping in from somewhe-re in the conitroversy to stil.pport Paul , it 
seems. But the comparisons of the remedies to the chaotic conditions, why 
should the amateur interpretation of Freudianism be suggested to compare 
with the professional holiness promoters? Professional Freudianism does 
not advocate self-expressionism but clinical catharthis by confession and 
discussion of the problem, and what to do to eliminate it altogether, so 
that there is no need for either expresionism or repressionism but a redi~ 
rection based on an understanding of what the problem of life really was. 

The second part of this article is entirely a presentation of the 
theoretical hypothesis of Freud himself, whether it is currently used by 
Freudians or not. It is primarily informational with incidental comparison 
with Romans 7. The third part continues the discussion of theory as ori
ginally given but as not subsequently modified or revised by Freudians. 
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The third part of this thesis is an attempt to define the spirit in nan 
from the viewpoints of a number of theorists, starting with Freud's. Or 
perhaps it would be better to say that the viewpoints are nerely listed 
but not defined, and no analysis is Eade of any of them to determine uhe
ther any of them could be comparable to anything of Paul's views . Some 
very lazy home-work was done on this article and it is surprising that 
it had to take two men to do so little. It would have been better to have 
omitted this article altogether, if it is the intention of the '.'TS to be 
regarded as a truly scholarly organization. However, I realise that it is 
an attempt to improve the schoaarliness of those who have this common heri
tage to the level of being able to persuade all scholars that our he±ttage 
is not only defensible but worthy of serious consideration and acceptance 
in vital spiritual experience of life. 

I have gone into this exhaustive detail of reviewing this third issue 
of the "lil.TESI.J.!JYAN THEOLOGICAL JOURNAL, as my contribution as an associate 
member of the ;"TS . \·;hat I have '1i'±-titen may be of interest and stimulation 
by whomever it may concern to r.ead it, bather you have time to do so or 
some of the students at the seminary, of the response or reaction of the 
contents of the VITJ . I have 'ritten this letter as I have had time of fit
ting it into my ~astoral schedule and while in the midst of a week of evan
gelism in the church here, so some of it has been done late at night. I 
have not thought twice or revised any of ;hat I've written, and it is quite 
possible that I ·ould modify some of ·hat I have written, or would enlarge 
on some of it more fully than I have, on any of the points of the position 
that I take and the views that I've presented. And by this letter you can 
see that I take my membership in the ir TS seriously, as well as the WT J 
that wa~ sent of the discussions that were presented. Like the apostle 
Paul, I may write more formidably than I can s~eak, but in all things I 
seek to serve the Lord in the work of His kingdom. 


