CHAPTER THREE

JEsus CHRIST: THE GOD OF
Hory LOVE REVEALED

Hail, God the Son, with glory crown’d

When time shall cease to be

Throned with the Father through the round

Of whole eternity.
—Albert C. QOutler, ed., The Works of John Wesley. The Sermons
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1984), 2:360.

he holiness and love of God radiate throughout all eternity.

The prevenient action of the Most High, based upon the life

and work of Jesus Christ, is not limited by time, culture, or
space, but its benefits have already been richly enjoyed by those who
have lived centuries before the advent of the Messiah or by those even
today who have never heard the name of Christ. In a real sense, Jesus
of Nazareth, the Jew from Galilee, is at the very center of salvation
history. That is, not only have many peoples and nations looked for-
ward to his coming, but also many have grown in wisdom and grace as
a consequence of his appearance.

John Wesley’s theology of holy love naturally displays the centrality of
Christ in its reflections, counsels, and ministry. Indeed, there is hardly an
aspect of Wesley’s practical theology that is not christologically based:
whether one considers the created order, the first glimmers of redemption
itself, or the coming reign of God, all are important windows on the grace
and excellence of Christ. Precisely because this christological material is so
extensive, it will be presented along the lines of the person and work of
Christ for the sake of both clarity and order. Along the way we will con-
sider the two natures of Christ (divine and human), the significance of his
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coming (the incarnation), the cruciality of his death (atonement), as well
as his ministry as a prophet, priest, and king.! In the end it should be appar-
ent just why Wesley’s theology is so deeply rooted in Christology at every
step along the way, for his thought underscores not only the seriousness of
sin and human need but also the sufficiency of God’s grace and provision.

The Person of Christ

The very language of the “person” of Christ grew out of the delibera-
tions of the early church, especially as reflected in the works of the
Cappadocian Fathers (Gregory of Nyssa, Basil the Great, and Gregory
Nazianzus). What the ancient community of faith intended by the term
“person” (hypostasis), as it articulated a biblical understanding of the
relation of Christ (the Word or Logos made flesh) to God/Father, in con-
trast to the construal of Arius, can also be distinguished from some
lingering modern conceptions that have placed a premium on autonomy
and individualism.

To illustrate, for the Cappadocian Fathers, the meaning of the term
“person” was infused by the theological task before them, whereby they
placed a premium on the whole matter of “relation,” that is, on the rela-
tion of the Word to the Father, the begotten to the unbegotten. So
understood, a person is not an “individual,” separate or self-contained,
but represents in a salient and defining way a relation to the “other.”
Therefore, to understand the person of Christ aright, he must be con-
ceived in terms of his relation to both God/Father and humanity: as the
Logos, the Son of God, Christ is not alone but has his being eternally as
the only begotten One from the Father. As the Son of Humanity (the
Logos made flesh), Christ is related to the human community of which
he is its redemptive expression. Again, the one person of Christ, as the
Logos made flesh, is related both to God/Father and to humanity. And it
is precisely this double relation of Christ that Wesley most often explored
under the heading of one person and two natures.

The Divine Nature

In accordance with the early tradition of the church, Wesley affirmed
that the one person of Jesus Christ exists in two natures: the divine and
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the human. Elaborating on the former in several places in his writings,
Wesley echoes the language of the ancient ecumenical councils, Nicea
and Constantinople, in particular. In his sermon “Spiritual Worship,” for
instance, which was drafted late in his career, he points out that the
inspired writers of the New Testament gave Christ all the titles and
attributes of the most high God, eternity among them.? Wesley also
explored the etemity of the Son in terms of the important distinction of
a parte ante and a parte post, which was described in considerable detail in
chapter 1. Recall also from this previous discussion that it is God alone,
not any created being or thing, who is eternal a parte ante. This, then, is
a unique characteristic, a divine trait. And since the Son, according to
Wesley, is eternal in precisely this way, Jesus Christ is therefore truly and
fully God. We, therefore, “need not scruple,” he declares, to pronounce
Chist, “God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God: in glory equal
with the Father, in majesty coeternal.”

Moreover, when Wesley considered with what authority Jesus pro-
claimed the Sermon on the Mount, he made it clear that such authority
must be distinguished from that of Moses, Abraham, the Prophets, or any
other created being for that matter. So understood, this authority “is
something more than human; more than can agree to any created being.
It speaks the Creator of all!” Wesley exclaims, “a God, a God appears!
Yea, 6 @v, the being of beings, Jehovah, the self-existent, the supreme,
the God who is over all, blessed for ever!™* By employing such language,
especially in its emphasis on being, Wesley celebrated the essential equal-
ity of Jesus Christ with the Father. “If our Lord were God only by office
or investiture, and not in the unity of the Divine essence, and in all
respects equal in Godhead with the Father,” Wesley reasons, “he could
not be honoured even as, that is, with the same honour that they hon-
oured the Father.” Beyond this, Wesley concurred with the teaching of
his own Anglican Church, which in its Second Artticle of the historic
Thirty-nine Articles stated that “the Son, who is the Word of the Father,
the very and eternal God, [is] of one substance with the Father.” In all
this material, then, in affirming that the Son is consubstantial (of the

same substance) with the Father, Wesley rejects even the slightest hint
of subordinationism (that the Son is not equal to the Father), and in his
“On Knowing Christ after the Flesh,” produced in 1789, he repudiates
Arianism and other low Christologies, Socinianism in particular.”

Two of Wesley’s favorite ways of affirming the essential equality of Christ
with GodfFather were through the titles “the (only-begotten) Son of
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God,” mﬁm “the Word of God.” In terms of the first, Wesley explores such
language in one of his more prominent christological “treatises,” A Letter
toa N.NQ:S: Catholic, and once again his words reverberate S#T“ the tones
of Niceae and Constantinople: “I believe he is the proper, natural Son of
God, . . . very God of very God; and that he is the Lord of all, havin
absolute, supreme, universal dominion over all things.” mﬂmmswmmm in Em
wﬁ, Notes, as he comments on Luke 22:70, Wesley views the ascription
the Son of God” not simply as a messianic one but as one that also under-
scores the divinity of Christ in a forthright way. “Both these, the Son of
Wom, and the Son of Man, were known titles of the Messiah” ,Tm observes
the one taken from his Divine, and the other from his ch%D nature.”® “
In terms of the second designation, “the Word of God,” Wesle .& -
85&. a dynamic relation between God/Father and the moH.r That M me@
evocative, calling, speaking power of the Most High is evident in Q\mm,_m ’
o_ummwwmmwon that the Son is “the Word whom the Father begat or spoke mmom
etemity. "% This speaking, so conceived, is not temporal but eternal and is
indicative of both being and relation. Put another way, the Word of God h
been eternally spoken by the Father; never was a time when the Word SH
not. Oo.EBobnbm on the Johannine prologue (John 1:1), a key passage on
this topic, Wesley observes that the Word is “the only begotten Son Mm th
Father, who is in the bosom of the Father, and hath declared him :M
Moreover, being with the Father as the spoken Word of the Most High H.Em
declared Word, according to Wesley, “denotes a perpetual tendenc .m i
were of the Son to the Father, in unity of essence.”" Simply put ..TM@ s
with God alone; because nothing beside God had then any vmwnw. w
‘ Hrmwﬁw Qw@\ﬁmmvmn v.mmmmm the Son and declares the Word, it was the
o.w who was intimately involved in the creation of the world as well. He
is M_gm true God’, the only Cause, the sole Creator of all Hrmnmm,i.mbm
the “true ‘Author of all’ the motion that is in the universe.”" Furthermor
/x\mm_m.& notes, “When all things began to be made by the Word: in &M
beginning of heaven and earth, and this whole frame of Qmmﬁmm._oma s
the Word existed, without any beginning.”'6 Observe in this context Hrm ‘
the Son’s role in creation is not simply an instrumental one in QEMM
Oom\wﬁvﬁ creates through the Son. On the contrary, Wesley maintained
that “we cannot doubt but when the Son of God had finished all mm
SQ.W. which he created and made, he said ‘These be thy bounds! Thi _um
thy just circumference, O world””!7 More to the point /x\mﬁg Mmosm

tended that it was the only-b
y-begotten Son of God who
very words of Genesis, “Let there be light.”!8 pronounced the
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Not only is the Son intimately involved in the creation, bringing forth

the world and its many creatures, but also as “ ‘the true God’ he is also

the Supporter of all things that he hath made.”’? That is, the Son sustains
“by the same powerful word which

all things by the word of his power,
brought them out of nothing.” In a similar fashion, the Son of God is

“the Preserver of all things.”?! He is not only the Author of all motion in
the universe,2 but also “the life of everything that lives . . . [as well as]
the fountain of all the life which man possesses.” In his sermon “Spiritual

Worship,” Wesley elaborates:

but preserves them in that degree of

well-being which is suitable to their several natures. He preserves them in
their several relations, connections, and dependences, so as to compose
one system of beings, to form one entire universe, according to the

counsel of his will.Z

He not only keeps them in being,

The four preceding roles of Creator, Author, Supporter, and Preserver
highlight the active care as well as the superintendence that is required to
bring the world into being and to maintain its established order. Here the
Son is, to use Wesley’s own words, “the Lord and Disposer of the whole
creation, and every part of it.”?* So significant is this rule that Wesley
refers to the Son as nothing less than the “Governor of all things™® that
are or ever were created, a role that includes, like the Father’s, a “provi-

dential government over the children of men.”6 In fact, the same three
dence that are evident in the sermon “On Divine

respect to the work of God/Father, are also present in
this earlier “christological” sermon, “Spiritual Worship.”2" Providential
intent and care, then, is very much a part of the Son’s work as well.
Beyond this, Wesley ascribes a divine title to the Son that is indicative
of the teleological thrust, the goal orientation, of much of his own the-
ology as well. Accordingly, he maintains that the Son as the true God is
“the End of all things, according to that solemn declaration of the
Apostle: ‘Of him, and through him, and to him, are all things'—of him as
the Creator, through him as the Sustainer and Preserver; and to him as the
ultimate End of all.”?8 Simply put, from the origins of creation to the
consummation of all things, the Son of God is the goal, the perfection in
love and being, to which human beings are directed.
And finally, the Son of God is “the Redeemer of all the children of
men.”? Jesus Christ as the very Word of God saves humanity from the
guilt and power and ultimately from the being of sin and thereby ushers

circles of provi
Providence,” with
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mﬁNMmMMmMM Mwo% of ro_ﬁoﬁw is .099. directed, expressive in outward ori-
Fotatio ,m EQ@. Gowsw in B&.nﬁm communion, the Word of God comes
forth to e Dmnwbno MBNS existence and thereby bring about the very
oo nee anw onmmbﬁoP properly speaking. For Wesley, the
Word becomir nm:u_mm rlt is descending movement from the form of God
o more hun Hmm MHHM: mOaB: (that of a servant)—bespeaks of the
e oty T nmm: mm e way: “What manner of love is this wherewith
fhe o @ommuum_m mbr. on of God hath loved us! So as to ‘empty himself,’ as
a8 pos me, cw:r_w MMmmHMH OM&WS& As to divest himself of that w_,oQ
bim the o apo the Fa &moa efore the world began! As to ‘take upon
Vi .

. LMQMM m.noB wbomrwn perspective, this kenotic descending of the Word

gtorious form to a humble one, becoming incarnate as a genuine
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Not only is the Son intimately involved in the creation, bringing forth
the world and its many creatures, but also as “ ‘the true God’ he is also
the Supporter of all things that he hath made.”® That is, the Son sustains
all things by the word of his power, “by the same powerful word which
brought them out of nothing.”? In a similar fashion, the Son of God is
“the Preserver of all things.”2! He is not only the Author of all motion in
the universe,2 but also “the life of everything that lives . . . [as well as}
the fountain of all the life which man possesses.” In his sermon “Spiritual

Worship,” Wesley elaborates:

He not only keeps them in being, but preserves them in that degree of
well-being which is suitable to their several natures. He preserves them in
their several relations, connections, and dependences, so as to compose
one system of beings, to form one entire universe, according to the

counsel of his will.?

The four preceding roles of Creator, Author, Supporter, and Preserver

highlight the active care as well as the superintendence that is required to

bring the world into being and to maintain its established order. Here the

Son is, to use Wesley’s own words, “the Lord and Disposer of the whole
creation, and every part of it.”?* So significant is this rule that Wesley
refers to the Son as nothing less than the “Governor of all things™? that
are or ever were created, a role that includes, like the Father’s, a “provi-
dential government over the children of men.”?6 In fact, the same three
circles of providence that are evident in the sermon “On Divine
Providence,” with respect to the work of God/Father, are also present in
this earlier “christological” sermon, “Spiritual Worship.”?" Providential
intent and care, then, is very much a part of the Son’s work as well.
Beyond this, Wesley ascribes a divine title to the Son that is indicative
of the teleological thrust, the goal orientation, of much of his own the-
ology as well. Accordingly, he maintains that the Son as the true God is
“he End of all things, according to that solemn declaration of the
Apostle: ‘Of him, and through him, and to him, are all things'—of him as
the Creator, through him as the Sustainer and Preserver; and to him as the
ultimate End of all.”?® Simply put, from the origins of creation to the
consummation of all things, the Son of God is the goal, the perfection in
love and being, to which human beings are directed.
And finally, the Son of God is “the Redeemer of all the children of
men.”? Jesus Christ as the very Word of God saves humanity from the
guilt and power and ultimately from the being of sin and thereby ushers
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in a freedom unexcelled and unequaled: the freedom to love God and
wﬁmvvg. This role of the Redeemer whereby both forgiveness and n
life are mediated to the faithful is perhaps the best known and, in mOMMM
vmom_m.m minds at least, the only principal role for the Son of Oom. In fact
according to some current theological trends, the division of labor, so 8,
speak, among persons of the Christian Godhead is sometimes n._mimmn_
along these lines: the Father is the Creator, the Son is the Redeemer. and
the Holy Spirit is the Sanctifier. However, it should be evident b ,Doé
that m.cnr views do not adequately represent Wesley’s own Ovlmwo_o
(or ?m. doctrines of God and the Holy Spirit for that matter). That w
wnno&Sm to Wesley, the Son of God is suitably and accurately mmmnn_umm,
in all the following ways: as the Redeemer, of course, but also as th
Oammﬁ.on, Author, Sustainer, Preserver, Governor, and ,mnm. No sin MM
function, in other words, is exclusive to the Father—or to the Son o wﬂ
the Eo?. Spirit. Instead, what one finds in Wesley’s theology is an .SMm ;
penetration of roles. For its part, the early church employed the langua M
of perichoresis to express the idea that the three persons of mwﬁrmam_mu .
and .m?nn mutually inhere in one another and indeed are what mv.m are
Ean_.mmE in relation to one another. With this v&ﬂm;b\onm\mboﬂwww HM
genuine permeation without confusion, it is not surprising to learn of ,mn

inter MVQHHWHH ation O* HOMOM as E@H—.« 00 @MH@% CHwQOHmHOOQ muﬁw Cmr_,c.wm mc.numw

The Human Nature

wmmm:mo a God of holy love is other directed, expressive in outward ori-
entation, and purposive in making communion, the Word of God noBF
monr.n.o enter into human existence and thereby bring about the <mmm
conditions necessary for redemption, properly speaking. For Wesle m%
Word becoming flesh—this descending movement from the form ow .Oom
6 a more _...EBEm human form (that of a servant)—bespeaks of th
divine love in a remarkable way: “What manner of love is this érmamé.ﬁm
the only-begotten Son of God hath loved us! So as to ‘empty himself, .
far as possible, of his eternal Godhead! As to divest himself of that m o
s.?nv he had with the Father before the world began! As to ‘tak apon
him the form of a servant.’”3° . o ke pon
. <~m€m~m m.HoB another perspective, this kenotic descending of the Word
om a glorious form to a humble one, becoming incarnate as a genuine
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human being, bridging the distance, at least w.s some mmnmm,%wgw.g wmm
and humanity, all of this demonstrates a basic tension in VzmQMDVwﬁm
ology, as Wesley understood it, between ﬁmbmnmnﬁmbn.m on the on hand
and immanence on the other. In other soﬂn._m.‘ the Enm.ﬁ:mﬁ.wob 0 the
Word in human form not only brings an accompanying ? %«.Egﬁro
(“This was the true light, who lighteth every man that owBMw _M.RM.SQ
world”! [John 1:9]) but also ably demonstrates ﬁ.vmﬁ in the mB _
Christian understanding of revelation Mrm meﬂ Mw—mmnw M%MMﬁ“oHﬁmHo me
ain in the starry heavens, so to speak, apart, tr
MMM coldly distant. On the contrary, God comes. The Holy OJ@ mm MQHMMWW
of this gracious movement must now be Wbosﬁ as ~3M~§=m . d it
us. For Wesley, then, the evoking, calling God is also t e coming
cach attribute directed toward fellowship and communion.

The descent of the Word of
God was manifested in lowly
circumstances and was tied in
particular to the story of an
obscure young Jewish woman
and her husband in first-
century Israel. The poor and
humble Mary conceived,
Wesley taught, not by Joseph
but by “the power of the

: 32
Highest overshadowing her. . .
Omwmm?m in this context, the virgin birth and divine agency are strongly

associated, the one informing the other. In other words, ?.mﬁm&w because
Mary nosmmwﬁwmv as Wesley put it, in a unique way * by the ﬂbﬂc ar %@QW
tion of the Holy Ghost,” this begetting, nrmﬂmmgw mMnEm.mm t mm mﬂo e MMB
i Wesley, then, the doctrine of the v
mally filled by 2 human father. For \ he virgin
iti ested by the sexual ethic
birth does not represent a later addition, sugg by the ol exbic o
i i d as it was by Hellenistic elements. )
the emerging church, informe vas | . ments. Rather
i i ivi in this birth; in other words, it i
it illuminates the divine agency in t in otl :
Momm than the Holy Spirit who brings about this &mﬂmﬂr mobnmwﬁwmr dican
iti i ‘ Wesley followed his own An:
Traditional in many respects, llowed ean
i imi by maintaining the perpetua
Church (and in a way similar to Rome) ing 4 P
ini frer the birth of Christ, Mary, in :
ginity of Mary. Thus, even a b, I e en
imation, “conti d unspotted virgin.”" Suc
estimation, “continued a pure an . ) o
i i ley, especially when he grapp
lted in some odd exegesis by Wesley, . =d
“,Mmﬁﬂw passages from the New Testament that suggested omr.m:aaw. mb%“
ficulty, in particular, concerned the proper interpretation of Ma
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13:55-56: “Is not this the carpenter’s son? Is not his mother called Mary?
And are not his brothers James and Joseph and Simon and Judas? And
are not all his sisters with us?” However, in order to extricate himself
from this exegetical quandary, Wesley resuscitated a teaching that went
back as far as Jerome and that had worked its way into some of the cor-
tidors of the Church of England itself. Concerning this verse, Wesley
wrote: “His brethren—Our kinsmen. They were the sons of Mary, sister to
the virgin, and wife of Cleophas or Alpheus.” In other words, this Mary
was not his mother, but his aunt; James, Joseph, Simon, and Judas were
not his brothers, but his cousins! This interpretive move, which some
scholars even today consider evasive, is reiterated in Wesley’s commen-
tary on Matthew 12:46 and John 7:03 and stands as an oddity in his
otherwise very Protestant theology.3¢
Though Wesley affirmed that Christ was born of a virgin, he neverthe-
less apparently balked at too close an identification with Mary and “her

substance.” Observe the language of Article II of the Thirty-nine Articles
that Wesley had read so many times during his career:

The Son, which is the Word of the Father, begotten from everlasting of
the Father, the very and eternal God, and of one substance with the
Father, took Man’s nature in the womb of the blessed Virgin, of her sub-
stance: so that two whole and perfect Natures, that is to say, the Godhead
and Manhood, were joined together in one Person, never to be divided.3’

The problem, however, is that when Wesley reproduced this article in
his own Methodist Articles that appeared in the Sunday Service for
American Methodist consumption, he omitted the phrase “of her sub-
stance,” with respect to Mary, though he kept similar language in terms
of the Father. Thus, Wesley affirmed that Christ was consubstantial with
God, “of one substance with the Father,” but he omitted the parallel affir-
mation with respect to humanity. Apparently he was unwilling to affirm,
for whatever reason, that Christ was of one substance with Mary, though
he did maintain, in reproducing this article, “that two whole and perfect
Natures, that is to say, the Godhead and Manhood, were joined together
in one Person, never to be divided, whereof is one Christ, very God, and
very Man.”38 .

Other troubling evidence emerges as Wesley reproduced the epistles of
Ignatius for his Christian Library, for in doing so he left out any passages
that referred to Jesus as being born “of the race of David according to the
flesh.™® A similar tendency can be found in Wesley’s reluctance to
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employ what he called “fondling expressions” with respect to' Christ,
though he admitted that this language was often found in the writings of
such gifted spiritual writers as Thomas a Kempis.*® More to the point,
Wesley especially took exception to the phrases “Dear Lord” and “Dear
Savior,” though he noted that even his brother Charles had succumbed
to this level of familiarity and “used the same in many of his hymns.”*

Interesting enough, Wesley’s reasoned objections to the use of fondling
expressions may also provide some insight into his apparent reluctance to
stress the human nature of Christ too strongly. For one thing, he believed
that the employment of such common, sentimental language constitutes
“knowing Christ after the flesh.”* Not only does it abate “that tender
reverence due to the Lord their Governor,” but it also “insensibly
damps ‘that speechless awe, which dares not move.’ " In other words,
this language fails to be mindful of the divinity of Christ in a way that
Wesley thought proper. “The sum of all,” Wesley exclaims, “is, We are to
‘honour the Son even as we honour the Father” 745 In this reckoning,
“the great Lord of heaven and earth™ deserves nothing less.

So then, despite some of the material that appears to downplay the
human nature of Christ in Wesley’s writings, and thereby moves in a
direction of monophysitism, we 7 .
nevertheless must conclude
that Wesley’s Christology is in
line with orthodoxy, with the
council of Chalcedon in
particular*’ (which offered the
formula two natures in one
person), even if there was L
admittedly some hesitancy on Wesley’s part in his genuine affirmation of
the human nature of Christ. Though Wesley ever took the divine nature
seriously (as well as its implications for Christian life and worship), “It is
too much to say,” Deschner wrote, “that Wesley’s is a docetic
Christology.”*8 For Wesley, Christ is truly both God and human, though
he tended, out of respect and honor, to emphasize the former.

The Work of Christ

Despite the care that Wesley took in his Christology, the possibility
remained that some of those to whom he preached would know Christ
simply after the flesh, that is, as one judged in an all-too-human way.

(2129
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Who is Jesus of Nazareth, this poor ancient Jew, that we should take
note of him? What sets him apart from all others? And how can Jesus
be the revelation of the eternal God, the Holy One of Israel, in love
mercy, and holiness, such that he is, after all, the Christ? >H,~méﬂ.m Rw
these pointed questions can be found in Wesley’s teaching with respect
to the work of Jesus of Nazareth, specifically in terms of his roles as a
prophet, priest, and king. That is, the person of Jesus is revealed

Ewo.cmv thought-provoking actions; his identity is unveiled through
gracious and powerful deeds.

Prophet

) In .Em commentary on Matthew 1:16, Wesley points out that the word
Christ” in Greek, and “Messiah” in Hebrew—ascriptions that the
nr:.mnr applied to Jesus in light of his life and ministry—signify an
anointed one and “imply the prophetic, priestly and royal characters.”®
In terms of this first role, that of prophet, Wesley repeatedly stressed that
the Word became incarnate in Christ in order to “enlighten our minds”*
and to reveal “the whole will of God.”! As such, Christ is “the great
Lawgiver”>? and “has not introduced a new religion into the world, but
the same which was from the beginning,”>* when the morning stars .mmb
for the glory of God. °
This affirmation of Christ as a lawgiver likely came as a surprise to
some of the Protestants of Wesley’s own age simply because several had
grown accustomed to a law and gospel dialectic in which the seriousness
and prescriptive power of the law was often muted in the name of grace
or what some termed gospel “liberty.” Wesley always considered such
theological judgments ill informed and broadly mistaken since the
entailed putting aside the express will of God in the name of grace. HuowN
Wesley, a law and grace tension does not inform the distinction between

the .oE covenant and the new, such that the gospel is then set in tension,
or in the worst instances,

actually against the Decalogue
of Moses. On the contrary,
both the old and the new
covenants are gracious ac-
cording to Wesley. Therefore,
the designation “a covenant
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of works,” so often wrongly applied to the Old Testament itself by zeal-
ous Protestants, only characterized Adam and Eve in their innocence. To
illustrate, Wesley writes “But it is the covenant of grace which God
through Christ hath established with men in all ages (as well before, and
under the Jewish dispensation, as since God was manifest in the flesh),
which St. Paul here opposes to the covenant of works, made with Adam
while in paradise.”*
In a real sense, Christ as the Messiah of Israel is the nexus, the conti-
nuity between the covenants, in particular the moral law of the Old
Testament, on the one hand, and that of the New Testament, on the
other. Again for Wesley the Son of God is the great Author of the law®
as well as the “giver of the Decalogue to Moses.” ¢ In his NT Notes on
Acts 7:35, for example, he elaborates: “It was therefore the Son of God
who delivered the law to Moses, under the character of Jehovah, and
who is here spoken of as the angel of the covenant, in respect of his medi-
atorial office.” In fact, so strongly does Wesley associate the moral law
with Christ that the same christological predicates that mark the relation
of the Son to the Father are, interestingly enough, applied to the moral
law as well. In his sermon “The Original, Nature, Properties, and Use of
the Law,” for example, Wesley observes: “It is the heart of God disclosed
to man. Yea, in some sense, we may apply to this law what the Apostle
says of his Son—it is [apaugasma tes doxes, kai charakter tes upostaseos
autos), ‘the streaming forth’ or outbeaming ‘of his glory, the express image
of his person.’”*® Elsewhere in this same sermon, Wesley describes the
moral law as “the fairest offspring of the everlasting Father, the brightest
efflux of his essential wisdom, the visible beauty of the Most High.”
The preceding descriptions of the moral law that reverberate with the
christological language of Colossians, as Albert Outler correctly pointed
out,® caused Deschner in his own age to query: “Is Christ the only-
begotten of the Father?”® Though the characteristics of Christ and the

moral law in these and similar contexts are indeed remarkably alike,
making explicit Wesley’s high valuation of the moral law, nevertheless he
made a significant distinction between the being of Christ as the eternally
begotten Son of God and the form of the moral law that had its rise at
the beginning of time since it was rooted in a created order.5? Again, the
moral law is divine virtue and wisdom assuming a visible form. To be sure,
Wesley did not deny that such virtue and wisdom are the “original ideas
of truth and good, which were lodged in the uncreated mind from eter-
nity.”6> Rather, he maintained that as law, a complete model of truth
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intelligible both to angelic and human beings, these eternal elem
MMMW a @ma_un_ima form in time such that the moral law, which no:mmmmw
o « L
then M,\M_Mwnwamwﬁwwwwwmmmm the everlasting fitness of all things that are or
. Moreover, as Deschner noted, since there is no point in the elab

?mﬂo.aw of the law “where Wesley has not attempted to 84.&058
.@6_5: Christological foundation,”® then when Christ 8<mmmm 9_ orig:
WD& nature and relations of things, as in the Sermon on the M . wﬁm\
is only revealing what He Himself has created.”® The role of %W”WH .
prophet, then, is not only to declare the moral law as the explicit ,Smm w
Hw.m Creator, especially in terms of the fitness of relations, but also to .:o
BEmH.m that same law, in its various relations, as an on,ﬂ“m_ expressi : :m
the s.:: of the Governor who has ordered things so that throu M m&mﬂb om
oﬁ.umn_ﬁbnm believers will be led to the highest ends of that QWB 1 mHM_
@F namely, to the love and holiness of God. Again, Christ as mm Hmom c
isa n.wmnrﬁ of both the law and the gospel, a conjunction that Hmum ) Mwm
describes so much of Western Protestant theology, but, in gmmwwm

case, a i i
. Wﬂ.u Tepresents a wonderful particularization of his even larger
conjunction of holiness and love.

Priest

TNWMWMMMW M\.m&mw HMOW human sin so seriously, as the preceding chapter
has al émw : MMM% noo MMWMM Mﬂmmm Mro unbelief, alienation, and pride left
ver i
design. Sinful human beings, in oﬂrmaomwmmm.#“ﬂwowﬁwwmﬂw mmn_m. 9.
caused by sin simply because they themselves are the wao_&mﬂo A.MB
means, of course, that for Wesley, as for other orthodox believers nm. fi .
elements of redemption do not entail any direct access to God wa ; nm m
MMMMM of ~m3 Ermrmw WMEQQDW, deceiving, and mn:vmgbw @osmua M
relationship with the Most High can only be Z.T«

through the work of a Mediator. To be sure eal is the work of ”
40%0 who vmmmmm the relationship vmgomm mmwwﬂ mwmmﬂwmﬁw\“w% mmmm
rmMMmMonMMoM ﬂawprm&éﬁw have not him, through the one Mediator,
fave 10 © . :mm:r we could not rejoice that there is a God,”

y observed, “were there not a mediator also; one who stands

between God tran:
and men, to reconcile
. man to God, and
whole affair of our salvation.”®8 , © sact the
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This priestly role of Christ that Bo&.mﬁmw H.Tm &ﬁg?cnwmb B_mﬁmﬂ
ship is unique since it is a reflection of his nrmm:.wnm person an bmmMMM.OB\
being, in other words, who falls short of the divine m.mmmwnm can. ccom.
plish this priestly work. “This excludes all oﬁvmn Bmm_mﬁoamm.mmmmﬂn -
angels,” Wesley exclaimed, “whom the Papists set up and 1 M.mﬁo:&w
worship as such; just as the heathens of old set :@.BBE me %MMMWB
Christ in his person as truly divine and really human is &x.w mmooM . ,mz,
the representative of humanity, and for Wesley the Anglican Arminian,
“the Mediator of all.”"

Atonement

To atone for sin is part of what the priestly Mediator mOmm nrwo:mv Emm
own sacrifice. This work, according to Wesley, is flush with the .:ﬁw.mmm of
the suffering servant of Isaiah that find their ?5=an.5 their ?mZ est
expression, at Calvary. Indeed, from the vantage point of the QM
Testament authors, the sacrificial death of Christ is so crucial that MEn
of the material of the Gospels is taken up with the last twenty-four hours

f Jesus’ life. ‘ . .
° mﬂﬁ cross. the emblem of the Christian faith, was bloody, dirty, mbm
filled with shame, an offense and stumbling block for both Jew wﬁa Gree
alike. In Wesley’s own eighteenth-century context, Lord chﬁbm.mmobm%mw
the one hand, saw little need for the atonement or for a cross moﬂ. mw
matter. In its place, he reckoned that “the scriptural scheme o BoBﬂ\
ity”™! was quite enough. For Wesley, on the other rmmm,. the .mWo.smBmw.m
as with his doctrine of original sin, was “properly the m%ﬁﬂm:a .”5% mmwm
i istianity.””? He could see, as Outler noted,
between Deism and Christianity. e, 2 . \
the ‘philosophers’ were, in fact, recasting the historic m&o wﬁ:\ww Mb_m meb
imi i inable by human effort. a
claiming a gospel of salvation attaina . . . .
his career, no doubt frustrated with this ongoing . misunderstanding,
Wesley declared, “Nothing in the Christian system is .Om mnmmﬁmnv conse-
quence than the doctrine of Atonement.”” In fact, in H.umw, e mwwﬂ
tioned his preachers that their “main mﬂm constant business [was
- - o e Q.OM uu.N

‘vreach Jesus Christ, and him crucifie

° A HEWH&Q of theories of the atonement have surfaced mvno:mvohm the
rich history of the church, some of which csmocvnﬁwmz TMF& QW

i ly church fathers—for example,

Wesley’s own teaching. Several early

Hnobmwwm and Clement of Alexandria among them—developed metaphors
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that suggested Christ died as a ransom in order to free humanity from the
grasp of the devil. Adding to this metaphor, Origen specifically main-
tained that the ransom offered by Christ was paid not to God but to the
devil, a notion that proved troubling for later theologians who argued
quite simply that the devil had no rights and therefore was owed nothing.
Though Wesley did not take matters so far as Origen, he nevertheless
clearly taught that Christ offered a ransom by his death. Developing the
biblical teaching of the term (with respect to A\UTpov and its cognates),
Wesley focused not on the issue of to whom a ransom was paid; rather, he
underscored the universality of this distinct work as evident in his com-
ments on 1 Timothy 2:6 in which he once again noted the sufficiency of
Christ’s death, “Even for as many souls as needed such a ransom.”” Not
surprising, then, as Wesley contended with George Whitefield early on in
his career, he declared in his sermon “Free Grace,” produced in 1739, that
Christ “‘gave himself a ransom for all’; ‘He tasted death for every man.” "7
Moreover, when Wesley appealed to Old Testament materials to articu-
late his view, he drew upon the imagery of Abraham about to sacrifice his
son, Isaac, and thereby affirmed that God took the initiative and provided
the great sacrifice of atonement, “when none in heaven or earth could
have found a lamb for that burnt-offering.”’

A theory of the atonement that illuminates Wesley’s many reflec-
tions on the work of Christ—perhaps even more than a ransom
view—devolves upon the basic notion of satisfaction in which the
ideas not only of compensation but also of rendering some form of rec-
ompense specifically to the justice of God are alsg developed.
Appealing to the doctrinal formulations of his own church, especially
as reflected in The Book of Common Prayer, Wesley writes in his ser-
mon “God’s Love to Fallen Man,” “But we could not have loved him
as ‘bearing our sins in his own body on the tree,” and ‘by that one obla-
tion of himself once offered making a full oblation, sacrifice, and sat-
isfaction for the sins of the whole world.’”™ Compare this with the
language of Wesley’s Sunday Service, which followed The Book of
Common Prayer in considerable detail:

Almighty God, our heavenly Father, who, of thy tender mercy, didst give
thine only Son Jesus Christ to suffer death upon the cross for our redemp-
tion; who made there (by his oblation of himself once offered) a full, per-

fect, and sufficient sacrifice, oblation, and satisfaction for the sins of the
whole world.80
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It should be evident by now that Wesley’s thought in this context, as

he cites the Anglican material, is reminiscent of that of Anselm w.wvgm
eleventh-century classic Cur Deus Homo.8! The heart of nw.pw >anv~~_m op
of Canterbury’s medieval satisfaction theory can be summarized as follows:

1. Humanity ought to make satisfaction for sin but cannot. (Obligation,

but inability.) -
2. God can make satisfaction for sin, but ought not. (Ability, but no

obligation.)
Therefore . . .
3. Only the God/Human both can and ought to make satisfaction for sin.

(Ability and obligation.)®
ilin Wesley’s

The first premise m_u%mm.@x@_omnm,.ga@wmﬁ@@t@a‘_ o Wesley»
writings. Indeed, he affirmed, in a way similar to >Mmm. mw, H. MW wﬂ !
human beings are powerless to atone for the least mmm their sins; Q\M&n
utterly incapable of “appeasing the wrath of me. Zoﬁwgmw i’ QSM
explained in his writings why even perfect ovmmﬁbn.m rmﬂnm wﬁ , o
were even a possibility, would not undo or Bme mmﬁmmmnﬁo% ~OH~ any s
sins in the least—since all obedience is “owed” to a God of holy H%<o a HMm
way. In his sermon “Upon Our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount, Discou

the First,” Wesley reasons as follows:

How shall he pay him that he oweth? Were he from this BMBMW to MMHM
form the most perfect obedience to every command of .Oo_u .&. is i -y
make no amends for a single sin, for any one act of past %mow.m EUnM.u e
ing he owes God all the service he is able to perform from this mom

all eternity.

Wesley continued in this Anselmic vein in a letter to /x\mrmm.w Law in
1756 in which he queried: “Is not man here represented as 7w<.5m con
<\
tracted a debt with God which he cannot pay? mbmm %Mm as Mﬂw,\mw,mm%
insi it?” is and other ki
i the payment of it .
ertheless, a right to insist upon : : ;
of _gmcmmm have led Lindstrom to the conclusion ﬁ.wmﬁ on_ro,mox. mwcwm
faction would seem to be the dominant conception in [Wesley 5] view

atonement. . . . [TThe legal order and the judicial system emerge as the

L “ .. .
Deschner maintains that “satisfaction,

governing principle.”% Likewise, oct

i nt.
not victory, is emphasized when Wesley thinks of m.rm. wmosmﬂsm s
While it is clear that the notion of satisfaction is integral to Wesley

nderstanding of the atoning work of Christ, it is less clear, at least at this
c -
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point, just how that satisfaction is to be understood. In other words, in
what way does Christ make compensation and satisfy the justice of God?

Isitb E:BBmﬁPmFgﬁQ through tis HomM@Wm.mmmmﬁw,m.

a love that could only be divine, by b@nmmmrfﬁﬂwﬁmw%wmmomw or by

being a substitute for humanity, standing in its place or perhaps even by
suffering a penalty that sinful humanity should have rightly borne? All of
these are possibilities. However, we can come closer to Wesley’s actual
seasoned judgment in this area by drawing an important distinction
between the satisfaction view of Anselm and that of Wesley, for the for-
mer held that the sacrifice of Christ secured merit that was then imputed
to the guilty, while the latter by and large followed the Protestant
Reformers and maintained that satisfaction is best considered in terms of
penal substitution.®® In other words, for Wesley, Christ makes compensa-

tion and satisfies the justice of God precisely by standing in the place of

sinful humanity, by mmwbm reckoned among its numbers, and in the end

by bearing the penalty, the very wages of sin. In his treatise The Doctrine
of Original Sin, Wesley elaborates:

Our sins were the procuring cause of all his sufferings. His sufferings were
the penal effects of our sins. “The chastisement of our peace,” the punish-
ment necessary to procure it, “was” laid “on him,” freely submitting
thereto: “And by his stripes” (a part of his sufferings again put for the
whole) “we are healed”; pardon, sanctification, and final salvation, are all
purchased and bestowed upon us. Every chastisement is for some fault.
That laid on Christ was not for his own, but ours; and was needful to rec-
oncile an offended Lawgiver, and offending guilty creatures, to each other.

So “the Lord laid on him the iniquity of us all”; that is, the punishment
due to our iniquity.8

In light of this teaching, it is not surprising to learn that a broad agree-
ment exists in the secondary literature thatr Weslev’s satisfaction view of

the atonement is wnm.ﬁagb%hmbnbmng.ﬁub.m;bsm.bmbkﬁimcvmmEnob.
Langford, for example, noted that “from John Wesley to Richard Watson,
the theme of Jesus’ substitutionary death as a means of satisfying the jus-
tice of God was central in Methodist theology, as it was in the
Reformation theology of that period.” In addition, Deschner reminded
the broader community that “in the Wesleyan atonement Christ per-
forms a penal substitution.”! And Williams, for his part, pointed out that
‘the central point of penal substitutionary theory was of great impor-
tance for Wesley,”” and Lindstrom argued much the same.* And though
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Dunning agrees with these descriptive judgments of Wesley’s view of the

atonement, he nevertheless takes issue with the suitability of a penal sub-

stitutionary view in Wesley’s overall theology in a way that Lindstrom

did not. “The idea that Jesus bears the punishment for man’s sins is
totally foreign to the New Testament, Dunning expostulates; “the lan-
guage it uses is ‘suffering,’ not ‘punishment.’ 94 And to underscore the

point, this Nazarene scholar adds: “It is truly unfortunate that Wesley

failed to recognize this and thus introduced an element incongruous émmr
95

his otherwise largely biblically sound views.
We, however, will make the case that Wesley’s promulgation of a penal
substitutionary interpretation of the atonement is not only appropriate

but also is actually indexical to his overall theology. That is, it brings

together the various themes, even tensions, of a conjunctive theology

that celebrates both the holiness and the love of God in its ongoing

themes of justice, mercy, and love. To make this explicit, we will explore

Wesley’s sophisticated and well-nuanced understanding of the atone-

of objective elements (the God-ward relation) and subjec-
|
|
|
|
,
,

ment in terms
tive ones (the human-ward relation) that were both factored into his

overall conception. Furthermore,
the backdrop of a differentiation
responding) that offer important clues as to how Wes

atonement is best understood.

we will develop these elements against
of graces (initiating, receiving, and
ley’s estimate of the

Objective Elements

of Wesley’s penal substitutionary view are con-

The objective aspects
cerned with the work that God does for us in the face of human inability

to make atonement that both Anselm and Wesley rightly recognized. As
d in Christ represents the sovereign action

such, the atoning work of Go
of the Most High with the cesult that beyond the roles of Creator and

Governor, the Holy One is now known as a Redeemer as well. This initi-
ating grace and labor, in the face of human impotence, is concerned with
bringing about a proper relation to God once more, with what from the

divine point of view (that takes holiness, justice, and the moral law seri-

ously) is necessary in order to effectuate reconciliation, literally at-one-

ment. Indeed, since Christ alone due to his unique person and being

mediates the divine/human relationship, then both participants ar¢
addressed, so to speak. From God’s side, “the just wrath of God puts

_ann
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&.Ssmnmm man under the sentence of death.” And Emil Brunner, who
M%M\ dod Q:mm.mnoﬁ _m.nwa.ﬂmnwwvz similar to that of Wesley nODnmsm,mm HTH
o mm to ﬂb,..mwmsm situation in relation to God is dangerous, sinister,
o %MMMMO&. mcnwmmnﬂ%nﬁ Williams linked the objective ,&mmemm,
ement specifically to the wrath of G
of t : od and argued: “W.
“MMMM.%& Mn mMTM Atonement something ‘objective’ took Mﬁmom m%MM
ion of God’s wrath by Christ’ i is for the
saisfaction of O y s death is the only basis for the par-
Th
b %me MMB_m %H.ommﬂs mmm_mmmamsnm of Wesley’s theology may have dif-
wledging penal substitution in :
; : general or the wrath of G
in particular, clearly Wesley di i b
: ] y did not have this problem. I
: . In term
WMMM .amcwr of mwﬁwmm&.mmm_m consistently viewed the death of AWMM_WMM
ing the punishment rightly due the rebellious_sinner. Ummsw:m the

relati i
evees et ot Calvo i o o ot o 23 and Chra, Wl
which our peace, our Bmoﬂﬁ:m&oﬁ to Qo d et b e ALY
elsewhere in his treatise The Doctrine of % ainal S e
else i riginal Sin, Wesley dec
HM“M MWMMM:MM M\MMOMHW U@Hm__mmooa of our .&Dm. ‘The nrmmanmBMMMmMM WMH
peace. " And émnmmﬂw v Mm ey mosﬁgmm._n his commentary on Isaiah
o man st w mm eserving cause " of Christ’s burden, he never-
felels argue . | way ,o ten HQ.QH& _uw his contemporaries, that “God
e e H%mmmn%w nmcMm of all his sufferings.”®* As the apostle Paul put
, im to be sin i in hi
_umMoBm the righteousness OmaMH%QWﬂMwMMMHMmMW MTWM VE pim we might
N M MMMMM %m %ﬂ\MamMOSQ mmm:m of s.amﬁ? .ﬁra term itself occurred, remark-
oo mOm over é”m ?:bmmmm times in Wesley’s writings. Even more
siprising for those o have been schooled on the notion that the love
udes all mention of wrath, Wesley actually chronicled the

rise, identity, and very purpose of ism i
iy ooy and e éwom,% of Methodism in terms of it. Thus, in

I .
MTWM latter Mbm of the year 1739 eight or ten persons came to me in London
vho 2 MMME@ d”o vmw mmm%F convinced of sin, and eamestly groaning for
n. They desired (as did two or three
: : more the next da
M”MM_M MHMWMQ some time with them in prayer, and advise them how SMVNNWMMM
come, which they saw continually hanging over their heads.10?

Acai « .
gain, for Wesley, “nothing is more frequently or more expressly

declared in Scri
pture than God’s : . R
temporally and eternally.”!%3 anger at sin and His punishing it both
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Deschner summarized these relational elements that bespeak of the
integrity of the divine/human correlation in his pithy observation that
wrath, for Wesley, is “the legal, just, holy and good answer of God to will-
ful sin.”1% It is legal in the sense that it takes God’s will, as expressed in
the moral law, that copy of the divine mind, fully into account. It is just
in that it represents an ongoing, determined opposition to evil, not coun-
tenancing it in the least. Indeed, Wesley pointed out that “Whoever . ..
denies God to be capable of wrath or anger acts consistently in denying
His justice also.”'® As Lindstrom observed: “[God’s] wrath bears the
same relation to His justice as His love to His mercy.”!% In other words,
wrath must be understood in terms of the holiness of God. Indeed, it is
the very purity and beauty of that holiness, its awe-evoking integrity and
power, that creates a fiery distance, even dread, in the sinner. Thus, a
holy God is present to sinful human beings precisely as resistance, and as
Brunner observed, “The Bible calls this ‘resistance’ the Wrath of God.”1%
And finally, it is good in that wrath marks the response of God to the
stubborn ongoing power of evil. This truth, however, is turned on its
head when the love of God is separated from the holiness of God. When
this is done (and it can happen for all sorts of reasons), then wrath will
inevitably be seen as something utterly “evil,” as actually alien to the
divine purpose and love. But as noted earlier, such a “love,” divorced
from holiness, will emerge as sentimental, imaginary (a species of wishful

thinking), and cheap, for it oddly enough tolerates evil, by making ongo-
ing allowances for it, precisely in the name of love! Mincing no words,
Wesley called those ministers who brought such views into the classroom
and pulpit “promise-mongers.”’® In his “Thoughts Concerning Gospel

Ministers,” for example, he cautions:

Not every one who deals in the promises only, without ever showing the
rerrors of the law; that slides over “the wrath of God revealed from
heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness,” and endeavours to
heal those that never were wounded. These promise-mongers are no

Gospel Ministers.!®

The first difficulty, then as now, in comprehending the wrath of God
aright and in seeing it as none other than an appropriate expression of
holy love, concerns the whole matter of anger. Wesley, however, did not
mistake divine anger for human wrath, as is so often done in some gross
anthropomorphic moves. The anger of humanity, for instance, is often
wild, animated, and vengeful—consumed in hateful, vindictive passions
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M_MHM are mJﬁESm but holy. God’s anger, however, is not like this.
< Mm@:nbm Y, /xw.m_g warned his readers that the wrath of the Most
igh must never be confused with human an >
: ger or, more important, con-
ceived apart from God’s love—a 1 . b
ive . —a love that yet remains “his darling. hi
reigning attribute.”’!* In a letter to Mary Bishop in 1778 Wesley o%ma M

But .Mn M certain, F.m& God never been angry, He could never have been rec-
W”Q ed. So that, in .mmmninw this, Mr. Law strikes at the very root of the
>~M”~%:HMMSMW wbmm mmxwm a very short method of converting Deists
, therefore, I do not term God, as Mr. La « .
Beipa iy rerefore, . , - Law supposes, “a wrathful
g ys a wrong idea; yet I firmly believe He wa

. . s an
MMHT m%_ MJDWS@ and that He was reconciled to them by the death of MMM
n. And I know He was angry with me till I believed in the Son of His

5 an
—OCQ a Q. w\QH ﬁm:m 1S no :.5.@@&,0_.\::@5.—“ to :—m HHwOHO% wamﬁ wmm is _C. T a €O~
y S S H

MQ. /x\om_wﬁ HTMP &ﬁbw wrath (when compared to that of humans) must
e conceived “only in an analogical sense.”!12
m M..Tm .mmnoda difficulty with divine wrath, which perhaps is far more
mMﬁm.nmEWm of wmgmbnw\mamﬁ!nmban Western setting than Wesley’s own
ng, has to do with some of the conse igni
quences of reigning th i
models of salvation that view si i i S0 der.
. sinners principally as victims. S¢
stood, sinners have caugh i i e et
, ght the disease of sin, albeit with i
tion of responsibility for havi , g i o akbed
ing done so, and they languish i i
ity , guish in a sickbed
MM MTMTM_HMMMWVKM&MEW 3=Mﬁmwh MTmB on to increasing degrees of health
s. And though Wesley’s doctrine of salvatior i
explained, in part, by appeal t yeuti et be
o therapeutic models, he n i i
ners merely or even largel icti “ e
y as victims but also as perpetr,
who not only actively fed their i i o fhose
own inbred sinful inclinati
pho nk \ inclination to depart
om Mwwmwwwwm Qo.&‘ but Owwmo ﬂﬂm quite energetic in their omwo&%op
» against a God of holy love. And as th i :
. . e previous chapt
Mm mﬁwm@ pointed out, not even children are excused. “Children ﬁrmnmw
ves,” Wesley contends, “are not innocent before God. They suffer:
therefore, they deserve to suffer.”!13 O
. wam mx\.m&om himself had little difficulty in acknowledging the wrath
od, but understood it in light of divi i
ne holy love in it i
and resolute opposition to evi 2t the tranela
il, he naturally did not balk
: \ ; i alk at the transla-
ion of {\aopds (hilasmos, 1 John 2:2) as propitiation rather than as
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expiation, a preference that highlighted viewing the work of Christ, to
use Wesley’s own words, as “the atoning sacrifice by which the wrath of
God is appeased.”'* Developing the language of the Anglican Thirty-nine
Articles (“The Offering of Christ once made is that perfect redemption,
propitiation, and satisfaction, for all the sins of the whole world . . .7;
Article XXX1), Wesley reaches back, once again, to Old Testament
images and makes the connection between Christ, on the one hand, and
the mercy-seat of the ark of the covenant, on the other, which, as a pro-
pitiatory covering, was “a type of Christ the great propitiation.”> Again,
by Jesus Christ, as “the great propitiation there is reconciliation made.
... he interposeth between us and God’s displeasure, and through him
we become entitled to God’s favor.”116 Indeed, so crucial was the notion
of propitiation to Wesley’s overall view of the atonement that he
observed: “But if, as some teach, God never was offended, there was no
need of this propitiation. And, if so, Christ died in vain.”*?

A further objection to Wesley’s penal substitutionary view is
expressed in the claim that the logic of this interpretation necessarily
demands either universalism, on the one hand, or unconditional
election, on the other hand.!8 However, since only the God/human can
atone for sins, and since he has also made a “full, perfect, and sufficient
sacrifice and satisfaction for the sins of the whole world,”!!® as noted
earlier, then the notion of universality, properly understood, is indeed a
part of Wesley’s view when the objective aspects are considered. But
observe that Eﬁ Chuist is not the formal cause of justi-
fication (the forgiveness of those sins that are past) but the meritorious
cause; that is, the atonement is the basis upon which the offer of forgive-
ness is made to all. Drawing an important distinction that illuminates
Wesley’s teaching in contradistinction to a Calvinist view, Qutler
described the formal cause in terms of a “correlated view of predestina-
tion and irresistible grace,” and he depicted the meritorious cause as one
that “allowed for prevenience, free will, and ‘universal redemption.’ 120
In other words, the atoning work of Christ for Wesley represents the
universal basis upon which the forgiveness of sins is offered to all. This

s universalism in the sense that not all are necessarily redeemed but
that all may be redeemed. That is, full provision has already been made
for the forgiveness of sins of all people. In this sense, universality marks
Wesley’s penal substitutionary view.

This ample provision for the need of all human beings through the
atoning work of the Mediator highlights initiating or prevenient grace
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broadly understood. Faced with the powerlessness of sinful humanity t

atone for even the least of sins, God acts in freedom and soverei HMUM
reconciles the world through the sacrifice of the ZQ&MMWN the
OomSEBmP in lavish and free grace. From the God-ward side o,m the
relation, what we have called the objective elements, atonement ha

mw.m&,v_ been accomplished. As Jesus uttered from nvm,naomm “It is msm
arm.m > (John 19:30). Christ’s sacrifice, to use the words of Hr,m >bm:om%
?ﬁ.&mm once more, is “that perfect redemption, propitiation, and satis-
faction, for all the sins of the whole world, both original mbm, actual SM
Wesley the Arminian understood that kind of perfection as wﬁ:

,S.Hﬂmmoﬁ “any theory of atonement,” as Taylor notes, “falls short Hrmﬂ.
fails to see it as extensive (to all . . .) and as intensive Cﬁovn all sin).”122

Subjective Elements

Though God has already acted in Jesus Christ even before sinners are
aware of it, the atonement, the reconciliation of God and humanity from
the human-ward side in its subjective heart-changing effects, would not
take place until such benefits are received. That is, initiating mHan must b
m.nnonmE& by receiving grace. And the distinction between these gm
gifts from God can be illustrated by Wesley’s dialog with Au N
Spangenberg in Georgia. In February 1736, for example, the Mora o
Hmmm.oﬂ asked quite pointedly: “Do you know Jesus Christ?” H,o which Q\‘SWE
replied, “I know he is the Saviour of the world.” Undeterred, Span: mbmw o
Emmmwm E.m case: “True . . . but do you know he has saved eo:,z;wu I

It is this transition from knowing Christ as the Savior OW the world to
wmosam that he has saved you in particular (Luther’s pro me) that illu-
BEanm..&m difference, at least in some sense, between initiating era
Asrwnv is the work of God and the Mediator alone) and 88?5@ : mMm
(which is, of course, a divine work but also one that involves T:Bmmﬁmmm ;
dom [graciously restored] and acceptance in that such grace must M\
vaBn.w&. Again, this transition from the objective to mz_uu.mnamwm &M
ments in Wesley’s view of the atonement ultimately issues in the justifi
cation (and assurance) of sinners, who having no righteousness o_m th "
own, must receive this boon, almost in a passive way, as the sheer Enm .
mp.». that it actually is. So then, even here the priority is, once again n
&Sww action, though the integrity of the human meODm,:Q is Hmw e ,Ho%
and its freedom to receive grace affirmed, aspects that Sow_m m_um.
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repudiated or lost in deterministic understandings of redemption that
played out among some of Wesley’s Calvinist friends. Wesley explored
the ideas behind initiating and receiving graces, divine and human
action, by drawing a distinction between freedom and conditions as they
pertained to the gifts of God. He observes:

“Can then God give that freely, which he does not give but upon certain
terms and conditions?” Doubtless he can; as one may freely give you a sum
of money, on condition you stretch out your hand to receive it. It is therefore
o “contradiction to say, We are justified freely by grace, and yet upon
certain terms or conditions.”

Consequently, for Wesley, the first movements of salvation, properly
understood, are marked by initiating and receiving graces, which then
out of gratitude and thankfulness issue in responding grace. But note that
there is no responding without first receiving, whether that receiving is
understood in a sovereign fashion, as in terms of the irresistibly restored
faculties of prevenient grace, or in a fashion that admits of human action,
at least in some sense, even if it only entails extending the hand to
receive the gift of forgiveness and justification.

But God, according to Wesley, is even more gracious than this, for
behind the subjective aspects of the atonement is the divine love that
earnestly seeks to bless. The kenotic movement of Christ’s incarnational
descent to take on the form of a servant finds its fulfillment, its comple-
tion, on a blood-spattered cross. In Christ’s embrace of rejection and
shame, what Wesley describes as “the greatest instance both of humilia-
tion and obedience,”?> Christ not only radically identified with the
righteous judgment of a holy God upon all sinners, but also displayed a

love that was enduring, triumphant, and, in the end, nothing less than
divine. “After this demonstration of his love,” Wesley asked, “is it possi-

ble to doubt any longer of God’s tender regard for man, even though he

was ‘dead in trespasses and sins'?"1%

Wesley once again underscored the love of God called forth in believ-
ers by drawing a relation between Adam and Christ. Had not Adam
sinned, Wesley reasons, we could not have loved God the same as if he
delivered the Son up for us all.!?” “We might have loved the Son of God
as being ‘the brightness of his Father’s glory, the express image of his per-
son ..., " he declares; “But we could not have loved him as ‘bearing our
sins in his own body on the tree.””1?® This “happy fault” of Adam and
Eve, what some refer to by the Latin phrase Felix Culpa, necessitates the
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coming of Christ and his atoning death, such that a far greater good
comes out of this original evil than is otherwise possible. In other words
without the fall, “that amazing instance of the love of God to man Tco:#m
have] never existed which has in all ages excited the highest joy, and
love, and gratitude from his children.”?® Believers might have loved God
as Creator, Preserver, and Governor, but there would have been no place
for loving God as the Redeemer. As a consequence of this, believers may
attain “more holiness and happiness on earth than it would have been
possible for them to attain if Adam had not fallen.”13°

Though Wesley did indeed view the atonement of Christ as having
“excited the highest joy and love, and gratitude from his children” as just
noted, and though he also stressed some of the subjective aspects of
.Q.immm work, its human-ward direction so to speak, by illuminating the
importance of receiving grace efficaciously, nevertheless his view can be
distinguished, in some measure, from the moral influence theory of
Abelard. For one thing, though this medieval scholar in his Commentary
on Romans does develop the subjective aspects of the atonement, never-
theless, in this view the love that is engendered is not Smnmmmma:“ rooted
in a kenotic descent to the cross in the way that it is for Wesley. Indeed
for Abelard, judging from his appendix to Romans 3:19-26,!*! the love OW
God might have been revealed in other ways, apart from Calvary. In
Wesley’s reckoning, however, it is precisely at the lowest depths, and in
the least likely of places, that the humble, sacrificial love of God para-
doxically shines forth. What manner of love is it that takes the place of
sinners, bears their judgment, and despises the shame! So understood
love and the cross are not incidentally related but are necessarily mov
Together they are a reflection of God’s humble, sacrificial holy love. .

King

.HT.@ crucified one, despised and rejected, is revealed by the power of
his resurrection as the Son of the living God. In this glorious work, the
Most High attests to the sufficiency of atonement “by raising our Wammﬁ
Surety from the grave (1 Corinthians 15:17).”12 What's more, the resur-
rection is the seal and proclamation of the second coming :bﬁw judgment
for “God ‘raising Jesus demonstrated hereby, that He was to be the glori-
ous Judge of all (Acts 17:31).77133

Having been obedient unto death, even death on the cross, Christ has

110



Jesus Christ: The God of Holy Love Revealed

inherited a dominion and is more than fit to judge the nations and Mo M&M
as king, the last of the three offices. Thus, when Q\mmW< wxﬁwomnm W mB Mo
’ ol . (3 . . s o
inci kingly office, that is, “as giving laws to 2 .
principal role of the 134 lv demonstrates that the Savior
has bought with his blood, he not only > o
i i .tv. but also reveals that Christ’s working
will rule and have lasting authority, reveal : .
with the law is not exhausted in the prophetic omwnm. >W a WMP.M. /M\M.Mvmwaw
i hich is none other than hi
One gives laws (the substance of w \ :
the Hmaoma&, to those who have been transformed by the gracious pres
nce of the divine life. ) . .
) The second role of the kingly office, “as restoring mWMmo to the ;ﬁwwmm oM
God whom he had first reinstated in his mm<ocvm TmcmﬁWmM.m : Mm _..Mm
ifi i ly speaking, and thereby displa
lvific grace of regeneration, properly S| y d
Mwbw voﬁw@mﬁ the juridical theme of forgiveness and the GNHM.Q@NS% MMM
not as divorced, cer-
al. Consequently, these two themes are . . , cer
MM%MM MMH from the atoning work of Christ as their basis, as mOBMw BHMM
pretations would seem to suggest. To be sure, mUosz %Qmm mMH mwm
underscore the juridical aspects of the mﬁwmmﬂmbmﬁ Wm Doﬁwm meHQmmnmmm
d from bo e Salzburge
nevertheless had already learne : . Jeoreie
ians i —who each in their own way repr
and the Moravians in England—w resentes
iti ietism—that death leads not only to
the rich tradition of German pietism s ) for
i suridical and the participatory are
iveness but also to life, that the juri .
WMMH& at Golgotha.!* Thus, in his commentary on Hmﬂm.ﬂﬁ NWNN: M\MMN
i i ‘ i lievers are “wholly delivered bot
discloses that in terms of sin, be ) Do e
i it; i d. without an atonement I1rst m
the guilt and power of it; indeed, : o Sy
ilt delivered from the power.

It, we could never have been m ! ]
m”w there is no resurrection without nEQms.coE no regeneration
wiﬁrocm a cross; no kingly role without a prior @:wmmE one. b “Wedley

In light of this, Deschner’s claim (and others like it) that

. Com .
Christ, but not holy in Christ” in one sense 1s

insists we are forgiven in ly S in one see
not quite accurate, for it not only sharply divides the juridica

i ist as the
participatory, but also does not fully see the mﬁob:wm MOHJ.OM mﬂmw\wb&m
in¢ al that, like 10 s
i s for holiness and renewal, a renew . .
B e i ing, Wesley realized that sin-
i i ft. For one thing, Wesley
is and remains a sheer, utter gt ~ e
ew birth become holy, at le :
ners on the threshold of the n : e ]
i i i holiness (as yet) in themselves. , it wi
only in Christ, having no el i
i is d here we agree with Deschner;
be a holiness that is imparted, an : . . o
very inception, it marks a qualitative change in _um_._mﬁw.nm érm vao_ﬁmmm
i i lves. That is, genuine imparte
have had no holiness in themse is, 8 . holines
must never be understood apart from being in Christ by mean
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Holy Spirit who is the fount of all holiness. Accordingly, just as sinners
must receive the forgiveness of sins (justification), having no forgiveness
of their own apart from the atoning work of Christ, so, too, must they
receive the gracious presence of the Spirit of Christ in regeneration and
life, having no holiness in themselves, properly speaking, apart from this
initially sanctifying grace.

Continuing this line of thought, we note that the apostle Paul
expressed the connection between regeneration and the cross in
Galatians 2:20b, in which he declared: “the life I now live in the flesh 1
live by faith in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me.”
And Wesley himself drew the link between justification and regenera-
tion, the juridical and the participatory, in his pungent observation,
“When does inward sanctification begin? In the moment we are justified.
The seed of every virtue is then sown in the soul.”3® Put another way,
these virtues, which mark the beginning of holiness, constitute nothing
less than a gift to be received, one that is predicated upon the atoning
work of Christ, issues in resurrected life, and is strengthened from the
kingly role as well. To be sure, the beginning of holiness, as with forgive-
ness, are best understood not in the context of co-operant grace or of an
overarching synergistic model, but in terms of free grace in which not
only are divine action and initiative underscored, and rightly appreci-
ated, but also the powerlessness of sinners either to forgive themselves or
to make themselves holy is ever in view. Simply put, for sinners, the
source of both forgiveness and renewal is beyond themselves. In both
instances, they must come with empty hands.

The third role of Christ as king is “reigning in all believing hearts until
he has ‘subdued all things to himself’; until he hath utterly cast out all
sin, and ‘brought in everlasting righteousness.’ 3 Now if we make a dis-
tinction between the beginning of holiness in terms of receiving grace and
the ongoing process of sanctification, in terms of both receiving and
responding grace, then Deschner’s earlier observation is both accurate and
to the point. That is, for Wesley, though initially sanctifying grace is
freely given in conjunction with justification and forgiveness, the active
obedience of Christ in fulfilling the law is not imputed to the believer. “If
there is a fulfillment,” as this scholar pointed out, it will be “worked in
him by the Spirit of Christ.”1% In fact, when Wesley quoted from
Cranmer’s “Homily on Salvation” in his sermon “The Lord Our
Righteousness,”*! all references to Christ fulfilling the law were simply
omitted, specifically the following sentence: “He for them fulfilled the
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law in his life, so that now in him and by him every Owamﬁ._mj MWNM: Mum
called a fulfiller of the law, forasmuch as QH_WM which their infirmity
ist’s [ri h supplied.”
ked, Christ’s Fmvﬁoocmpmm& hat . .
ﬂmo? is clear, then, that Wesley disassociated the fulfillment o.m ﬂ%m .ﬂ.wé
from atonement and justification and, in Ww@ Mo&w MM , WM“ mmnﬁmﬁww
it i £ ~arion.” 1 And though respondin
“srached it instead to sanctification. . . ;
le to play even from the first glimmers of prevenient mummmv.; never
thel ; this context of initially sanctifying grace,

theless comes to prominence in ntext .
the proper beginning of the Christian life, simply because the response O

irst ti i i ir hearts
the saints is informed for the first time by a ~0<M §MM§& in .&Qoﬁm i
i i In other words, the victory moti,
that is both holy and triumphant.  words, @ o
i iated with Christ’s priestly work, ,
Wesley, is not so much associa Cspriesty ¥ pac i Wi
ificati it i work, what
j tion), as it is with his kingly :
what he does for us (justifica , vich bis kingly work, ¥
i i tifier Ammboﬂmﬁomﬁobv. e
does in us as a Savior and Sanc o b
in hi ion in our hearts, and subdue 2 g im-
in his royal character to reig ! Lo hin
self . . 1% Wesley exclaims; “Hereby we are vmozmwm to :%mg@évo_w
indeed, to ‘give him all the glory of his grace, to make TEW Mwm:i@
Christ, an entire Saviour, and truly to ‘set the Qoés&:woﬁ. wm.m. n .
, i ist’ | role not only affords a significan
Such a view of Christ’s regal I . rificant an
i in the life of believers, especially
in role for the moral law in . :
o o and illuminating power, but also sees the victory motif

of its prescriptive . v at the
. as playing out not simply
of conquering sin, death, hell, and Satan as play B e in the

. . nan
cross,}47 but also in the ongoing memmoﬂwmwpoﬂ Mmb Mcﬂrmﬁ A
Christ comes, judges,
context of the church, as : jud . fin: e
without a rival. So important is this sanctifying éoHW. in domwmwﬁbm hy ﬂrmm
in which grace is underscored and in which Christ Wo s mﬂwﬁoﬁﬁﬁ
Wesley envisions no eschatological ?ﬁEHMMﬁH mwms.w . OMMMDQ e
it i i ist subdues all things to nims

words, it is precisely as Chris . : welf and uttery
casts n,En all sin that everlasting righteousness is brought in—a Swwwnoaob
ness that is not only the desire of the church but also the very p

of the kingly role.

Today and Tomorrow:

The Christ of the Qur'an

is a major world religion with well over a billion

lslam today not only the Middle East to Southeast Asia, but also is

adherents, stretching from

The Theology of John Wesley

second in numbers only to Christianity. Contrary to popular misconcep-
tions, this ranking is likely to continue well into the twenty-first century,
and, according to one estimate, by 2050, “there should still be about
three Christians for every two Muslims worldwide.”!#®

The historic figure Muhammad as well as the revelation he received,
which constitutes the Qur’an, are both integral to understanding this
major faith that has proved attractive to so many. Disturbed with the
confusing array of deities in seventh-century Arabia, Muhammad, later
known simply as the prophet, questioned why his people did not worship
the One true God and why no prophet had been sent to them. The Jews
had Moses and the Torah, and the Christians had Jesus and the Gospels,
but what of the Arabs?

It is difficult to assess what knowledge Muhammad and his followers
had of the Gospels since they were unavailable in Arabic until the ninth
century."* Moreover, when they finally did appear in translation, the
Muslims simply refused to read them, having been taught for centuries
that they contained distortions of the original revelation. In fact, accord-
ing to Islamic belief, the religion of the prophet Muhammad is “the cor-
rection and fulfillment of the Jewish and Christian messages, contained
in the Old Testament and New Testament.”® However, what the
prophet actually knew about Christianity probably came through oral
tradition as well as from possible contacts with Mono-
physites, Nestorians, and Melkites (who were by no means the best
representatives) since no organized church was in the area at the time.!>!

At any rate, according to Muslim tradition, Muhammad began to
receive a revelation from the angel Gabriel in 610—what constitutes the
first five verses of sura 96 of the Qur’an.!>? After a break of two years or
50, the prophet once more began to receive illumination that continued
without interruption until his death in 632. Over this period of twenty-
two years, the principal book of Islam emerged. Consisting of 114 surahs
(chapters) and over 6,000 verses, the chapters of the Qur'an are arranged
by their length, with the largest coming first, such that the last sura is
simply a few verses. Lacking a kinetic line, on which cues are offered in
terms of time, personality, and place, the Qur’an has been something of
a puzzle, literarily speaking, especially for Westerners. Pronouns, for
example, arise in the work without any antecedent.’® Indeed, the
arrangement of the book entails considerable repetition and reads more
like a series of unconnected aphorisms than anything else.

From the Muslim perspective, the Qur’an is the very word of God, the
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