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Preface

The Evangelical Alliance is pleased to be a ki&epaf Hope08

We are excited aboilttope08and the ways in which local churches can get more
involved in their communities throughout the yéathether in schools, youth clubs or
community centres up and down the country thisiative will provide lots of

practical ways to live out and demonstrate the gésmjunction to be “salt and

light”, bringing hope, social and spiritual trasrsfiation to local people and
communities.

We hope that the theological resource that follawitt be both useful and
informative, challenging all of us to share outhHahrough proclamation and action.

I highly commendHope08and the exciting vision of its leaders; | also ttan
encourage our churches and members to find creatayes to get involved with this
timely initiative.

Joel Edwards
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Integral Mission - Jesus Style

Let me tell you about Hope. Not the 2008 campagih goes by that name, though |
will come to that shortly, but a poorly paid hospivorker that | met in Kenya while |
worked there as a paediatrician. Hope was inckedight. She probably had the best
English of anyone | met. She was intelligent, ieffi; courteous and fantastic with
the patients. Yet, Hope was stuck in one of thegtyaid jobs available, even by
Kenyan standards. Why? Because she refused tovledpose who had authority
over her. Once, when we talked about the fact et was not yet married she said
this, “I am not married because | do not want tarm a Kenyan, | want to marry a
Christian.” What she meant by this is not thatréheere no Kenyan Christians but
that corruption, especially by those in power, s@sife in her country that the
person she would marry would be someone whosetiderats primarily defined by
the gospel of Jesus Christ, rather than by thegilieg culture. | met many Kenyans
like Hope. They were honest and hard-working uggting against a system that
seemed designed to keep those with integrity atibiom. One such Kenyan said
this to me: “What we need is not more money from\Vest, that just encourages
dependency. What we need is a transformation irvalues.”

Let me tell you about someone else, this time fileenUnited Kingdom. Simon was a
young man who had been in trouble with the policensany occasions. He had lost
count of the number of times he had been excludedthfschool for violent
behaviour. He had been in and out of care homeashanfather was a drug addict.
But Simon was also intelligent. There was no duresiiat he had potential to do
something really positive with his life. On oneasten, when Simon and | were
discussing what he might be able to do, | trieémncourage him that if he knuckled
down at school, got on with his work and stayedautouble, he really might be
able to achieve something. This was his respOis:. Should | bother, all | ever do is
fail.” Simon was devoid of Hope. Like my frierate Kenya, a change in the material
conditions of his life required more than ‘handautte needed a different value
system, a different set of beliefs —about hinfiggld the world around him: a
worldview that would recognise his own potentiagspective of what had taken
place in his life until that point.

| have told these two stories because they highlighssue that has been troubling
evangelicals for the last thirty years or so. Whdhe precise relationship between
Christian social action and evangelism? On thénand, there are those who argue
that all that matters is the eternal destiny of Hopnd Simon, and therefore our
primary responsibility towards them is to verbptiyclaim the good news of Jesus
Christ so that they might trust in him for theirezhal salvation. On the other hand,
there are those who argue that in response to tididal mandate to seek justice we
need to work at improving the material conditiorigheir lives, that issues of eternal
destiny are beyond our control, and our only resfimlity is to demonstrate the love
of Christ by our actions towards them. Accordinthtfirst of these views, Christian
social action is a distraction from what shoulddoe main activity, the verbal
proclamation of the gospel. According to the se¢cémignore the material conditions
of people’s lives is to embrace a neo-platonicsGanity that is a travesty of the
actual gospel preached and practised by Jesus.Chris
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The relevance of the stories | have told is thet @ear in both of them that
evangelism and social action are both needed ieHmpl Simon are to find salvation
in the biblical sense. Enough academic work hadalen place to demonstrate that
the concept of salvation in the New Testament tgestricted to our eternal destiny,
but embraces a far wider canvas. Michael Greeasyrit
The raising of the dead, the cleansing of the mianas woman, the healing of
the sick, the opening of the eyes of the blind @tenessianic activities; they
are signs of the presence in the world of the psadisalvation. Furthermore
they make abundantly plain that the concern of 3esas with the whole man
and afford no justification whatever for the disption between the physical
and the spiritual, the sacred and the secular, ket long typified the church
doctrine of salvatioh.

So, while both Hope and Simon need the materialitions of their lives to be
different, they also in different ways need the gglgproclaimed. Hope needs her
culture to be transformed by the values of JesusCland Simon needs his own
framework of belief to be changed. For both of themangelism and social action are
both required. And of course, the two responseknewt above represent two
extremes. The vast majority of evangelicals namifiamselves embracibgth
evangelism and social action. The 1974 Lausanaeraitdwvas seminal in this regard,
and its fundamental message -that these two aspef our ministry must go hand
in hand —has been repeated ever sihemving said that, there remains an inherent
ambiguity in how we see these two tasks inter-retatThat they do relate is a given,
but how they relate remains uncertain.

At the time of Lausanne, this issue was paid httiention, but in 1982 at the Grand
Rapids summit a major report was produced whichoc#tkpaddressed the
relationship of evangelism and social actiZhree conclusions were reached. The first
of these was that social action was a “consequeheeangelism”lt is worth
remembering that the command in the so-called ‘goeanmission’ was not that we
make converts, but that we make discigteaching them to obey everything | have
commanded you(Matthew 28: 20). Hence, if we fulfil this comnasgshen the
transformation that takes place is not merely ctigai-a new set of beliefs —but
also practical —a new set of behaviours. Sudriented praxis would presumably
include a greater concern for compassion and gistind therefore social action
among the poor and marginalised. This is how sadiiain and evangelism might
work together to serve Hope in her situation.

The second form of relationship identified in thrar@a Rapids document was that
social action may be a “bridge to evangelisniiastfrequently been noted that
‘empty bellies don't have ears’, and thereforesifvant people to hear our gospel
proclamation, it is imperative that they are natdted as detached Cartesian minds.
As John says, “If anyone has material posseasidisees his brother in need but has
no pity on him, how can the love of God be in hD&ar children, let us not love with

! Green, MichaeT,he Meaning of Salvatiqivancouver: Regent College Publishing, 2000) p120.
? Lausanne Covenaatailable at: www.lausanne.org/lausanne-1974/fmesaovenant.html

° Evangelism and Social Responsibility: An Evang€laramitmentavailable at:
www.lausanne.org/grand-rapids-1982/grand-rapids21ién|

*‘Three kinds of relationship’Bvangelism and Social Responsibility: An Evanp€aramitment.
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words or tongue but with actions and in truth.”J@hn 3:17) Having acknowledged
this, the report goes on to stress that we musiende in the business of using our
social action as a “bribe” to evangelism. Owicgeof the poor must always be out of
genuine compassion for their needs, and not beaafuseme “ulterior motive”.

Finally, the report notes the way in which evasgeland social action should be seen
as partners. “They are like the two blades ofraopacissors or the two wings of a
bird...[Jesus’] words explained his works, and His di@matized his words. Both
were expressions of his compassion for peopley@hdshould be ours.The

application of this to Simon’s story is obvious. Nty did Simon need a new kind of
environment —one free of drugs and violence, aritere love alone is shown. He also
needed a new internal dialogue. He needed to sderttGod’s eyes he was of
inherent worth, that he had dignity, and that hesssomeone God could use for good.
To demonstrate and talk of God’s love and forgs®tw Simon would be to bring
evangelism and social action together to seek theleness that he needs.

This, then, is how the Grand Rapids report artesike relationship between social
action and evangelism. Since then, a number ofl@achbave questioned whether
Evangelism and Social Responsibility went far énmuiglentifying the necessary
integration between these two aspects of our migidh the course of these
deliberations, the concept of “integral missiba$ been adopted, and many of its
proponents would argue for a stronger sense ofjiratton than was evident in the
Grand Rapids report. In particular, there is a@enamongst some that Evangelism
and Social Responsibility continued with such aldipsiew of mission that inevitably
each could be conceived as existing on its owndBosch writes:
The moment one regards mission as consisting cféparate components one
has, in principle, conceded that each of the tws &dife of its own. One is then
by implication saying that it is possible to havargelism without a social
dimension and Christian social involvement witremuevangelistic dimension.
What is more, if one suggests that one compongmntinisary and the other
secondary, one implies that one is essential, ttier optional’

In fact, Evangelism and Social Responsibility &skhowledged this issue of primacy
when it wrote:
Seldom if ever should we have to choose betweesfysag physical hunger
and spiritual hunger, or between healing bodiessawing souls, since an
authentic love for our neighbour will lead us tasehim or her as a whole
personNevertheless, if we must choose, then we have to saythigasupreme
and ultimate need of all humankind is the saving grace of JEuist, and
that therefore a person’s eternal, spiritual salvation is ofagee importance
than his or her temporal and material well-beif§mphasis addéd)

* Ibid.

® Ibid.

"Bosch, David Jransforming Mission: Paradigm Shifts in Theolddylission(New York: Orbis Books,
1991) p405.

® “The question of primacy’ Evangelism and Social Responsibility: An Evang€laramitment
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Yet, as Bosch has said, “One has to ask whethaptiroach itheologically

tenable.” The 2001 Micah Declaration on Integral Missionamasattempt to address

this issue by signalling a greater sense of integravithout conflating evangelism

and social action. It states:
Integral mission...is the proclamation and demonstratf the gospel. It is not
simply that evangelism and social involvement ateetdone alongside each
other. Rather, in integral mission our proclamatias social consequences as
we call people to love and repentance in all acddige. And our social
involvement has evangelistic consequences as wevlieass to the
transforming grace of Jesus Chffist.

In contrast to Evangelism and Social ResponsiliilgyMicah Declaration does not
specify whether evangelism or social action shbeldonsidered as prime, and
thereby it might be concluded that the Declaratismoving away from the position
articulated at Grand Rapids. However, apart fraam ithplied stance, it is not
immediately clear that this declaration takes ug famther beyond the Grand Rapids
report. Evangelism and Social Action are still bettessary, and both relate to each
other. Therefore, both are required. The impligstjons regarding primacy and
ultimate aims remain in the background.

More recently, Vinoth Ramachandra has suggestéavthaeed to develop this sense
of integration even further. Referring to the paragh above from the Micah
Declaration, he writes:
This is often taken to mean that there can be nihvantic Christian social
action that is not accompanieat the same timeby the verbal proclamation of
the Gospel (‘evangelism’), just as there can laaith@ntic proclamation that is
not accompaniedt the same timeby social action. This approach then tends to
understand ‘integral mission’ as holistic pracacgtyategy or methodology for
our missionary outreach. The search then beginmfadels’ of such ‘integral
mission’ across the world for us to emulate.

He then goes on to suggest:
Whatever the intention of the framers of the MicBkclaration, can the
lingering sense of ambiguity be dispelled if wearsthnd ‘integral mission’ less
in terms of the church’s activities and more imterof what the church is
called tobe (which, of course, includes its actions in the é)@rl..The emphasis
lies, then, not so much in the practical ‘balantafgur various activities, but
rather in the firm refusal to draw unbiblical disttions. When, for instance,
Jesus voluntarily engaged a social outcast lik&#raaritan woman (John 4) in
face-to-face conversation was he doing ‘evangelismias he performing a
‘political action’ in challenging the political tabs of his society?...When the
Rev. Martin Luther King confronted the white racedmMmerican society in the
name of the living God of Scripture who had deda# human beings equal
and reconciled them to each other through the deaftiesus, was he
evangelizing the nation or engaged in politicai@t?...To raise these questions
is to take the Micah Declaration in a directionttbhallenges the whole church

° BoschTransformingp406.
***“The Micah Declaration on Integral Mission’ irs@mgTim (Ed)ustice, Mercy and Humility
(Paternoster: Milton Keynes, 2002) ppl17-23.
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of Jesus Christ, and not just those who are prioieay involved with the

poor. It is not only the case that...Gospel procliamdas ‘social consequences’
and social involvement has ‘evangelistic consegsért also that all such
actions can be narrated under other, alternativecdptions with more

profound implications for our lives. When Jesusasésd to sum up what God
required of us, he did not answer in terms of aitheet of ‘projects’ to be
performed or a set of ‘doctrines’ to believe. ladtee are called to love God
with our whole being, and to love our neighbouthie same way we love
ourselves.

| believe that Ramachandra is on to something prodchere —perhaps even a
paradigm shift in our concept of integral missibor too long, we have interpreted
these activities —evangelism and social actitny means of our limited frame of
reference as ‘activities of the church’. To useeddkbased examples, we are either
‘painting railings and picking up litter’, or weeddoing evangelism’ by running an
alpha course or preaching a particular kind of sgrmWhat we are not doing,
however, is simply being the people of God. We &dwpted the viewpoint of the
strategic manager who is positioning his stafff@ximum effect. Indeed, in our
churches we even have the ‘social action’ teamtlantkvangelism’ team —and we
somehow conclude that because we have both, weaang ‘integral mission’.
However, as Tim Chester has said, “The New Testaggenot describe development
projects or, for that matter, evangelistic initiags. Its focus is on Christian
communities, which are to be distinctive, carind arctlusive. Integral mission is
about the church being the churci Surely, it is time for a new approach and a new
understanding.

Moreover, given that the mission of the churchaswkd from and dependent on the
missio deiit is imperative that we look to Jesus’ model feegral mission. In John
20:21 (see also John 17:18), Jesus speaks theisetovhis disciples following his
resurrection, “As the Father has sent me, | adirgegou.” Don Carson rightly warns
against an over-literalist interpretation of thisnge’’ Clearly, we are not all meant to
die on a Roman cross! Yet, it would be wrong ty dleat they point to Jesus’ model
of mission as a paradigm for our own. The veiseni®diately followed by the gift of
the Spirit, and as Carson notes the perfect tefisgeat’, “suggests...that Jesus is in an
ongoing state of ‘sentness’...Thus Christ’s disdipfest take over Jesus’ mission; his
mission continues and is effective in their migistkHence, it is to Jesus’ practice of
integral mission that we now look.

Integral Mission: Jesus Style - the theory

You would be hard pressed to find an evangeliedldbes not agree that the great
commission and the great commandment are both akimrunderstanding what it is
that we are called to be and do as Christians.Wdrth reminding ourselves of what
precisely they say:

* Ramachandra, VinotWhat is Integral Mission&vailable at:
http://fen.micahnetwork.org/integral_mission/resesfwhat_is_integral_mission_by_vinoth_ramachan
dra

2 Chester, Tim, ‘Introducing Integral Mission’ ies@r Justice p8.

* Carson, Doff,he Gospel According to Jdheicester: VP, 1991) p648.

“Ibid., p649.
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You shall love the Lord your God with all your heard with all your soul, and
with all your mind. This is the greatest and foc@inmandment. And a second is
like it: You shall love your neighbour as yours#ifthese two commandments
hang all the law and the prophets. (Matthew 22:37NRSV)

All authority in heaven and on earth has been gigeme. Go therefore and
make disciples of all nations, baptizing them i tlame of the Father and of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teaching thenobbey everything that |
have commanded you. And remember, | am with yoayalvio the end of the
age. (Matthew 28:18-20 NRSV)

| shall begin with some brief reflections on thests of commands, before then
considering how they were practised in the lifdefus Christ. Two aspects of the
great command are worth highlighting at the outsEhe first is that the love we offer
to both God and neighbour is a love that flows friira whole of our person. The list
of heart, soul and mind was not intended to indécttat the human person is a
fragmented set of parts, and that each of thoségar required to love. Rather it was
a way of referring to the whole person, everythatgut them. Joel Green has
written, “The New Testament is not as dualistibeagaditions of Christian theology
and biblical interpretation have taught us to thinkhe dominant view of the human
person in the New Testament is that of ontologisahism...New Testament writers
insist on the concept of soteriological wholisirGreen goes on to comment on Paul’s
benediction in 1 Thessalonians 5:23 -‘may ypiritssoul and body be preserved in
entirety’ —that “Paul uses these three termgépeat and expand on the idea of
‘completeness’...This is not a list of parts, therg keference to ‘your whole beind.”
The point, then, is that the command we are urslés love -both God and
neighbour (as the latter is implied by the formenrjith the whole of our beings.
Everything we are must be given over in love toQliger —~whether God or
neighbour.

The second point of relevance arises from the &rsd it is simply to say that the
commands to love God and neighbour can never lemtimkisolation from one
another. To put it bluntly, it is simply impossiiaiéove God rightly without loving
your neighbour, and it is impossible to love yaeighbour rightly in the absence of
love of God. The first epistle of John makes thimdantly clear, “If anyone says, ‘I
love God'’ yet hates his brother, he is a liarJofin 4:20) But why is this the case?
Why is it that we cannot properly love God, or loueneighbour in isolation from
the other? After all, our personal experience a te frequently love some and not
other people. The reason why these two commandssexily go together is due to
the first point | mentioned. In order to love angonGod or neighbour -rightly, we
need to love with the whole of our being, with dweart, soul, body and mind.

*® Green, Joel B., ““Bodies - That is, Human'LA/&8-examination of Human Nature in the Bilke’,
Brown, Warren S., Murphy, Nancey and Maloney, kbiNéds)Whatever Happened to the Soul:
1Secientific and Theological Portraits of Human Na{inneapolis: Fortress Press, 1998) p173.
Ibid., p162.
" Some would avoid the conclusion | have reachattdwying a sharp distinction between those we
love as neighbours, and those we love as brotrésiaters. The latter would be identified with the
church of God, and the former would include eveeydtowever, given Jesus’ command to love our
enemies, and the parable of the good Samaritand Ithis distinction theologically illegitimate.
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However, to love in that fashion indicates thathese been so overwhelmed with
God’s love for us (see 1 John 4:19) that there mspect to who we are that is not
suffused with the love of God flowing to us, thoughand out of us. But if there is
no ‘part’ of us that is untouched by the love ofdzthen there is no ‘part’ of us that
can display a lack of love towards others. Becaadenow God'’s total love upon us,
we cannot help but totally love others. It is alepthis reason that John so readily
equates knowing God and loving God (1 John 48§ tan only love God rightly by
having the whole of our persons directed towardd,@wen we will obviously ‘know’
God as our minds are also directed towards himlag8iynhowever, we can only
‘know’ God fully by having the whole of our pers@nsluding our minds) directed
towards him, and therefore inevitably loving himum. The conclusion to be drawn
from this is that loving God and loving our neigbbwith the whole of our being are
all part of one single package that occurs as wewkand accept the love of God for
us. This is not to suggest that a binary polaonsas in operation here —-that we
either love God, or we do not. Clearly, we groauinlove for God. But it is to say
that these three aspects grow in tandem. As we genwuinely in our love for God,
we will also grow genuinely in our love for othar&l grow genuinely in the extent to
which the whole of our being is directed toward Gblde option of loving God, and
hating our brother simply is not possible for tHei€tian:®

Turning, then, to the great commission it mightmath noting what it does not say,
namely: “Go therefore and make disciples of &étbms, teaching them to believe
everything | have taught you.” This, of coursegigo suggest that what we believe -
sound doctrine —is unimportant or unnecessary, ibis to say that we too frequently
restrict evangelism to the transfer of a set of mibige attitudes. By placing an
unscriptural emphasis on ‘conversion’ rather th@tipleship’, we have in practice at
least considered the evangelist’s job to be dorenwtie new convert / disciple is able
to assent to a certain prescribed list of doctrirst such an approach is a travesty of
the gospel, and certainly has nothing to do witk thsk laid upon us in these verses.
The verb ‘make disciples’ in fact has three sutmtedparticiples that fill out its
meaning. The first of these occurs before the rmaperative verb ‘make disciples’,
and is the participle ‘going’, the second and tlicdur after the main verb and are
‘baptizing’ and ‘teaching to obey’. The sense Welgm, is that disciple making
involves going, baptizing and teaching to obey. Mtldpes not involve is mere
proclamation with a view to conversion. Commentinghese verses, Donald Hagner
writes,
The word ‘disciple’ means above all ‘learnerugil’pThe emphasis in the
commission thus falls not on the initial proclaroatof the gospel but more on
the arduous task of nurturing into the experiendaliscipleship, an emphasis
that is strengthened and explained by the instauttiteaching them to keep all
that | have commanded” in v. 20a. To be madecgpldisn Matthew means
above all to follow after righteousness as artitedan the teaching of Jests.

In addition, the phrase used in the great commsisi@ deliberate echo of Jesus’
instruction in Matthew 5:19. “Whoever practiced taaches these commands will be
called great in the kingdom of heaven.” Givethad| it may in some sense be the case

*® For more on this, see Thacker, JuBtistmodernism and the Ethics of Theological Knaeled
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007)
* Hagner, Donald ANord Biblical Commentary: Matthew 14-@Ballas: Word Books, 1995).
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that ‘evangelism’ is the practice of proclamatiagthva view to cognitive conversion,
but that is categorically not what the great comsnis is calling us to do. These
verses lay upon us the task of ‘disciple makirtgG6hwof course includes proclamation
with a view to cognitive conversion, but also ideds far more. In particular, it
includes as Hagner puts it, “the arduous taskudinng into the experience of
discipleship”. And at least one of the reasonstsk is arduous is because, as
Matthew 5:19 indicates, it involves our own obedesto the commands of Jesus.
Teaching others to obey cannot be separated franown practice of obedience
precisely because it is our own demonstration efdbedient life that is the most
effective teacher.

In conclusion, then, the great command and thetgremnmission teach us three

main lessons. Firstly, love of God and love ohheigr can never be separated from
each other. Secondly, love of God and love of beighinvolve the whole of our
persons being directed towards the beloved. Thtrdytask laid upon us by Jesus is
to engage in the hard, slow process of teachingstho love God and neighbour, and
we do this best by means of a combination of ward deed. In short, our job is to
make disciples of Christ by being disciples obCHihis is Integral Mission: Jesus
Style. Its practice in the life of Jesus is whesenaw turn.

Integral Mission: Jesus Style - the practice patt

When he came down from the mountainside, large @asdallowed him. A man
with leprosy came and knelt before him and samtd;Lif you are willing, you
can make me clean." Jesus reached out his hanaecited the man. "l am
willing," he said. "Be clean!" Immediately he wasdcof his leprosy. Then Jesus
said to him, "See that you don't tell anyone. Butghow yourself to the priest
and offer the gift Moses commanded, as a testimorgem.” (Matthew 8:1-4)

Let me ask a simple question. In this episode)egas engaged in evangelism or
social action? On the one hand, he was clearlyviedan what we would think of as
social action. The man had a particular materiatinene suffered from leprosy, or
some other skin condition that went by that nametig first century. His encounter
with Jesus led to that material need being m#te leprosy was cured. Clearly, then,
Jesus was a social activist, at least on this mecdut at the same time, we could
also interpret this event in terms of Jesus engagirevangelism or even disciple
making. The reason for this is due to the Jewislbom®of ritual cleanness /
uncleanness. When the man acknowledged beforetbasire was unclean, he was
not just making a physical or medical statemenarduong his skin disease. Rather, he
was making a social and spiritual statement reggrtis access to fellowship with
God. In the first century, there were many thirtgattcould render a person
ceremonially unclean -menstruation, contact witte dead, certain diseases,
imbibing the wrong food -but the significance tifem all was that while unclean a
person was forbidden from full participation in thedigious or social life of the
community. They were kept at arms length, literatlgt figuratively from both other
people, and from worship of God in the Templs.it this context that Jesus’ actions
must be understood. On more that one occasions Je=als people with merely a
word, but on this occasion he heals by means afftoMatthew knows that this is no
accident, and so draws our attention to it by addine phrase “reached out his hand”
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(incidentally in contravention of Leviticus 5:2|8)s in this act that Jesus’
‘evangelism’ is evident. Due to his disease, tinewaa ritually unclean, cut off from
God. In response to his faith, Jesus reaches dubanhes the man, and thereby
restores his fellowship with God, for Jesus is Bat. to this event, the man was cut
off from the Temple and therefore God, but in tonghhim, God himself makes his
redemption complete. Given that the whole purpdsevangelism (and discipleship) is
to bring about restored fellowship with God, thesus’ actions on this occasion have
done precisely that. Jesus’ declaration ‘be cieamfact translated by Hagner as ‘be
whole™ Its intent is to emphasize yes that the leprosyui®d, but much more
importantly fellowship with God is now availablegtie man, and in particular
fellowship through Jesus.

I would suggest, though, that what we see herédnengractice of Jesus is not so much
evangelism and social action in partnership, ambaction acting as a bridge to
evangelism, or social action resulting from evasige{the familiar triad of
relationships), but rather Jesus Christ respondihg fullness to the whole situation
of the man before him. The man’s needs were so@#drial and spiritual, and Jesus
loved the man in the whole of his being, and so these needs in the round.
Consider how this man might have been treated Hidn been met, not by Jesus
Christ, but by Jesus the evangelist, or Jesusthia@ activist. Jesus the evangelist
would no doubt have looked with compassion ondgsolsy, but without touching
him, would have begun to explain that salvation ambleness are only possible
through him, that if the man repents of his sin aaxknowledges Jesus as Lord, then
he can look forward to that day he dies from hjgd¢esy entering into eternal
fellowship with God. On the other hand, Jesus de@bkactivist would have felt
deeply for the suffering that the man’s leprosyuwyiat, and with just a word (and no
touch) would have cured him, turned and walked atwdind the next deserving

leper to heal. The man would have been cured, vemald have been able to enter
the Temple again, but would have no idea thattitiesugh Jesus that salvation (in
the broad scriptural sense) is to be found. He avbalre gone away thinking, ‘what a
lovely man -now back to the Temple and thoseiees.’

Integral Mission: Jesus Style does not deny tratigelism and social action are
distinct activities —on occasions, they may-Haut it does say that the nature of the
integration does not reside in the fact that we enthe two alongside each other, or
that we find appropriate connections between th&ather, it argues that the
integration that is relevant is that we respondnd®le people to the whole person or
persons before us.

Integral Mission: Jesus Style - the practice pag

So he came to a town in Samaria called Sychar thearot of ground Jacob

had given to his son Joseph. Jacob's well was tedelesus, tired as he was
from the journey, sat down by the well. It was altbe sixth hour. When a
Samaritan woman came to draw water, Jesus saiert¢\Will you give me a
drink?" (His disciples had gone into the town tg fmod.) The Samaritan

woman said to him, "You are a Jew and | am a Samaroman. How can you
ask me for a drink?" (For Jews do not associateSaimnaritans). Jesus answered

* Hagner, Donald ANord Biblical Commentary: Matthew 1-(Ballas: Word Books, 1995).
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her, "If you knew the gift of God and who it is tteesks you for a drink, you
would have asked him and he would have given ymglivater. (John 4:5-10)

Once again, in this little story it is easy to 3esus acting as either the social activist,
or the evangelist, depending on our particular bideen in reality | would suggest we
see the same of kind of integrated mission that exadent in the story above.
Moreover, it is useful to set this story alongsfgeprevious one as the kind of social
activism evident here is less about an individeedgn, and more about a cultural
ethos.

Firstly, in what way could Jesus be perceivedasial activist here? Vinoth
Ramachandra has already given us the clue. | ghatedarlier, “When...Jesus
voluntarily engaged a social outcast like the Saéarawoman in face-to-face
conversation,...was he performing a ‘political aciiochallenging the political

taboos of his society’?’Almost certainly he was. The person he was taiihgd at
least four factors counting against her engagingonversation with Jesus. She was a
Samaritan, she was a woman, she was alone, améshan adulteress who had led a
less than virtuous lifestyle. More than one comrmaemthas suggested that she may
even have been a social outcast within her own Stanaommunity, which is why
she was alone collecting water in the heat of thg.dHence, it is no surprise that
when the disciples return they are “surprisedrtd him talking with a woman” (John
4:27).

Purely, then, at the level of actions, Jesus waleciging the socio-political
stereotypes that would have existed amongst hisvielrs (and subsequent hearers of
this story). For them, adulterous, Samaritan wowene the least likely people with
whom Jesus should converse, let alone offer etéf@al rabbinic instruction of the
time said this, “One should not talk with a wonoarthe street, not even with his

own wife, and certainly not with somebody elsefe Viiecause of the gossip of men.”
And another says, “It is forbidden to give a worman greeting”® Therefore, simply

at the purely political level, the very fact thasiis speaks with this woman says to his
followers that these are people that you must nugler distance yourselves from. To
put it in contemporary terms, it is the direct egaient of the Archbishop of
Canterbury inviting a convicted terrorist to Lantbpalace for dinner. It is just not
done in polite society —and to do it is to ma&grofound political statement.
Incidentally, the fact that John places this stionynediately after Jesus’ encounter
with Nicodemus, a male, Jewish, learned Pharisem@mber of the ruling council, is
almost certainly intended to highlight how this wamis at the opposite pole of
conventional acceptability, and therefore deepeandignificance of Jesus’
conversation with her.

Yet, at the same time we can also interpret Jesti®ns as those of an evangelist.
Bruce Milne, whilst recognising the broader pdalitacsspects, draws particular
attention to this interpretation and offers us seMessons for personal evangelism
drawn from this story: Jesus’ relevance, his hugdns knowledge, his integrity, his

* RamachandraVhat is Integral Mission?
# Both cited in Beasley-Murray, GeorgéNrrd Biblical Commentary: Jofiashville: Thomas Nelson
Publishers, 1999) p62.
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positive presentation, his refusal to be side-teacind his compassitrBeasley-
Murray does something similar concluding that thlevance of the passage is in its
depiction of Jesus the evangelist, concluding thé&e do well to go and do
likewise.* Both these commentators have good reasons fohirgthis conclusion.
After all, Jesus immediately turns the conversatiahe salvation that he has to
offer (v10). He then goes on to spell out the natof that salvation (v14), whilst
highlighting her need for repentance (v17ff). Heegiher some solid teaching (v21ff)
before concluding with a declaration of his own sigship (v.26). Finally, his
evangelistic actions on this occasion are cledidgteve (v.39-42). On every level,
then, this is clearly Jesus the evangelist.

Oris it? Is it in fact the case that once agairatwive have here is Jesus the Christ,
rather than Jesus the evangelist, or Jesus thalsetrmer, in action? Consider how
Jesus might have acted if he had been concernadypaith just one or other of
those aspects of his ministry. Jesus the soc@imer would have met with the
woman, he would have talked with her, he would rehared the cup of water with
her —and he would have made sure that his dissigaw him doing this. But what he
would not have done is challenge her about hestyfle, or her theology. He would
not have declared that he was the messiah, anddtehal life was available through
him. As with the leper, she would have gone awiaithg, ‘what a nice guy, so
loving, so caring, so non-judgemental. | wish erexywas like him’, but what she
would not have done is realise that Jesus was ihttbe saviour of the world” (v42).
How, though, would Jesus the evangelist have atted? | suspect he would not
have found himself in public talking to the womé&te would either have written a
book, or preached a sermon -all making the pohghlighted earlier. At the very
least, he would have considered it inappropriatee¢@een alone with the woman,
and so would have ensured that he did so in a gratipmany others there. We
cannot know how the woman might have respondedis. She might have been
persuaded, she may even have believed, and theetefen ‘saved’. However, neither
Jesus’ disciples then, nor through the followingrity centuries would we, have felt
the need to question our prejudices regarding tical nature of God'’s love,
forgiveness and acceptance. We would still havegthtat right for us to force

people to jump through certain hoops before they ba welcomed into God’s
kingdom. We would, like the Pharisees, have |dgqaegle down with burdens they
can hardly carry” and yet fail to “lift one finge® help them” (Luke 11:46). To put this
in practical terms, we would have been a churchhiaa great difficulty opening our
doors to the alcoholic, the drug addict or the pitase —and as a result, we and they
would have been greatly impoverished.

Once again, then, it seems to me that what we Ih&ve is not Jesus the evangelist,
nor Jesus the social reformer, but Jesus the Caristtegral Mission: Jesus Style. We
see the whole of Jesus responding in love to thdewbf this woman’s needs, and we
see him doing it in word and deed. This womanlglead social, emotional and
psychological needs, but Jesus met them by opalking with her. She also had
spiritual needs, to know him as saviour, and Jdeady communicates both her need
and his ability to meet it. He neither neglects aspect of who she is, nor any aspect
of his responsibility towards her. By his wordslaadictions he communicates God’s

% Milne, BruceThe Message of Joffibeicester: IVP, 1993) pp85,86.
* Beasley-MurrayVord,p66.
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love into the whole of her life. And let us be cldais not the case that he does the
evangelism by words, and the social reform by @&tiBoth are communicated by
both. His ‘evangelism’, if we want to call it thakes place both by his very presence
with her, by the fact that he does not avoid hes by the particular content that he
communicates. Similarly, his social reform, ifngest on calling it that, is evident

both in his speech (consider his first questiamj,ia his actions (the fact that he sits
with her). Integral Mission: Jesus Style is seem e love of God flows through us
such that the whole of who we are responds to winbline other to meet their

needs.

Now, of course, | have only highlighted two reléyessages here, and there are
many other passages that may indicate to us movehat we would call ‘social
action’, or more of what we would call ‘evangeligtowever, it is my contention that
more often than not, we simply do not see in Jéiseikind of polarisation that
frequently affects our discourse on this mattemsider the Sermon on the Mount,
was that evangelism or social action? It is cetahre case that in the context of
Roman occupation, Jesus’ command to ‘love youriesienas clearly both
evangelism (reflecting God’s unlimited love) andlkto social transformation.
Similarly, as Elaine Storkey has argued, bothviderd in the parable of the workers
in the vineyard (Matthew 20:1-16), and in Jesusbanter with Zacchaeus (Luke
19:1-10) This is not to say that evangelism and sociabactie one and the same
thing. | believe they are distinattivities.However, my contention is that in our
theology and practice, we should not focus so narcburactivities,as that is to
adopt a worldly managerial ethos. Rather, our foousframe of reference should be
the person or community undertaking the task, arelperson or community to
whom the effort is addressed. If we adopt that pagen, then the relevant question is
no longer, ‘What shall we do —evangelism oraamttion, or the two together in
some artificial partnership?’ Rather, the relevprgstion becomes ‘How am |, or are
we, being the people God calls us to be’ as walNaat are the whole needs of this
person / this community to whom God has sent mé&®nMe ask those questions,
then in relation to ourselves we are driven bac&ta and his word, as we become
acutely aware of our own need for wisdom, repergaartd enabling to serve him. At
the same time, we are also driven to see the persoencounter in their full
humanity, and therefore meet them as fully humarspes. Now, of course we cannot
meet every need that someone has, but by askinguéstion of our own resources in
God, and the needs of the other, we can more apipitefy respond by addressing the
particular needs to which God directs us at thuieti

We see this in the practice of Jesus. He did nmttéhe woman (as far as we know),
for that was not what she required. He did not eyga extensive conversation with
the leper, for that was not what he required. Baowing how we respond in this
particular situation with this particular persorgreres us always to consider our own
full humanity before God, and the humanity of thiber before God. Vinoth
Ramachandra, once again, captures the relevaralktbis particularly well.
Integral mission flows out of an integral gosped amegrated people. There is a
great danger that we transform the mission of tiheich into a set of special
‘projects’ and ‘programs’, whether we call therarigelism’ or ‘socio-political
action’, and then look for ways to integrate thesethodologically. Rather, the

* Storkey, Elaine, ‘Integral Mission in the TeacigMinistry of Jesus’ in Chestirstice pp27-41.
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mission of the church is located in the adequackaiifulness of its witness to
Christ. Our core-business is neither the take-of/ére world’s systems nor the
maximising of church membership. Moreover, we teesmember that the
primary way the church acts upon the world is tlglouhe actions of its
members in their daily work and their daily relasibips with people of other
faiths. A congregation with huge social welfaregjgets or many ‘church
planting’ teams may be far less effective in secdaiety than congregations
with have none of these things but train their mesrsto obey Christ in the
different areas of civic life into which they aralled®

This last point is particularly important. If yaunginise the letters of Paul to the early
churches, you do not find him emphasizing theilydotgo out and do ‘evangelism’,
nor do you find him carping on about their welfgm®grams. And yet, both of these
things are precisely what the early church wasipaerly effective in. They did go

out and spread the word, and they were known feirtbare and compassion for the
communities around thefhPaul’'s emphasis in letter after letter is simpig.t“Be

who you are in Christ.” So, in Ephesians, theénmipoint of the letter is this: “I urge
you to live a life worthy of the calling you haweceived.” (Ephesians 4:1) He has spent
the previous three chapters spelling out in detel wonderful salvation that is theirs
in Christ, and the following three chapters arestoned with what this means in
terms of practical obedience, and so the pivothiatwe find in 4:1, ‘because of all
you are in Christ, go now and live in the lighttudit’. A similar theme is evident in
Romans, where repeatedly Paul's mantra is thatteoause God has done this, we
should live like this’ (chapters 6 through 8, aBdhwards). Similarly, in Colossians
3:12 Paul states, “Therefore, as God's chosele pkroly and dearly loved, clothe
yourselves with compassion, kindness, humilitylegexss and patience.” And again in
Philippians 2:1, “If you have any encouragemamh fioeing united with Christ, if any
comfort from his love, if any fellowship with theif, if any tenderness and
compassion, then make my joy complete by beingrikded, having the same love,
being one in spirit and purpose.”

Paul’s strategy, then, in encouraging ‘evangeéisch*social action’ was not so much
to mention them, let alone spell out particular grams, but rather to encourage us
to reflect on what it means that we are the childref God, and then encourage us to
consider how that might work out in relation to @ around us. If we think about it,
this of course makes sense. | mentioned earliettikanission in which we
participate is nobur mission, buGod’smission. Hence, it will only be effective if we
understand our own identity in terms of God’s iaggntn God there is a perfect unity
between words and deeds, character and actionsaumal the extent that we are truly
united to Christ, our lives will similarly disptagonsistency between everything we
are and do. It is natur compassion that is relevant, bBbd’'scompassion flowing
through us. It is nobur evangelism or social action that matters, Gaid’swork in

the world exercised through us. That is why knowihg we are in Christ, reflecting
on God'’s perfect character is what enables usdorne integrated people. It is
Christ’sintegral mission we join in rather than our ownnkle, it is not about dividing
up particularactivities,labelling them as one or the other, and then malsag we

* Ramachandrayhat is Integral Mission?
¥ See Michael GreeByangelism in the Early Chur@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004)

Page 15 of 18



have a healthy mixture of both. Rather, it is ableing the people of God in light of
a world in need.

Hope08

So, where does all this leave us in respect of B®p&undamentally, Hope 08 is
about mission in the local community, but the olwgiguestion is what kind of
mission? Is it evangelism? Is it social actionWisrd? Is it deed? What is it? It is here
that the theological vision | have outlined chimeth the spiritual vision that the
founders of Hope 08 received from God. For Hope @& evangelism, or social
action, or word, or deed, it is all of the above amore. It is a vision of God’s people
doing God’s thing, and doing it together. Therezaneimber of aspects to this worth
highlighting. Firstly, Hope 08 is about both evdisgeand social action. In this sense,
it is drawing on the theological foundations reatigsered at Lausanne in 1974
where the absolute necessity of the integratiothafse aspects of our ministry was
laid. However, in two distinct ways Hope 08 is ngplieyond the mere partnership
model that was provided by Lausanne. One of ikedbat Hope 08 is explicitly
grounded in prayer. The year of community actiof82is merely the culmination of
a year of church action in prayer, 2007. In additidope 08 is not limiting itself to
so-called evangelism and social action projectdstt embraces worship in the fully
rounded sense of that word (i.e. music, teachiaggcidg, singing, etc.) It strikes me
that all of this reflects the kind of theology | Y& been articulating above. It is not
merely that the church is being asked to pull ftapl by its bootstraps and then get
out there ‘in the world’ and do something. Ratlwpe 08 is about immersing
ourselves in the riches of Christ by worship, anprayer, so that then we can go out
in God'sstrength, with his wisdom and his enabling to be whole people of God,

for the whole of our communities. Tied in with tlighe fact that Hope 08 is also
about serving our communities in partnership, acdenominations, and for me this
is proof that we are in the right place to do missin the first place. If I, or my
church, is reaching out as God'’s people then linwtlmatter which denomination we
are coming from, we will all be seeking to bringi€tho a world that needs him.
Mission grounded in prayer and worship that takaseacross traditional boundaries,
and is expressed in a multitude of forms, includiogalled ‘evangelism’ and ‘social
action’, that is Integral Mission: Jesus Stylg,ihBlope 08.

Yet, having said that, it is up to individuals @hdrches to put this vision into
practice, and it is here that certain dangersTiee Jerusalem Trust report into
Manchester 2000, Festival Manchester, Soul inithe-ndon, MerseyFest and NE1
drew a number of conclusions on the effectivené$isese outreach events. However,
one conclusion serves as a warning shot for afighiovolved in Hope 08. “The need
to find ways of branding the events more clearlhsstian without losing the

| say re-discovered because the history of evianagjislm (whether in the broader reformation sense,
or the narrower 18Century revival sense) has always concernedviiselboth social action and
evangelism. The restriction of the evangelical taskvangelism’ alone that took place in the easif

of the 20" Century was a departure from the history of evéingism and had more to with Descartes
than the Bible.
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support of statutory bodies or the acceptance oal@ommunities:”The report

interviewed a wide range of people from the lo@hmunities. However, it states
The most disappointing finding was that only twoe could remember why
the event had taken place. One was a church meaniokthe other person said
they knew the young people were from a church. Mgp&al comments about
why the work was done were: ‘just to develop theaarThere was funding
from somewhere’, ‘I think we won a competitidh’.

As it stands, this is not Integral Mission: Jegtle.S hat is not to say that such action
is not valuable or worthwhile, practically to tleedl community, and in terms of
encouragement to those involved. In addition, guge possible that a more
integrated form of mission was evident when thoke vook part in these activities
returned to their home communities, and shared witir non-Christian friends and
families more of why they had been serving in tlag ¥hey had. In addition, these
activities also provide an opportunity for what meght call co-belligerent mission,
that is working alongside non-Christians on thesgegets, and proclaiming Christ not
so much to the receiving community as to your feleorkers. Nevertheless, we must
be honest with ourselves about what we are doingd,ret claim that ‘litter picking’ is
integral mission when the local population thinkiyare simply a bunch of young
offenders on work experience! So, what is the swidtere? The report makes a
number of suggestions including better brandingi¢iwimight not be a sufficiently
radical answer to what is a deep problem), but ‘d@swourage conversational skills in
the young people so that they are more confidergharing their faith during
spontaneous conversations. This is also a traieied.” This is getting closer to the
mark, but it is still not quite there. Surely, thaution is for all those on these events
to have a strong sense why they are there. In other words, they are not jhstre to
‘do some good’. Neither are they there to ‘havealdime’. Rather, they are there to
be the hands, feet, arms, legs and mouthpiecesasJ&hey are there to be God's
people for the world. This seems to be the apprteadtiPaul took when he was
encouraging his churches in mission. Reflect onywhaare in Christ, and then go
out and serve. | would hope that a strong emphadisat direction, through song,
prayer and teaching, is what is required if wetareuly be the people of God.

What might this mean in practice for churches erghi Hope 08? Well, | do not
necessarily think that a church or group of chuschaving an ‘evangelism’
committee or a ‘social action’ group is necessarityng. However, what is needed is
that all the people engaged in those respectiveigsappreciate that their
responsibility before God will go far beyond therte of reference of the particular
group on which they sit. It is not enough for Ctigiss to say that because someone
else, or some other group are doing the ‘evangelisism acceptable for us to just do
the ‘social action’. That is the wrong frameworkholught. Rather, all of us,
irrespective of thactivitiesin which we are involved have a responsibility tee(@od
to love the whole of the person before us with thileole of God’'s good news.

» A Report on the Evaluation of Evangelistic evemth& UKcommissioned by The Jerusalem Trust,
available at: www.fyt.org.uk/showdetails,pdf,56.htm

* |bid.

* lbid.

2 Having said that, | recognise the reality thatrthwill be people engaged in these activities sirtpl
have a ‘good time’, or to ‘hang out with their fras’. We should not discourage this. My intention
rather is to express the ideal to which we shollldspire.
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Therefore, if | am engaged in what previously ugnd of as ‘evangelism’, perhaps for
instance by running an Alpha course, that doesrotise me from helping those very
same people in whatever practical needs they meg. [&milarly, if | am, to use one
well known phrase, ‘painting railings for Jesuat ttoes not mean | have no
responsibility to tell the community | am serviniggwt am doing it, and what has
brought me to that place. At the same time, howesaad this is possibly the biggest
challenge, just because | am engaged in some @&t activity, and some ‘social
action’ project —perhaps | run the alpha courared do the soup run for the homeless
—that does not excuse me from my responsibgitewards those | work with and
interact with on a daily basis. Integral Missioeslaoot mean being able to list
different activities and demonstrate that we areeong all the bases. It means living
an integrated life, where as God guides us, wetsaeket all the needs of those we
encounter with the saving power of Jesus Chrig.Worth repeating Vinoth
Ramachandra’s caution in this regard: “A congregatith huge social welfare
projects or many ‘church planting’ teams may béefss effective in secular society
than congregations with have none of these thingsttain their members to obey
Christ in the different areas of civic life into ieh they are called.” It is especially
important that churches involved in Hope 08 beat tbrinciple in mind. The primary
responsibility of church leaders is neither to éase their Sunday attendance, nor to
inspire social work; it is to build the people afd3n love of God, and love of
neighbour. That is what the great commission aedjtieat command demand. That is
Integral Mission: Jesus Style, that is Hop& 08.

As the Father sent me, so | send yadohn 17:18)

Justin Thacker, Head of Theology, Evangelical Alliance

* Special thanks go to Cathi Thacker and Susanagh\@io prayed for me during the writing of this
piece. Thanks also to Dewi Hughes, Rose DowsattMRer, Don Horrocks and Susannah Clark for
comments on the paper.
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