
Good Friday afternoon, New South Family. Welcome to the 30th edition of the Weekly Word – this for the 
week ending January 24, 2020.  I send this this morning from a Comfort Inn near Portland, TN, where I stayed 
last night after a good meeting with a re‐invigorated Gallatin F.M.C.  Thank you all for a good meeting last 
night. 
 

--------------------------The Critical------------------------------ 
 
Announcements 
 
1)   Pastors / Elders / Appointees Conference Report Forms were e‐mailed out on Tuesday, January 7th.  
Every person/deacon/elder under appointment should fill out this brief form and return it to me by January 
31, 2020.  I have received 29 of the 79 issued.  Ahem…the rest of you…they’re due next Friday and time is 
ticking away.   
 
Your information helps the Ministerial Appointments Committee determine your appointment, or not, for the 
following conference year.    
 
2)   Compensation Change Forms  If you are a pastor and your church is paying into the denominational 
retirement/pension on your behalf, and if your compensation has changed for 2020, don’t forget to complete 
the change in compensation form:   https://hr.fmcusa.org/forms/   Final reminder  
 
3)  Denominational Church Report Forms will be out shortly, or so I hear from the World Ministry Center.  
They are making some changes, so there’s been a delay.  Keep an eye out.  
 
4)  Pass‐Through Funds:  Your church’s financial assessment/fair share amount is based on your church’s 
income from “two” years ago – 2020 assessment amounts are based on your church income from 2018, for 
example.  That income number is the result of a calculation which may involve pass through funds – which 
need to be approved by the superintendent by the end of January.  If you’d like to submit pass through funds 
for approval, please send your request to me by next Friday, January 31.  Also, final reminder.   
 
5)  Our NSC Conference Web Site is still down due to web host transition/migration work.  It should be back 
up in a matter of days. 
 

Church of the Week:  Please keep the Elkatawa FMC in Jackson (KY) with pastor Paul Shepherd in your 

prayers this week.   
 
Conference / Superintendent’s Calendar (all times eastern) 
January 23‐24    Daryl in Nashville area for meetings 
February 2‐4:    Area Bishop and Superintendents (ABS) meeting in Nashville   
February 7:     FM History and Polity class begins at WFMC 
February 13:    DL Zoom, 9:30a 
February __:     Strategy Day 
March 12:    DL Zoom, 9:30a 
March 20:     District Leaders – Wilmore, 2:00 – 5:00 p 
March 20:     BOA – Wilmore, 6:00 – 10:00 p 
March 21:     MEG/MAC – Wilmore, 8:00 a ‐ noon 
March 31‐April 2:   Global Overseers Team (GOT) ‐ Indianapolis 
April 9:      DL Zoom, 9:30a 
April 26‐28:    ABS ‐ Tampa 
May 14:      DL Zoom, 9:30a 
May 29‐30:     New South Annual Conference, Oakdale Christian Academy 



June 7‐9:    ABS ‐ Indianapolis 
June 15‐20:     NSC Teen Camp 
June 11‐14:     NSC Family Camp 
June 22‐26:     NSC Kids’ Camp 
August 9‐11:    ABS – Baltimore 
August 25‐28:    Starting Strong for new pastors ‐ Indianapolis 
September 23‐25:  New Room Conference, Nashville, TN 
 
And now... 

 
-----------------------------The Important-------------------------------- 

 
Resources, Articles and Attachments 
 
1)  Free Methodist Pastors and Leaders Newsletter – this month’s theme is “avoiding burnout.”  Click here for 
the latest edition.  One of our own, Chris Cole, is published therein.  Way to go Chris! 
 
2)  A Great (but admittedly lengthy) Article from First Things on love, by N.T. Wright, is attached below.  
 
3)  You’ll also Find Below a much shorter article on the federal deficit and spending and taxation. 
 
4)  Thanks So Much For Praying for my and my son Paul’s trip to China last fall.  I’ve attached a brief thank you 
mostly from Paul.  
 
5)  Finally…Also Attached  in honor of the cause for racial reconciliation in our nation, championed by Dr. 
Martin Luther King Jr. and many others, an inspiring article from Earl Tilford.    
 

Job Openings 
At this point, we have a pastor or interim pastor in every NSC church, although those interim situations 

are, well, interim.   
However, if you click here, you will find job opening listings at the FMC Human Resources web site. 

 
Remaining January Birthdays (*that we know of) 

Bob Barnard – January 25 – Elder, Chaplain, Thomson Hood Veteran’s Center 
Ron Johns – January 27 – Elder, retired 
Ralph Kester – January 27, Lay Delegate, Wilmore 

 

*I would love to know the birthdays of all those related to the NSC who receive this communique – pastors, 
elders, delegates, special friends, etc.  Please send month and day to Timothy at 
newsouthconference@gmail.com 
 
This Week's Passage, Quote and Joke 
 
Passage:   I’m not preaching this week due to revival services with Gary Henecke, Sunday through 

Wednesday.  As you think of it, we’d appreciate your prayers for us in Wilmore and for Gary. 
 

Quote:  “As the more holy we are upon earth the more happy we must be.” –John Wesley 
 



Joke:  Although I don’t do a lot of reading of fiction, I heartily recommend the Mitford series of books 
by Jan Karon, especially to pastors.  Karon is incredibly well‐read and insightful.  This joke is one 
of many told in the books by Mitford, NC local character Uncle Billy: 

 
  “Well, sir, this feller had a aunt who’d jis’ passed on, an’ his buddy said, “Why are you acryin’?  

You never did like that ol’ woman.’  And th’ feller said, ‘That’s right, but hit was me as kept her 
in th’ insane asylum.  Now she’s left me all ’er money an’ I have t’ prove she was in ‘er right 
mind.’” 

 
Blessings on your weekend and day of worship. 
 
D‐ 



LOVING TO KNOW
by

N. T. Wright

February 2020

I n many spheres, the question not just of what we know but of how we know is urgent and vital. I have tried to develop the notion

of love as the ultimate form of knowledge and to explore its wider relevance.

My history with this question begins in the 1980s, when I was growing concerned by profound distortions in my discipline of New

Testament studies. These distortions could be traced to the philosophy, and especially the epistemology, of the Enlightenment.

Biblical scholars seldom think about philosophical presuppositions. We plunge straight into the texts, often assuming a positivism in

which we can know straightforwardly what’s true and what’s not, distinguishing sharply between “the sure and certain results of

scienti�c research” on the one hand, and the �uid, uncertain world of possible theological meanings on the other. The former is

(supposedly) “objective” and the latter (supposedly) “subjective,” mere pious speculation.
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This sharp distinction re�ects, the other way up as it were, the divide famously characterized by G. E. Lessing as the “broad and ugly

ditch” between the eternal truths of reason and the contingent truths of history—a distinction in part ontological and in part

epistemological. You might start “from above” and attempt to discover “the eternal truths of reason” by beginning with lofty intuitions

and thinking rationally about their implications. But this Platonic truth-quest would never join up with the messy, accidental events in

the world of space, time, and matter, and if you started with that world you’d never get to the eternal truths. This great divide, re�ected

also in Kant, eventually produced the disastrous but in�uential theories of Rudolf Bultmann. The English-speaking world, largely

ignorant of Bultmann’s neo-Kantianism and existentialist Lutheranism, picked up that this learned German had cast doubt on much

of the gospel story, particularly on Jesus’s resurrection. This doubt was then translated into the pragmatic but brittle positivism of

English and American liberalism, which wanted to doubt these events for quite other reasons. And it reinforced, particularly in

America, the division between liberal and conservative that has played out so disastrously in many spheres.

As a historian, I knew that this either/or of “objective history” and “subjective meaning” was a gross oversimpli�cation. In my 1992

book, The New Testament and the People of God, I suggested that we needed a better integration, one that transcended the antithesis of

objective and subjective. I had been introduced to the idea of critical realism through the work of Bernard Lonergan, whom I

encountered in the work of Ben Meyer. And in that context, I met what they thought of as “an epistemology of love.” Ever since then, I

have tried to understand what that might mean and to put it into practice.

Along the way, I have realized that it isn’t only in biblical studies that the Enlightenment’s epistemological proposals result in false

antitheses. In my Gi�ord Lectures for 2018, now published as History and Eschatology: Jesus and the Promise of Natural  Theology, I laid out

the ways in which so-called natural theology, on the one hand, and the historical study of Jesus, on the other, have become

dangerously detached from each other. This isn’t because we have now discovered, in some objective sense, something about natural
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theology or the history of Jesus that requires them to be kept separate. It is because both studies, and any link between them, have

been distorted by Enlightenment epistemology.

Enlightenment thought rejected Jesus’s resurrection, but not because of a new scienti�c awareness that dead people do not rise.

Everybody has known from earliest times that dead people stay dead. The Enlightenment’s real reason for the rejection was that, if

Jesus had risen from the dead, his resurrection would be the turning point of world history—a status the Enlightenment claimed for

itself. There cannot be two such turning points. Here lies the crucial epistemological battle. The Enlightenment was in thrall to the

split-level epistemology that, by insisting on hard facts and creaming o� everything else into a subjective sphere, realized Francis

Bacon’s maxim that “knowledge is power.” Knowledge of the Enlightenment sort—“we know the way the world is and we’re going to

impose it on you”—became the instrument of the imperial projects of the modern West. But that kind of knowledge does not do

justice to the ultimate realities of the world; and it fails to grasp, or be grasped by, the Ultimate Reality itself, which is the resurrection

of Jesus as the launch of new creation in the midst of the old. As Wittgenstein said, “It is love that believes the resurrection.” Many of

our current ills, social, political, and cultural, have emerged from our ignoring this or trying to bypass it.
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I

My proposal is that paying attention to Jesus as a real �gure of �rst-century history can point some ways forward for the Church and,

through the Church, for our misguided and muddled world. And for all this—and for the multiple resultant tasks in theology and

mission—we need to understand, and put into practice, new ways of knowing: speci�cally, an epistemology of love.

But �rst we must look more closely at the Enlightenment settlement and some of its disturbing results.

Following various analysts, I see the Enlightenment not simply as a secularist movement, but as Epicurean, a modern retrieval of an

ancient philosophy. That identi�cation enables us to highlight various things the “secular” label screens out—particularly the fact that

modern Western culture is not a new thing based on modern science, as is so often assumed, but an ancient worldview with some

modern twists and footnotes.

n the ancient world, Epicureanism was very much a minority position. In the eighteenth century, however, it attained in the

Western world not only majority status, but worldview status, in the sense that most Westerners to this day—including, alas,
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many Christians!—don’t realize they are looking at the world through Epicurean spectacles. By “Epicurean” I refer principally to

cosmology: The gods may exist, but they are in an entirely di�erent sphere to ourselves, taking no notice of us and certainly not

intervening in our world. (The other meanings of Epicureanism, especially its moral implications, are relevant too, but they are not my

theme.) There is an easy commerce between the hard Epicurean split of heaven and earth and the more �exible Deism embraced by

many, particularly in America.

Epicureanism commended itself strongly to many Enlightenment thinkers because part of the Enlightenment’s impetus was antipathy

to top-down social, political, cultural, and religious systems in Church and state, which were  perceived as denying a proper aspiration

for freedom. The newly enlightened world wanted to work from the ground up. Thus, what the West has come to mean by “freedom”

is indebted to the Epicurean settlement: Get God out of the picture and you can do what you like. This settlement received its classic

expression in science, at the level of both method (look at the data without having the Bible tell you what you ought to �nd) and

results (the world “makes itself” without any divine hand on the tiller).  Erasmus  Darwin was an Epicurean in most senses of the word,

many decades before his grandson went o� in search of biological specimens.

Epicureanism has played out in historical scholarship as well, with the attempt to replace deduction—deducing what must have

happened from some antecedent dogmatic framework—with induction, the process of looking at evidence, supposedly without

presuppositions, and working up without fear or favor. That is what the historical revolution represented by Hume and Gibbon was all

about, resulting in the challenge to long-standing Christian assumptions about the interaction between God and the world.

In politics, the French and American revolutions had exactly the same (as it were) epistemological shape; so too with other moves

toward fuller democracy across the Western world. Thus, we now observe what some have called “the biopolitical” in which political



societies would develop like biological organisms, working “from below” without any tyrannical intervention from above or outside.

This has then been allied to the powerful modern belief in progress, a combination of optimistic Hegelianism and still more optimistic

social Darwinism— forgetting that both Epicureanism itself and Darwin’s “survival of the �ttest” assume that there will be many

random  developments that prove  disastrous and  unsustainable. (Hegel got around that by  assuming that the immanent Spirit was at

work to  produce the  utopian future, and that apparently undesirable  developments were all part of the ongoing dialectic.) Thus the

dangerous puzzles we face today, which cause some to question  democracy  itself, are the direct  analogues of the dangerous puzzles of

modern  science, which rightly celebrates its  medical  achievements but also  produces deadly weaponry and the deeply  ambiguous

Internet.

In the late eighteenth century, we �nd similarly ambiguous reconstructions of Jesus. Part of the problem is that “the historical question

of Jesus” and “the theological question of God and the world” were posed and addressed in radically �awed ways precisely through the

epistemological turn to supposedly objective, bottom-up induction. Any attempt at a more integrated  epistemology, and a more rounded

historiography, is met with the accusation that one has smuggled in some  extra presuppositions, some other narrative, that one is

doing deduction rather than induction. This is where we need a tertium quid. The epistemology of love operates through abduction, to

which I shall return.

There is, of course, irony here. I have been talking about the development of modernity, which originated in protest against hierarchic

rule in Church and state. But modernity itself is now hierarchical, generating the postmodern protest that turns the old rhetoric

against itself. That may be why postmodernity has failed to halt the modernist juggernaut—the ideology of progress, for instance—

and has instead merely spawned a Machiavellian cynicism in which fake news on the one hand and conspiracy theories on the other

thrive unchecked. All this �ows directly from the failures of knowledge I have been tracking through their various out-workings.



One of the great losses in Christian modernity is the fact that Deism and Epicureanism have eaten away at our worldview. Many have

tried to reassert Christian truth, but they have done so within a split-level world, assuming a “god” who is normally out of the picture.

To think Christianly within the Deist worldview is to speak in the modern way of “natural” and “supernatural,” where the

supernatural is what happens when the normally absent god reaches in, does something peculiar, and then goes away again. That is

not how ancient Jews or early Christians would have thought. So, to think Christianly within the Epicurean worldview, many have

reached for  Plato, accepting the idea of a gulf between the worlds but suggesting that we have immortal souls that belong in God’s

world and look forward to returning. Theological questions then emerge within these variations on split-level worlds, so that (for

instance) natural theology has often seemed to inquire whether one might after all discover the Deist god by inspecting the natural

order. This framing of theological questions within a split-level world has produced many muddles and mistakes. But to slice through

it all, we need to think clearly about what has happened.

Western modernism, a great and powerful movement, deserves to be clothed in the splendid garments of myth. Two myths in

particular have emerged: Faust and Frankenstein.

The medieval legend of Faust, who sold his soul to the Devil in return for great power and glory, was given classic modern expression

by Goethe in the 1770s and Thomas Mann in the 1940s. The key feature for us is the renunciation of love. Faust is given all a man could

desire—power, wealth, pleasure—provided only that he never says to anyone, to any moment, Verweile doch, du bist so schön—Linger

awhile, you are so beautiful. In Mann’s brilliant retelling, with Hitler’s Germany making exactly this kind of Faustian pact, the

diabolical instruction is even more explicit: Thou maist not love.



T

This renunciation of love echoes ancient  Epicureanism. In ancient Epicureanism, pleasure was to be pursued for its own sake, a

pursuit that required an escape from worldly concerns. The great �rst- century b.c. Epicurean poet Lucretius suggested that love can

impede erotic pleasure. By contrast, modern Epicureanism has grasped at the pleasures of power, of conquest, of empire: of colonizing

and controlling the world. These pursuits require kicking God upstairs out of the way, denying the possibility of his interference, and

rejecting love. Self- aggrandizing Western conquests can then proceed unchecked.

hese conquests bring us to the second myth: Frankenstein. Western modernity has created a monster. We supposed this

monster would do what we wanted. But now, it is rampaging around, and we seem powerless to stop it.

A Jewish or Christian analysis would want to speak here of idolatry. We have worshipped Mars, who leads us to address all problems

with tanks and bombs. We have worshipped Mammon, so that turning a pro�t trumps all else. We have worshipped  Aphrodite, and

any suggestion that we should resist her infringes on our human rights. And so on. The false gods obtain their power and apparent

authority from the fact that they really are aspects of the  created world that, for a Jew or a Christian, is itself the loving gift of the wise

creator. But when we respond to the idols, rather than to the creator, we are driven not by love but by greed and lust. That’s what idols

do: They lure you into the Faustian trap.

The way out is an understanding of  creation as the gift of love, to which love is the appropriate response. But we cannot reach that true

understanding of  creation by a direct approach, for it quickly leads us back to idols. We must start with the center of creation: Jesus

himself.



Two key Pauline passages sum this up. In Galatians, after speaking of God’s sending the Son and then sending the Spirit of the Son,

Paul says, “Now that you’ve come to know God—or better, to be known by God—how can you turn back again” to the “elements of

the world?” (Gal. 4:9). In other words, the gospel events have unveiled the true God in all his glory: the God who sent the Son and the

Spirit of the Son. Since these actions are always God’s initiative, our knowledge of this God must always be seen as the re�ex of God’s

knowledge of us. This idea is ampli�ed in 1 Corinthians 8, which deals with the problem of idolatry. Paul mocks the Corinthians’

pretensions to any kind of special knowledge, gnōsis. “If anybody thinks they ‘know’ something, they don’t yet ‘know’ in the way they

ought to know. But if anybody loves God, they are ‘known’—by him” (1 Cor. 8:2). And what does it mean to love this God? Paul quotes

—and adapts!—the central Jewish prayer, the Shema. Instead of “Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God, the Lord is one . . . and you shall

love the Lord your God . . .” Paul incorporates Jesus within the prayer: There is one God (the Father) and one Lord (Jesus the Messiah).

Paul’s whole letter is, then, an exposition of what it means to love this God—to love, not by taking the initiative, but by responding to

the love revealed in the gospel; and to allow that love to be the mode of all other knowledge.

Paul’s exposition of love receives its classic expression in the great poem we know as 1 Corinthians 13. Paul here places love at the

center of his eschatological epistemology:

We know, you see, in part;

We prophesy in part; but, with perfection,

The partial is abolished. As a child

I spoke, and thought, and reasoned like a child;

When I grew up, I threw o� childish ways.



Why, in a poem about love, does he take this time to contrast an earlier phase of life with the later maturity? Because love is the mode

of knowing that  provides continuity between the present age and the age to come. Love is the constant between our present

incomplete knowledge and the full knowledge yet to come:

For at the moment all that we can see

Are puzzling re�ections in a mirror;

Then, face to face. I know in part, for now;

But then I’ll know completely, through and

through,

Even as I’m completely known. So, now,

Faith, hope, and love remain, these three; and, of

them,

Love is the greatest.

(1 Cor. 13:9–13)

Paul’s Christian virtue is always responding, always discovering, the love that is the heart of true knowledge, the love inspired in him

by the love revealed in, and �owing from, the gospel. Galatians again: “The life I do still live in the �esh, I live within the faithfulness

of the son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me” (2:20).

Paul focuses here on the love within Christian communities—the love that holds together the varied ministries of 1 Corinthians 12, the

love that prevents disorderly chaos in worship in chapter 14. But this poem in chapter 13 indicates what it means to know God’s world,



to know one another within God’s world, and to know God himself, with a love that, though awaiting ful�llment in the age to come,

has already broken into the present world and time. And when we see how this love works, we recognize that it transcends the

antitheses of modern thought.

The Enlightenment has often tried to propose its own replacement for love, in the form of tolerance. But tolerance is a hands-o�,

arm’s-length kind of relationship. We can understand its appeal in the eighteenth- century world, weary of revolution and wars of

religion—though about to collapse into internecine murder in the French Terror and the American Civil War, to look no further. But

as we all know, tolerance is not enough. Invoking it produces a downward spiral of ine�ective semi-moralism. We urgently need to

explore the possibilities of a genuine epistemology and hermeneutic of love.

The two most obvious areas to explore might be science and history.

Early modern scientists were often quite explicit about “thinking God’s thoughts after him” (Kepler’s words). They understood their

task as responding to reality, not investigating it with supposedly neutral objectivity. To see the natural world as “creation,” not as a self-

governing or self-making “nature,” is a big step in that direction, particularly because it puts the human researcher on the same footing

as the research: as one creature to another. This is where the biblical doctrine of the “image” stands out. The idea of the image

comports with the idea of the cosmos as a vast temple. Humans are the image in this shrine, designed to stand at the threshold between

heaven and earth, transmitting the loving stewardship of the creator into his world and translating the unspoken worship of all other

creatures into articulate praise. In this context, to speak of humans “knowing” God, or “knowing” the rest of creation, would demand

a higher value to the word “knowing” than we are accustomed to accord it.



A

Image-bearers are called to be “knowers”—that is, to be su�used with a rich and personal knowledge of God, through which to bring

blessing to his world; and to understand in all appropriate ways what the created order is all about, so as to sum up and express

something of the reality of the richly varied creation. Both the su�using and the understanding involve speaking words that construct the

true reality. That is the prophetic vocation of the image-bearers, standing alongside their royal vocation of being stewards and their

priestly vocation of summing up creation’s praises. These vocations combine in a rich vocation of “knowing,” in which the scientist

will relish paradigm-shifting discoveries, not least those that contradict a priori theory. Here we note an irony: Even as eighteenth-

century science was challenging the theological a priori theories of the time, it was eager to set up its own, so that the evolution of

species was approached not simply as a newly discovered bit of inductive knowledge from below, but as the necessary postulate from

evolutionism, the Epicurean assumption that if the gods do not act within the world then the world must make itself; and with that

“must” we have just as much a deduction, a top-down theory, as what was being rejected. If we could hold on to that distinction, a lot

of current bother could be set aside.

n epistemology of love, seeing the creation as the out�owing of divine creative love, must pay attention to that creation. It

isn’t enough to know that it is God’s creation, and so to infer that we already know all that’s important to know about it.

Love demands patient curiosity. Love transcends the  objective/subjective divide, because as the image-bearing stewards of creation, as

liturgists of creation’s praise, as prophets called to speak creation’s reality, we humans are called not to a cool, detached appraisal of the

world, nor to a self-indulgent grasping of it, but to a delighted exploration and exposition, in which respect and enjoyment go

together.

If this is true with respect to science, it is true also with respect to history. Ever since Lessing’s dictum, following on the historical

skepticism of Gibbon and Hume, many have concluded that we can’t know very much about “what actually happened,” since all we



can discover is what people said about things that might have happened; and so on. Sometimes this seems like an endless regress.

Instead of recovering Jesus, we recover Mark’s Jesus, or perhaps Mark’s source’s Jesus, or whatever. But this hyper-caution, bred from a

pseudo-scienti�c quasi-objectivity, is unwarranted. Yes, we must always allow for the bias of sources, just as the scientist factors in the

perspective of the researcher. But just as particles of light really exist even though our observing them changes them, so the fact that

fake news exists doesn’t mean that nothing happened.

The epistemology of love, applied to history, insists (along with Vico and other early critics of the Enlightenment) that understanding

the past means entering sympathetically into the minds of people in cultures very di�erent from our own. It is all too easy to project

our own hopes and interests onto “the other.” Pure objectivity about other persons would appraise them at a distance, rather than

engaging with them; pure subjectivity would use them to gratify one’s own whims or desires. Love means not just allowing others to be

themselves but relishing them as being themselves, as being both other than ourselves and other than our initial hopes and expectations

of them. Thus, the historian will study in full detail the thought world of the culture and people under  investigation—its symbolic

structure, its underlying taken-for- granted narratives, its characteristic praxis, and so on. This is the larger social and cultural structure

that I have loosely and heuristically called “worldview.” It is a matter of the historian’s due diligence.

With history as with science, the Christian must never say simply that God is the lord of history and that’s all we need to know. That is

like asking your bank manager what you have in your account and receiving the answer, “Money.” Refusing to investigate history is a

way of staying on the safe side of Lessing’s ugly ditch. History, like science, is full of surprises. Only when we pay attention to them,

allowing our expectations to be modi�ed—including our expectations of what God’s world ought to look like and how God ought to

behave in relation to it!—are we  actually operating with an epistemology of love.



This is why I stress that, in both biblical scholarship and Christian faith, it won’t do to speak about the Incarnation unless we are

prepared to look long and hard at what Jesus’s incarnate life actually consisted of. It isn’t enough to say, “He was fully human,” and

then move on to other matters. The four Gospels insist that you investigate, in a way very few theologians have done, what Jesus

intended by what he did and said, where he �tted in to his culture and where he cut across it with a fresh reading of Israel’s Scriptures,

and so on.

Both science and history contain many things that a proper, loving engagement will wish to challenge. The scientist may be fascinated

by the way a cancer cell grows, but that fascination will increase his determination to stop it in its tracks. The historian may be

intrigued by the causes of the First World War, but she may well hope that her investigation of the complex tangle of motivations will

help us spot future warning signs. And the parent who enjoys watching the child climbing a tree will, as a matter of love,

simultaneously a�rm the child’s freedom and seek to mitigate any clear danger. Love is always on the lookout.

My main case is that the Enlightenment’s  spurious either/or of objective and subjective must be transcended in an epistemology of

love. With the Enlightenment project under attack on all sides, now is the time for such a reappraisal.

The attack on the Enlightenment comes from many quarters. Some non-Westerners resent our self-awarded privilege. Sometimes they

mistake Enlightenment triumphalism (think of Steven Pinker!) for Christian triumphalism (which of course exists as well). Other non-

Westerners, seeing a house full of good things, naturally want to enter and enjoy some for themselves. And a good many Westerners,

knowing from the inside the hollowness of modernist claims and the counterexamples to the boast of “progress” (world wars, nuclear

bombs, the Holocaust and other genocides, global warming, child abuse), have tried to pull the house down on their own heads

through deconstruction, hypercritical analysis, identity politics posited against the “big narrative,” and so on. Postmodernity, aping its



parent modernity in its protest against tyrannical narratives, has nothing to put in modernity’s place except the celebration of ever

smaller “identities,” its only moral imperative being the scream of the victim. And neither modernity nor postmodernity has any idea

what to do when the oil runs out, the ice caps melt, and the barbarians turn up at the gates. Augustine, watching something similar

from his bishopric in Hippo, wrote The City of God. His residual Platonism may not supply us with the answers we need; but his

emphasis on love certainly might.

Yet this is only a start. As Christians we may be able to a�rm that “love is the greatest” (1 Cor. 13:13). We can apply ourselves to the

tasks of science and history and much besides with a new integration, holding together the falsely opposed subjective and objective

within the epistemology of love. We must explore, as part of that e�ort, the meaning of “abduction,” C. S. Peirce’s term for the method

of hypothesis and veri�cation, the virtuous epistemological circle. And we ought to re�ne the meaning of “critical realism” to make

clear that this is not a way of smuggling in a neopositivism by the back door, and indeed that the “critical” bit doesn’t mean playing fast

and loose with Scripture.

This, too, is only a start. What happens when we run into serious problems? How will we respond to the neo-Machiavellian methods

that insist, like  Pontius Pilate, that we, the imperialists, make our own truth—that if truth claims are power claims, then it’s better to

get your truth claims in �rst, to tell big lies that people then act on so that they become true, to create facts on the ground and let

others grumble if they must? How can we stand up to the bullying positivist system that elbows everything and everybody out of the

way with the old Roman slogan, Oderint dum metuant (“Let them hate so long as they fear”)? How can we stop our epistemology of love

from retreating before all this and becoming simply a private game?

https://www.amazon.com/City-Penguin-Classics-Augustine-Hippo/dp/0140448942/?tag=firstthings20-20


I

The answer comes by looking to that which Enlightenment modernism had done its best to rule out of order: the resurrection of Jesus.

I already quoted Wittgenstein: “It is love that believes the resurrection.” What might this mean, and how might it help?

 have argued that the polarized epistemologies we inherited from the Enlightenment are not �t for this purpose, and that a freshly

reappraised epistemology of love is required for a fuller, wiser, and more fruitful knowing. This prescription has rami�cations for

our education systems and our public life. It requires taking creation seriously, which for the Christian means receiving creation as

what it is, the gift of love from the good and wise creator. Our delighted, sensitive, respectful, and curious exploration of creation is

the response of love to the love we have received. But often, of course, creation does not appear to be a gift of love. There are (what we

call) natural disasters; there is human wickedness and sin; there is sickness and pain; ultimately, there is death. So a good deal of

human exploration of the world, in science or history or art or politics, has either lashed out against perceived evil, or tried to limit the

damage, or simply tried to escape. Some of the present initiatives to investigate “transhumanism,” or to �nd and deactivate the gene

that causes death, fall into that category. These are responses not of love, but of fear and fantasy.

The resurrection of Jesus holds out a di�erent possibility. The Enlightenment has rejected the resurrection since there cannot be two

“climaxes to history.” But it is not only the failure of the Enlightenment that should lead us to question that rejection. There is the fact

that the resurrection of Jesus unveils to the world the new creation that is the rea�rmation of the creator’s love in the �rst creation. This fact is

obvious in one way, but so unseen in another that it needs spelling out.

I have argued that creation in all its rich variety speaks to us of the creator’s love, so that to know God’s world ought to be the action of

an answering love. But the horrors of the world, and particularly of death, call the creator’s love into question. A�rmation of

creation’s goodness without acknowledgment of its horrors risks collapsing into sentimentalism. But the New Testament sees Jesus’s



bodily resurrection as the rea�rmation of creational love, and hence the retrospective validation of the love that was already expressed

in creation. Jesus’s resurrection answers the ultimate question, by overcoming death and launching a new world in which, as John

Donne put it, “death shall be no more.” And thus—though I don’t think this was exactly what Wittgenstein had in mind—belief in

Jesus’s resurrection is not a  private option for those blessed with peculiar credulity, nor the simple a�rmation that after his death

Jesus’s kingdom-project somehow continued, nor any of the other things the modern and postmodern world, and as often as not the

Church, have imagined. The resurrection of Jesus was nothing less than the launch of the new creation in which all wrongs would be

put right. In this new world, the creator’s love, which had always been displayed in the original creation, is displayed in all its glory. A

biblical view of Easter has to struggle not just against skepticism—which was as strong in the ancient world as in the modern—but

against Christian misunderstandings going back to the Middle Ages, when “heaven and hell” became the big categories and the very

idea of “new heaven and new earth” was forgotten, despite its biblical prominence.

So the love that believes the resurrection, like the love that responds to creation in science and history, is the love answering the

creator’s love in launching the new creation. This view opens up a new vision of natural theology. Not only are the present signals of

transcendence (as they are sometimes called) retrospectively validated, but the puzzles within the present creation—the ways in which

those signposts let us down—are answered by the cruci�xion of the one who was then raised. We see in retrospect, from the

resurrection of Jesus, that the questions raised before were the right questions. All this, of course, depends on factoring in Jesus’s

historical kingdom-work, focused eventually on his confrontation with the Temple. This, in turn, depends on understanding his

strongly implicit claim that, through and in him, Israel’s creator God was �nally returning to rescue and reestablish not only God’s

people but God’s whole creation.



This fresh vision of creation and new creation makes its way not simply by rational persuasion, though that is important, but through

the life- giving and life-transforming work of the gospel in the power of the Spirit. That work has continued, despite post-

Enlightenment sneers and denials, for the last two millennia. The more the Church gives itself to the healing and creative work of love,

the more credible its resurrection message will be. As that work continues, so the epistemology of love should take the lead in science,

history, politics and economics, and indeed theology.

As we pursue this work, we should remember that grief also is a mode of love, and that the epistemology of love thus includes within

itself the epistemology of grief. The sorrow we rightly experience at the horrors and wickednesses of the world, including our own

folly and failures, is the shadow side of love for God’s world, and longing for it as it was meant to be. Epicureanism always tried to

avoid sorrow: “Life is random and meaningless, so shrug your shoulders and get what pleasure you can.” Jews and Christians saw

things the other way up. In Romans 8, the grief of God’s people, sharing the world’s pain and sorrow, is the appropriate vehicle for

God’s own grief in the groaning of the Spirit. This is a paradox deserving fuller exploration, and an integral part of the epistemology of

love. Our true knowledge, neither holding the world at arm’s length in a spurious objectivity, nor merely feeling it in an unhelpful

subjectivity, includes centrally that prayer of unknowing of which Paul speaks. Just as God called Israel to be the means of rescuing the

world so that he might himself rescue the world by becoming Israel’s Messiah, so he gave Israel the tradition of lament, and brought

this tradition to a yet deeper level in Jesus and his people, so that he might himself lament from within the heart of his world, through

the groaning of his own Spirit. The epistemology of love is thus a richly Trinitarian mode of knowing: God the creator calls us to be his

image-bearers indeed, summing up both the praises and the laments of the world, re�ecting his wise, stewarding love back into that

world, and speaking prophetically the words that bring healing, order, truth, and new creation.



I
 have been commending an epistemology of love, in respect of the multiple areas where the Enlightenment’s split world has brought

confusion, corruption, and danger. The postmodern critique of the Enlightenment has failed either to stop the juggernaut or to

point a positive way forward. But we have the tools to do both. The Church needs to step over the wreckage of the trivial

liberalism of the last generation and lead the way—not to a renewed or chastened modernism!—but to a reclaiming of the older

Christian tradition of the missiology of love, growing out of the correlated epistemology of love.

I suggested earlier that the rhetoric of freedom, common to all empires, comes to us shaped by the divided worldview of eighteenth-

century Epicureanism. Not only has it thus tended to highlight “freedom from” as opposed to “freedom for” but the vaunted

“freedoms” of the Enlightenment have been framed within that Epicurean worldview. We have thus sought freedom not only from

the gods and their interference, but also from political tyranny and religious authorities. The sharp separation of Church and state

tellingly re�ects one construal of Lessing’s ugly ditch. The modern West has also embraced the other Epicurean “freedom”: the

freedom of the enlightened elite to detach itself from the rabble down the road. But this privilege is rapidly expiring. So if my critique

of modern Epicureanism is accurate, it should force us to reappraise what we mean by freedom itself. If it is love that believes the

resurrection, answering the love revealed in new creation, what might it look like to have a freedom shaped by that love? Here as

elsewhere, Paul and John, and Jesus himself, would have some suggestions. But that would be a topic for another occasion. 

N. T. Wright is Senior Research Fellow at Wycli�e Hall, University of Oxford.



Budget Deficit Capitulation: Our Spending Problem 
January 23, 2020       Mark W. Hendrickson 
 
During the week before Christmas, Congress rushed a spending bill into law. 
 
Two spending bills were introduced that Monday, a flurry of political horse‐trading ensued, numerous pork‐barrel favors 
were hastily added, and presto:  by Friday Congress had approved $1.4 trillion in discretionary spending. Treasury and 
budget officials acknowledge that future deficits will now rise more than earlier anticipated. 
 
The American people responded to the new spending bill with a collective yawn. A deep national apathy toward the 
national debt has settled in. Few people care anymore. President Trump may care on a personal level, but as a political 
pragmatist, deficit spending is one battle he has chosen not to fight. Even those of us ashamed of how our youth are 
being progressively swindled by federal deficit spending have resigned ourselves to the fact that our government has a 
debt addiction. 
 
The signs that Uncle Sam would further enlarge fiscal deficits had been unmistakable. As I wrote in November, the GOP‐
sponsored “Prevent Government Shutdown Act of 2019” was a sign of capitulation by former deficit hawks. It was clear 
then, if it hadn’t been before, that an expansion of deficit spending was virtually a done deal. 
 
Now that the spending increase has happened, I’m not here to howl or protest. I emphatically think it was wrong, but 
what’s done is done. However, there are a couple of very important numbers that I wish to call to your attention now. I 
hope that you will remember them the next time President Trump or some other non‐socialist president calls for lower 
tax rates and the left argues against them. 
 
I’ll give the numbers to you in two forms, only the second of which I hope you will commit to memory: 
 
In Fiscal Year 2018, President Trump’s first full year in office, federal revenues were $3,329 billion. In Fiscal Year 2019, 
the first full year during which Trump’s corporate and personal income tax cuts were in effect, federal receipts totaled 
$3,462 billion. To be more specific, federal revenues from income taxes decreased; however, the lower tax burden on 
the private sector contributed to an increase in the number of Americans working. That, in turn, increased federal 
revenues from FICA payroll taxes. Furthermore, increased economic activity boosted federal revenue from excise taxes. 
 
Critics were too hasty to claim that tax cuts inevitably shrink federal revenues. Receipts may decline from some taxes 
while still rising overall. And even if overall government revenues fall, so what? All that means is that people get to keep 
more of their own income. 
 
Now here is the set of numbers I hope you can remember: Federal revenue increased four percent last year over the 
previous year, while federal spending rose eight percent. This points to a simple, irrefutable arithmetical truth: The 
reason the federal deficit is rising is not because tax revenues are falling–they are not–but because spending is rising at a 
faster rate. 
 
Back in the 1980s, critics on the left claimed that President Reagan’s supply‐side tax cuts caused deficits to rise. Not so. 
Then, as today, federal revenues actually increased substantially after the tax cuts (rising from roughly $600 billion to $1 
trillion), but federal spending increased even more. Inevitably, then, deficits rose. 
 
The bottom line remains: The federal deficit is a spending problem, not a revenue problem. Don’t ever let anyone tell 
you anything different. 
 
 
  
Dr. Mark W. Hendrickson is a retired adjunct faculty member, economist, and fellow for economic and social policy with 
the Institute for Faith and Freedom at Grove City College. 



Sorry this is so late, but thank you so much for helping to fund and pray for my trip to China.  I really 
did have an amazing time learning and seeing what God has done for China and what he continues to 
do.   

My favorite places that we went to include Xining and the Nes-
torian Pagoda.  It was stunning to see just a little of God’s influ-
ence in China long before Buddhism, Hinduism, and the many 
other religions.   

Another place we visited was the Temple of Heaven, which is in 
Beijing, and that was a huge tower dedicated to the one true 
God, maybe not our Christian God but the one and only God, 
which is significant because it shows that the emperors and 
kings of China 
knew that there 
was only one God, 
not multiple, and 
China really, so eas-
ily could have been 
on the right track.   

This being said it was sad to see so many Buddhist tem-
ples and so many people walk right by the many exam-
ples of the one and only God and completely disregard 
them.   

I really did learn a lot, and to this day, think about China 
and what God has done and is is still doing in the nation.   

Thanks again,  Paul 

 

 

We did have a great time and in the span of ten days covered lots of miles and history with Thane Ury 
as our guide.  From Cincinnati and Detroit to Beijing to Xi’an to Xining to Beijing and back.  We saw 
many of the major cultural sites in China but also the spiritual sites that speak of where China is to-
day and has been in days past.  God is moving in China in powerful ways, as He always has, and one 
day the influence of His Church there will be too powerful for even the Chinese government to stifle.   

Until then, I’ll continue to pray more earnestly for China—so many people and so much Kingdom po-
tential there!   

Thank you for helping Paul and I make this very special trip. 

Daryl   



How Martin Luther King, Jr. Changed Hearts 
January 15, 2020       Earl H. Tilford 

 
My father was a Presbyterian minister in rural northwest Alabama from 1961 to 1965. I came of age there, then left the 
University of Alabama with an M.A. in history in 1969. Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr. and Governor George C. Wallace 
framed the historical context of a changing south to which I returned in 2008. 
 
In retrospect, 1963 was a watershed year in my life. On June 11, 1963, I watched on the television in our den as 
Governor Wallace stood in the door at the University of Alabama’s Foster Auditorium to fulfill a campaign promise to 
physically stop school desegregation. Quixotic as this proved, given that two African American students were already 
registered, the gesture got him re‐elected three times. Later that summer, on August 28, I watched as Martin Luther 
King eloquently prophesized “one day right there in Alabama” black children would “be able to join hands with little 
white boys and white girls as sisters and brothers.” Eventually, those days arrived. 
 
A month later, on Sunday, September 15, 1963, while I was in my room studying Spanish at the start of my high school 
senior year, my dad summoned me to the den where he had been watching professional football. A news bulletin 
revealed four young African American girls were killed at Birmingham’s Sixteenth Street Baptist Church when a bomb 
detonated under the backstairs by a women’s bathroom where they primped after Sunday School. 
 
My dad, who previously had supported racial segregation, wept. “Son, if this is ‘defending our southern way of life,’ it’s 
not worth it.” The next Sunday his sermon was titled, “God the Father Implies the Brotherhood of Mankind.”  It was not 
well received. Dad’s epiphany resulted in a series of sermons related to securing civil rights while abjuring violence in the 
process. On a January night in 1965, during my freshman year in Tuscaloosa, while dad was in Huntsville, Klansmen 
burned a cross on our lawn. This terrified my deaf‐since‐birth mother. They also shot and killed my dog. In April, my 
parents moved to serve a church in Coral Gables, Florida. I remained at the University of Alabama for four more years. 
My father’s ministry ended two decades later as a missionary in the Cayman Islands. 
 
The bombing of the Sixteenth Street Baptist Church, along with many other atrocities, were part of the warp and woof 
of life in Alabama during the turbulent 1960s. While a student, I heard Governor Wallace speak on campus every year at 
the annual Governor’s Day celebration. In 1967, his wife, the newly elected Gov. Lurleen B. Wallace, awarded me the Air 
Force ROTC’s “Military Excellence” medal. After I saluted her, Alabama’s real “Guvnor” standing beside her, heartily 
shook my hand, “Congratulations, son! Alabama is proud of you.” I nodded and smiled. 
 
Martin Luther King, Jr. masterfully used rhetoric to deliver a powerful message that he effectively coupled to imageries 
of repression that included fire hoses, police batons, and cattle prods against demonstrators. The arc of history moved 
inexorably toward justice overcoming prejudice backed by Klan violence. 
 
Change came slowly, subtly, but surely. On Monday, July 6, 1964, four days after President Lyndon B. Johnson signed the 
Civil Rights Act into law, my father, mother, and I drove to Tuscaloosa from Leighton, Alabama. A scholarship for which 
I’d applied required a family interview with one of the university’s deans. On the way into town dad spotted a Morrisons 
Cafeteria at campus edge. After the interview, dad suggested we have lunch there before the long drive home. 
 
As we drove into the parking lot, we spotted Klan picketers in full regalia mulling around the entrance. Mom strongly 
urged going elsewhere. Dad grumbled, “Bozos don’t tell me where I can eat.” Those Klansmen intended to intimidate 
would‐be patrons of any color. 
 
As we approached, I noticed a sign, “You might be eating off the same plates as coloreds.” Undaunted, dad led us into 
the line where a hulking Klansman stepped in front of my father and snickered, “Y’all must be some kind of n—‐r lovers.” 
Dad, a former collegiate football lineman, fixed that Klansman with a cold, unblinking stare and then replied in a 
measured and unwavering voice, “You bet.” The Klansman grunted, then stepped back. My father had become part of a 
changing south. 
 



With time, many white southern hearts changed. Martin Luther King, Jr.’s message of peaceful resistance moved 
America toward his vision, stated eloquently on August 28, 1963: “A day will come when all God’s children … will be able 
to join hands and sing the words of the old Negro spiritual, ‘Free at last! Free at last! Thank God Almighty, we are free at 
last.’” 
 
Today, we honor Dr. King’s memory. 


