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Establishing the Church in the Midst of Islam:
A Flexible Contextual Approach

Kurt Nelson

n 1998, Evangelical Missions Quar-

terly published an article by John

Travis (a pseudonym) in which

he described six types of Christ-
centered contextualizations for church
planting within the Muslim world.! His
model, known as the C1-C6 spectrum,
has since become a widely accepted
tool used for delineating contextualiza-
tion issues in the context of Islam.

However, much debate quickly en-
sued concerning these various mod-
els to be used within the Muslim mi-
lieu.Dialogue continues even up un-
til now in attempts to defend specific
ranges along Travis’ spectrum as legiti-
mate while attacking others, sometimes
going as far as to call them syncretistic
or, at worst, heretical. Who is right and
who is wrong? Or does an answer even
exist to that question at all?

Perhaps instead of dividing over
such a broad spectrum intended mere-
ly to promote possible approaches and
methodologies in reaching the lost in
the Muslim world, we may rather recog-
nize that church planting among such a
diverse group of people requires a flex-
ible contextual approach. In doing so,
we can then legitimately examine and
encompass all of the six types represent-
ed in Travis’ spectrum when necessary.
And when not necessary, we can gra-
ciously agree to disagree.

All Things to All Muslims:
A Flexible Solution to
Contextualization

Radical diversity within Islam neces-
sitates a variety of strategic approach-
es to evangelism and church planting
among Muslims. A “one size fits all”

approach would be irresponsible, thus
leaving us open to the charge of being
poor stewards of the task of making dis-
ciples of all nations. Jesus, as our pri-
mary example, demonstrated divine
creativity and flexibility in His witness
to individuals. The Apostle Paul like-
wise verbalized the importance of uti-
lizing a flexible approach in his witness
to non-Christians in I Corinthians 9:19-
22 (NIV):

Though I am free and belong to no man,

lish the church in ways that make sense
to people within their local cultural
context, presenting Christianity in such
a way that it meets people’s deepest
needs and penetrates their worldview,
thus allowing them to follow Christ and
remain within their own culture.”?

The most commonly utilized model
for contextualization of church plant-
ing in Muslim contexts is Travis’ C1-C6
spectrum. Travis affirms that flexible
and creative missiological strategies are
required in ministry to Muslims, stating

Rad ical d ive rSity in Islam necessitates a

variety of strategic approaches to evangelism and church

planting among Muslims. « ¢« e e e et e e v e eeeeesoescens

I make myself a slave to everyone, to win as
many as possible. To the Jews I became like a
Jew, to win the Jews. To those under the law I
became like one under the law (though I my-
self am not under the law), so as to win those
under the law. To those not having the law I
became like one not having the law (though
I am not free from God’s law but am under
Christ’s law), so as to win those not having
the law. To the weak I became weak, to win the
weak. I have become all things to all men so
that by all possible means I might save some.

Modifying our approach to Christian
ministry with the goal of greater cultur-
al relevance and effectiveness has been
labeled, since the 1970s, as “contextu-
alization.” Darrell Whiteman describes
three functions of contextualization in
his definition of the term, “Contextu-
alization attempts to communicate the
Gospel in word and deed and to estab-

that, “The diversity means that myriad
approaches are needed to successfully
share the gospel and plant Christ-cen-
tered communities among the world's
one billion followers of Islam.”?

Jim Leffel adapted the six models of
contextualization related to a church
planting strategy in the Muslim context
into the chart shown on page 3:*

C1 Model: Traditional church us-
ing non-indigenous language. Chris-
tian churches in Muslim countries that
exist as islands, removed from the cul-
ture. Christians exist as an ethnic/reli-
gious minority.

C2 Model: Traditional church us-
ing indigenous language. Church
uses indigenous language, but in all its
cultural forms is far removed from the
broader Islamic culture.
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C3 Model: Contextualized Christ-
centered communities using Mus-
lim’s language and non-religiously
indigenous cultural forms. Style of
worship, dress, etc. are loosely from the
indigenous culture. Local rituals and
traditions, if used, are purged of reli-
gious elements. May meet in a church
or more religiously neutral location.
Majority of congregation is of Muslim
background and call themselves Chris-
tians.

C4 Model: Contextualized Christ-
centered communities using Mus-
lim’s language and biblically per-
missible cultural and Islamic forms.
Similar to C3 except believers worship
looks like Muslim worship, they keep
the fast, avoid pork and alcohol, use Is-
lamic terms and dress. Community is
almost entirely of Muslim background.
Though highly contextualized, believ-
ers are not seen as Muslims by the Mus-
lim community. Believers call them-
selves “followers of Isa Al-Misah,” Jesus
the Messiah.

C5 Model: Christ-centered com-
munities of “Messianic Muslims”
who have accepted Jesus as Lord
and Savior. Believers remain legally
and socially within Islamic communi-
ty. Aspects of Islam incompatible with
the Bible are rejected or if possible, re-
interpreted. Believers may remain ac-
tive in the mosque. Unsaved Muslims
may view C5 believers as deviant and
may expel them from the Islamic com-
munity. If sufficient numbers permit, a
C5 “Messianic mosque” may be estab-
lished.

C6 Model: Small Christ-centered
communities of secret/underground
believers. Isolated by extreme hostility,
usually individual believers but some-
times in small groups. Believers typi-
cally do not attempt to share their faith,
others suffer imprisonment or martyr-
dom.

Of these six models, are some better
than others, and are there any that are
universally unacceptable? How do we
respond to Travis' recent observation
that, “Muslims are coming to faith in
many different contexts worldwide all
along the C1 - C6 spectrum,”® and how
to we best utilize this information?

The debate remains the most heated
at the upper end of the spectrum, par-
ticularly focused upon the C5 and C6

models. Many argue that one or both of
these contextualized extremes are over-
ly syncretistic and, therefore, complete-
ly invalid as viable options for respon-
sible Christian missions.

I propose a more open-minded ap-
proach to Travis’ spectrum and to his
observations that God is indeed bring-
ing Muslims to Himself along the entire
continuum of church structures with-
in the Islamic world. Allow me to brief-
ly address the value, along with a few
strengths and weaknesses, of each of the
C1 - C6 models.

C1 churches: Traditional church-
es using non-indigenous language.
C1 churches are linguistically and cul-
turally isolated from the majority cul-
ture. Nevertheless, Muslim background
believers (MBBs) educated in the West,
or particularly attracted to Western cul-
ture, or disillusioned with Islam, may
be drawn to a C1 community. Since this
is the least contextualized church mod-
el, it; therefore, has the least ability to
penetrate the surrounding society with
a culturally relevant witness and wor-
ship style. C1’s greatest strength may be
its depiction of the heterogeneous na-
ture of the membership of the Body of
Christ. Although, arguably, it remains
culturally isolated.

C2 churches: Traditional church-
es using indigenous language. C2
churches have made one small step to-
ward greater contextualization through
the use of the local language. Though
culturally isolated, the step toward in-
digenization is, nonetheless, positive.
One aspect of culture is language and
the C2 church will, because of this dif-
ference, attract more MBBs than the C1
church. Crossing the language barrier
makes communication within the lo-
cal community a possibility, and; there-
fore, one significant barrier to evange-
lism and inclusion in community has
been eradicated.

Travis observes that, “the majority of
churches located in the Muslim world
today are C1 or C2” and that affirms
the fact that believers in both of these
types of communities “call themselves
‘Christians.”®

C3 churches: Contextualized
Christ-centered communities using
indigenous language and non-reli-
gious indigenous cultural forms. C3
churches typically will have a majority
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of MBBs. These fellowships are an ad-
ditional step deeper into the surround-
ing culture and have removed another
significant obstacle to indigenous forms
of evangelism, fellowship and worship.
Consequently, they will be less “for-
eign” and more attractive to the local
Muslim community.

The main obstacles still remain-
ing within a C3 community are their
rejection of Islamic religious cultur-
al forms and the fact that members
of the community still refer to them-
selves as “Christians.” This may be the
most common model of community in
the more open, less hostile, or “nom-
inal” Muslim contexts such as in Ka-
zakhstan.

At this point on the spectrum, (from
C4 - C6), believers in Jesus in these
communities cease referring to them-
selves as “Christians.” This fact, alone,
raises the charge of syncretism among
some observers. But the originator of
the C1 - C6 spectrum makes a valid ob-
servation as to why the label “Chris-
tian” (and inclusion in a community
known as “Christians”) is indeed det-
rimental to the propagation of faith in
Jesus:

In the Muslim context, the word ‘Christian’
is now largely devoid of its original spiritual
meaning in Acts. It now connotes Western cul-
ture, war (the Crusades), colonialism and im-
perialism. While some Muslims may associate
Christianity with the love and selfless living of
Mother Teresa and relief organizations, most
tend to focus on negative aspects of present
day Western culture like immodest dress, sexu-
al promiscuity, disrespect of elders, indulgence
in alcohol, Hollywood violence, narcotics, and
pornography. With such negative perceptions
of the Church rooted in negative stereotypes of
the West, it is little wonder that ‘joining Chris-
tianity’ is often seen by Muslims as betraying
one’s family and community to join the heret-
ical camp of their enemies.”

C4 communities: Contextualized
Christ-centered communities us-
ing indigenous language and bibli-
cally permissible cultural forms. C4
communities are highly contextualized
but still not to the extent that they are
viewed as Muslims by the local Mus-
lim community. The avoidance of cul-
turally offensive stumbling blocks (al-
cohol, pork, inappropriate dress) and
the embracing of Islamic cultural forms
(fasting, terminology, dress, etc.) allow
these Christ-centered communities a
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Traditional church us-
ing non-indigenous lan-
guage

Traditional church using
indigenous language.

Contextualized Christ-
centered communities
using Muslim’s language
and non-religiously in-
digenous cultural forms.

Contextualized Christ-
centered communities
using Muslim’s language
and biblically permissi-
ble cultural and Islam-

ic forms.

Christ-centered commu-
nities of “Messianic Mus-
lims” who have accepted
Jesus as Lord and Savior.

Christian churches in Muslim countries that exist as is-
lands, removed from the culture. Christians exist as an
ethnic/religious minority.

Church uses indigenous language, but in all its cultural
forms is far removed from the broader Islamic culture.

Style of worship, dress, etc. are loosely from the indig-
enous culture. Local rituals and traditions, if used, are
purged of religious elements. May meet in a church or
more religiously neutral location. Majority of congrega-
tion is of Muslim background and call themselves Chris-
tians.

Similar to C3 except believers worship looks like Muslim

worship, they keep the fast, avoid pork and alcohol, use
Islamic terms and dress. Community is almost entirely of
Muslim background. Though highly contextualized, be-
lievers are not seen as Muslims by the Muslim communi-
ty. Believers call themselves “followers of Isa Al-Misah,”
Jesus the Messiah.

Believers remain legally and socially within Islamic com-
munity. Aspects of Islam incompatible with the Bible
are rejected or if possible, reinterpreted. Believers may
remain active in the mosque. Unsaved Muslims may
view C5 believers as deviant and may expel them from

the Islamic community. If sufficient numbers permit, a
C5 “"Messianic mosque” may be established.

Small Christ-centered
communities of secret/
underground believers

Isolated by extreme hostility, usually individual believ-
ers but sometimes in small groups. Believers typically do
not attempt to share their faith, others suffer imprison-
ment or martyrdom.3*

much deeper penetration into the cul-
ture in terms of evangelism, fellowship
and worship. Although some outsiders
might be tempted to view these assem-
blies as syncretistic (since their worship
appears Islamic in style and they do
not refer to themselves as “Christians”)
members of C4 communities are still
not viewed as Muslims by the surround-
ing community.

Obviously, these assemblies have an
even greater entrée into the possibilities
for outreach and attraction of the com-
munity than the C1 - C3 models, but
they are still viewed as non-Muslims
and call themselves “followers of Isa
the Messiah.” Noted Islamic missiolo-
gist, Phil Parshall, views the C4 model
as the “high end” of contextualization
with the caution that, “All within this
sector [C1 - C4] is legitimate provided it
is constantly cross-referenced and sub-
ordinated to biblical truth.”®

The C4 model is effective in moder-

ate Muslim contexts that are not out-
wardly hostile to non-Muslims and
where being viewed as a non-Muslim
follower of Jesus the Messiah is not of-
fensive, nor a cause for ostracism or
persecution. Rick Love observes multi-
ple strengths in the use of the C4 mod-
el among Muslims:

We need to exploit these built-in theologi-
cal bridges by using a C4 approach to church
planting. A C4 approach is not only con-
cerned about crossing bridges to communicate
the gospel with Muslims. A C4 approach also
wants to break down unnecessary barriers to
the gospel. A C4 approach challenges Chris-
tians to reexamine their own cherished tradi-
tions and beliefs, neither do we want to bap-
tize our own practices and perspectives as if
they were all from God.’

C5 communities: Christ-centered
communities of “Messianic Muslims”
who have accepted Jesus as Lord and
Savior. C5 communities are assemblies



of believers who refer to themselves as
“Muslims who follow Jesus the Messi-
ah.” If the boundary between C3 and
C4 on the spectrum marks the cessation
of believers calling themselves “Chris-
tians,” then it must be noted that the
move from C4 to C5 marks the move-
ment from “cultural Christianity” to
“cultural Islam.” Despite some missi-
ologists’” discomfort with the C5 mod-
el (largely due to the possibility of be-
lievers remaining active in the mosque),
many missiologists still contend that
C5 communities are a valid expression
of the Body of Christ.

Within the C5 model, believers are
viewed by outsiders as Muslims, refer
to themselves as Muslims, and may be
active in the mosque, or even establish
a “Messianic mosque.” John Travis pro-
vides an extensive and helpful descrip-
tion of the conversion, process, com-
munity, relationships, and faith of the
C5 believer that offers an invaluable
perspective:

C5 believers are Muslims who have been
drawn to faith in Christ by the Spirit of God,
often through reading the Bible on their own,
hearing a radio broadcast, receiving a dream
or vision, experiencing a miraculous healing in
the name of Isa, or seeing the loving, patient,
incarnational witness of a believing friend
...most C5 believers remain acceptable mem-
bers of the Muslim community by continu-
ing to give alms, keep the fast, pray daily, wear
local dress, and use their customary religious
vocabulary and worship style. Affirmation of
these acceptable Islamic forms not only allow
MBBs to keep their place in the Muslim com-
munity, but they also build bridges for effective
witness to their family and community.!

One charge levied against some ad-
vocates of a C5 model relate to the de-
ceptive use of C5 by missionaries ex-
clusively for the purpose of increased
witness in the Muslim community.
Even Travis, a cautious proponent of
C5, warns that foreign missionaries
should not join C5 communities in or-
der to reach Muslims. It is notewor-
thy, though, that Travis is not opposed
to MBBs joining a C5 community for
the purpose of witness. More recently,
he affirms that, “Some Muslims who
receive Christ as Savior deliberately
choose a C5 expression of faith, not for
their own sake... but for the sake of the
lost who would be far less likely to re-
ceive truth from outsiders (i.e., ‘Chris-
tians’).”!

Thus evangelistic penetration, when
practiced by MBBs (but not by expatri-
ate missionaries) in a C5 community,
is a legitimate motive and expression
of the value of the C5 model. The obvi-
ous and greatest weakness of C5 is the
increased danger of syncretism. Travis
offers a comprehensive list of seven ex-
cellent “guidelines for avoiding syncre-
tism in a C5 movement” and then com-
ments on the tensions inherent in C5’s
strengths and weaknesses:

A follower of Jesus cannot affirm all that is
commonly taught about the Qur'an and Mu-
hammad. Certain aspects of the role of Mu-
hammad and the Qur'an must be reinterpret-
ed. This will perhaps be the most challenging
task of C5...1

The C5 approach has worked well,
despite its challenges, in more hostile
parts of the world. Leffel has observed
its success in Central Asia where its uti-
lization has helped to avoid “the prob-
lem of converts being rejected by their
families and communities, keeping
them both safe (at least so far) and able
to carry on an evangelistic witness.”'

Yet even Travis, Leffel, and others
caution that C5 may not be a perma-
nent solution to establishing Biblical
community in the context of Islam.
Leffel urges us to consider that, “a con-
scious, deliberate goal needs to exist
in the mind of the Christian worker to
move the believer in Isa from a substan-
tially syncretistic faith to a C4 faith. All
Christian workers should agree that C5
contextualization is not the goal for dis-
cipleship and church planting.”'* Rath-
er, it is a process toward the goal.

C6 communities: Small Christ-cen-
tered communities of secret/under-
ground believers. C6 communities are
clearly the most at risk of being syncre-
tistic. Unlike the C5 model, C6 commu-
nities do not have the redeeming qual-
ity of evangelistic outreach since one
criteria for categorization is that most
C6 believers do not share their faith.
These communities exist in the context
of extreme hostility and violence within
their immediate culture. This is often
reinforced by government-sanctioned
persecution under Sharia law. Does C6
then, with the loss of witness and ex-
treme risk of syncretism, have a legiti-
mate role as a form of Christian com-
munity within the context of Islam? The

loss of witness will ultimately result in
a lack of church growth and reproduc-
tion. David Hesselgrave affirms the ne-
cessity of maintaining witness in the lo-
cal assembly:

Witness must come from within the church-
es as a part of their ongoing outreach. In other
words, research seems to indicate that if believ-
ers in the churches are not revived and spiritu-
ally alive to their ongoing responsibility in the
world, churches will not grow and multiply as
they did in the New Testament era.'

C6 naturally emerges where witness
to Jesus (whether personal or imperson-
al, through dreams, visions, Scripture,
recordings, etc.) and conversion occurs
in the most hostile of Islamic environ-
ments. However, C6 must be viewed as
a less than ideal and merely temporari-
ly acceptable form of Christian commu-
nity. As Jim Leffel notes:

C6 is more of a survival strategy than a
contextualization model. These believers are
forced to choose between rejection from the
community or martyrdom and complete ano-
nymity. While it may be best in the short term
for a convert to remain in a C6 position, it is
certainly no long term plan. Building an indig-
enous church or igniting an indigenous people
movement is virtually impossible under these
conditions. This strategy may be necessary in
some countries where conversion to biblical
faith is illegal and an underground church is
still in the making.'®

C6, therefore, is a model whose exis-
tence has less to do with our acknowl-
edgment or approval of it as it does
with God’s instigation and formation
of His work within it.

There remains much to be learned
and more to be said about the best ways
in which to contextualize the gospel
and the presence of legitimate Chris-
tian community in the variegated Is-
lamic world. I propose that we unite in
remaining open to the Holy Spirit to
work through a variety of contextualiza-
tion strategies to reach the entire Islam-
ic world while defending the purity of
both the gospel and of local expressions
of Christ-centered community. Similar-
ly, we must scrutinize our own cultural
prejudices in light of God’s Word and
teaching ministry of His Holy Spirit.

What Do We Do Now?

So why all of these concerns about
contextualization anyhow? The eternal
salvation of 1.2 billion Muslims waits

Continued on page 7
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X + Gospel = World Evangelization
What Is the Missing Component in Reaching the World for Jesus?

Amy Karen Downey

s a trembling non-algebraic thinker, this writer was terri-
fied at even the thought of College Algebra. However, the
professor stated he would give credit, up to the point of an er-
ror, to students who followed all the problem-solving steps.

A valuable lesson was imparted by
Mr. Teltschik—never skip a step in find-
ing the component for it may make a
difference between an “A” and a “C.”
However, many missionary endeav-
ors and agencies are “skipping” the de-
cisive component, the X factor in the
world evangelization equation, found
in Romans 1:16—“to the Jew first.”
This statement can be affirmed when
one considers that the Jewish people,
the ethnic descendants of Jesus, are
listed as an unreached people group
by various missiological studies.' This
article, therefore, seeks to accomplish
two goals: first, to remind the mission
world of “to the Jew first”; and second,
to illustrate that world evangelization
is not possible if the Gospel message is
not focused upon the people to whom
it was first intended.

“To the Jew First”

The struggle to voice the preeminent
component of “to the Jew first” has ex-
isted since this author first presented
the case at a meeting of the Evangelical
Theological Society in 2001.?

For even in a bastion of evangeli-
cal scholarship such as an ETS meet-
ing or in evangelical churches/semi-
naries across America, the reality of the
“firstness” of Jewish evangelism is of-
ten overwhelmed by the cacophony of
voices that either decry or suppress the
need for Jewish evangelism. R. Kendall
Soulen in The God of Israel and Chris-
tian Theology effectively negated the er-
ror of supersessionism but fell prey to
the ambivalence of dual covenanta-
lism.? The pastor of Crescent Hills Bap-
tist in Louisville, Kentucky, (once home
to 20th century Jewish evangelist Jacob
Gartenhaus) remarked to a 1999 fo-
rum on Baptist/Jewish relations, “I cer-
tainly don’t believe that any one tradi-
tion has an exclusive corner on God. 1
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would never limit God'’s salvation to
those who share my own perspective or
my own understanding.”* Controversial
but influential televangelist John Hagee
preaches to a worldwide audience that
Jewish people are not in need of Jesus
because He never claimed to be their
Messiah.®

These representative examples of a
trend against Jewish evangelism for the
mission-minded “church” is contrary to

dox Christianity does not believe a Jew
is lost because he is a Jew but because
he rejects God's fuller revelation in Je-
sus Christ.”® The X factor component
for world evangelization clearly states
“to the Jew first”;? however, the concept
of “first” has been lost in a myriad of
inaccurate interpretations and theolog-
ical inconsistencies as it pertains to the
Jewish world.

E. E Bruce wrote that Romans 1:16-
17 is the focal point of the Gospel be-
cause in these verses we find “the righ-
teousness of God revealed”; however,
Bruce himself is guilty, at least in this
commentary, of covering the first part
of verse 16 but omitting the X compo-

M d ny m iSS | Oond ry endeavors and agencies

are “skipping” the decisive X factor in the world

evangelizationequation-...............OO........4

the Scriptural evidence of “to the Jew
first.” James Leo Garrett, Jr., noted the
primary role of Jewish evangelism for
Paul, the missionary to the Gentiles,
who went first to his own people and
only upon or after rejection did he ex-
tend the Gospel to the non-Jewish pop-
ulation.® In fact, Garrett’s observation
is validated by the textual clues found
in Acts 9:20-22; 13:13-52; 14:1-5; 18:7-
11; and 19:8-10.7 So why is the compo-
nent of “to the Jew first” missing from
the mission equation of so many ded-
icated and faithful mission-minded in-
dividuals? The answer lies in the two-
fold answer of an inadequate theologi-
cal understanding of Romans 1:16 and
in the growing mindset of “Christian
Utilitarianism.”

Inadequate Theological
Understanding of Romans 1:16
Franklin Segler in a 1966 book re-
view for the Southwestern Journal of The-
ology perhaps stated best the argument
for a Romans 1:16 component to world
evangelization when he wrote, “Ortho-

nent of “to the Jew first.”'® While omis-
sion is the modus operandi of Bruce in
this commentary series, the concept of
excluding the priority of the Jewish peo-
ple from the world evangelization equa-
tion is something that can be traced
back to the earliest of Church Fathers."
This negation of their priority contin-
ues with a Lutheran commentary argu-
ing in 1905 that the time of Jewish pri-
ority has passed because of the original
rejection of Messiah Jesus during His
earthly ministry.!? Variants of this 1905
position continues across the Christian
spectrum from Karl Barth to Donald
Grey Barnhouse!® with little attention
paid to what Roy Harrisville sees as un-
derstanding the phrase as “not a matter
of ‘being’ nice to Jews, but of acknowl-
edging the ‘firstness’ of this enigmatic
and empirically undefinable communi-
ty as sign of the Godhead of God.”**

Growing Mindset of

“Christian Utilitarianism”
Following a particularly frustrating

day of seeking to bring awareness to the



urgency of Jewish missions, this article’s
author put a name to an attitude she of-
ten finds within American Christianity,
“Christian Utilitarianism.”!* The term
was defined as the “establishing the ba-
sis for missions/outreach based upon
the return of investment involved and
not the biblical commands of priority”
with “Jewish evangelism/ missions of-
ten” coming “in dead last in the priori-
ty spectrum of missions/ evangelism.”!°
Jac6éb Jocz provided the end result of
such a Christian Utilitarianistic ap-
proach that excludes or suppresses the
Jewish component of world missions—
“We must, however, remember that if it
[the church] has no Gospel for the Jews,
it has no Gospel for the world.”'” Jocz
wrote those words over forty years ago
but it is still a component in the world
evangelization equation that is still at
best skipped and at worst omitted.

Rediscovering the Missing Com-
ponent in World Evangelization
The 19th century German theologian
Franz Delitzsch summarized the impor-
tance of the X factor of Jewish evange-
lism for world evangelization when he
wrote: “For the church to evangelize the
world without thinking of the Jews, is
like a bird trying to fly with one broken
wing.”'® Delitzsch of the 19th century
and Jewish missionaries of the 21st cen-
tury are not calling for the evangeliza-
tion of the Jewish people at the expense
of the rest of the world. Such an action
or direction is completely contrary to
the rest of the message of Romans 1:16,
“and also to the Greek (Gentile).” How-
ever, the completion of the world evan-
gelization equation is impossible with-
out the Jewish X factor not only because
of the component of Romans 1:16 but
also because of the multi-layered prom-
ise of Romans 11:11-24. The command
to make them [the Jewish people] jeal-
ous and the bountiful reward of their
ultimate fulfillment told the Gentile
Christians in Rome that if they want-
ed to experience the true abundance of
God (esp. 11:11-12) that the component
of Romans 1:16 must be realized. This
undeniable truth is still true today.
This truth is not realized by simply
following a three step process of loving,
praying, and giving to Jewish-centered
mission agencies." The realization of
the first component of the world evan-

gelization equation is not a passive ac-
tivity for churches and mission agen-
cies. It requires an active movement
that sees a need for a reaffirmation of
the Pauline words “to the Jew first” and
a commitment to do something about
the salvation need of the Jewish people.
Failure to return to the first step of the
world evangelization equation is to be
guilty of what Joseph Gudel describes
as “[T]the quintessential form of anti-
Semitism.”?°
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Continued from page 4

to be claimed while we, who know
Christ, may not have the opportunity
to participate in the joy of that claim-
ing simply because we are too busy
partaking in an ongoing verbal joust.
Let us, rather, recommit to a creative,
open and flexible contextual under-
standing and approach to winning the
Islamic world with the gospel so that
we may truly echo, in word and deed,
the Apostle Paul. Paul, as our example,
made it clear that he himself became
“all things to all men so that by all pos-
sible means” he might save some (em-
phasis author’s).
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Much is said about reaching people
with the Gospel from a contextu-

alized vantage. Kurt Nelson has taken
the Travis C1-C6 model and has made
suggestions for a flexible approach to
contextualization that he believes can
be effective in reaching Muslims for
Christ.

Amy Downey makes the case for Jew-
ish evangelism as the foundation for all
evangelism, citing the passage in Ro-
mans 1:16 as the basis for her thesis.
She views this as the missing compo-
nent in world evangelization, and at-
tempts to give a balance to the thrust of
the mission emphasis that focuses on
Gentile evangelism. She challenges us
to rethink that foundation.

We are indebted to the William Carey
Library for making the special book of-
fer available to EMS members.

Be sure to check out the EMS web-
site for this issue of Occasional Bulle-
tin which is posted, and for the back is-
sues as well.

—Bob Lenz, editor

Evangelical Missiological Society
P.O. Box 794
Wheaton, IL 60189
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Book Sale!

Special for EMS Members
EMS Series #1-12 now on sale

Members of EMS can order any of the first 12 books in the se-
ries by phone, and get a discount of 30-40% off on any single
book in that series.

1-2 $7.69 EMS (normally $11.19)
3-6 $6.04 EMS (normally $8.79)
7-12 $8.24 EMS (normally $11.99)

The caller needs to give the discount code “*EMS12*” to get the
discount price on numbers 1 thru 12. (Numbers 13, 14, 15 and
16 are available from William Carey Library at their regular dis-
count to retail price.)

For book titles, see page 53 of the WCL catalog or go to:
www.Missionbooks.org.

This offer is strictly for members of EMS, although mem-
bers are welcome to order books for students or colleagues. Any
buyer not having the “EMS12” code will pay the regular price.
When books are gone, they are gone, so early callers will have
an advantage.




