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 This book is different from the others I’ve read on my sabbatical in that the 
chapters aren’t as discrete; it flows more from one chapter into the next (more 
narrative than topical).  So instead of responding to every chapter or section, I’ll 
respond approximately whenever I feel like it or something catches my attention. 
 The first few chapters are good, encouraging retellings of the standard 
missional church mantra: church as it is isn’t working, we must change, change is 
painful, etc.  The authors are more affirming of existing church structures than 
other missional authors tend to be, and recognize that there will continue to be a 
role for traditional churches and pastors for some time to come.  But, clearly, they 
are making a call for new approaches not just to church but to how we live out 
our faith. 
 One question they ask was encouraging to me.  They ask if it is possible 
that there might be degrees of missionality.  Perhaps not every pastor or church 
is going to become radically missional.  They seem to say this is okay, and that 
those churches and pastors can help build the bridges that others will cross, 
even if they can’t make it across themselves.   
 Their view of church as I pick up on it in the first few chapters is that it is 
what happens when Christians get together.  They are starting more from the 
experiential side than the theoretical side.  So rather than what Hammett does in 
saying, “Here’s the biblical data about the church, and here’s the theology about 
the church that derives from that, and here are the five ministries a church must 
be doing,” they appear to have a less structured approach.  They do hold the 
church in high regard – I just have the sneaking suspicion that what they mean 
by church will be a definition that answers questions other than the ones 
traditional theologians and church leaders have been asking. 
 Some of what they say really coincides with what Hammett said about 
evangelism, that it should be less a program we do and more the result of 
changed lives.  Halter and Smay use different language, but I think they are 
getting at the same idea.  Evangelism as a program, and as simple proclamation, 
hasn’t worked and won’t work. 
 Hammett emphasized the necessity of people seeing that “it works,” that 
God really does change lives.  Halter and Smay emphasize the importance of 
what they call posture.  This involves not just what we say, but more how we say 
it.  They maintain that truth is important, but that the posture we assume when 
speaking the truth is just as (or even more) important.  I think would include 
Hammett’s critique under this idea of posture.  If the person proclaiming the 
message has a life that clearly contradicts his message . . . that’s a pretty 
damning nonverbal; it’s poor posture. 
 This idea of posture really resonates with me.  They do a good job of 
pointing out that to non-Christians in our culture, if they do not personally know 
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Christians, their impressions of Christianity and church probably are based on 
some very public, and very poorly postured, examples. 
 One thing I am challenged with is the importance of spending time with 
non-Christians, so the example of our lives can prompt them to ask questions.  
I’m bothered somewhat by the fact that I don’t really know any non-Christians 
(outside of extended family).  But more, I’m bothered by the fact that this doesn’t 
really bother me, on a regular basis.  I don’t want to get to know my neighbors.  I 
don’t want to take the time to have a sidebar conversation about things I don’t 
really care about after a Site Council meeting.  I don’t want to strike up personal 
conversations with other parents at soccer practices.  Part of this is my 
personality; I don’t particularly enjoy hanging out with Christians, or going out of 
my way to have a conversation with anybody I don’t have to, or investing in 
relationships outside of a very few.  But there must be some way for introverted 
people without the gift of evangelism to live a missional, incarnational life – right? 
 One other idea I’m wrestling with is in a comment the authors made.  They 
said, “Influence doesn’t happen by extracting ourselves from the world for the 
sake of our values, but by bringing our values into the culture.”  I guess I’m 
unsure about the idea that our goal should be to transform society.  Should we 
consciously bring our values into the culture?  Why would we do that?  Has God 
called us to transform culture?  Living out Kingdom values in the midst of the 
world around us, I get.  Not withdrawing from the world but maintaining proximity 
to and even relationship with pagan people, I get.  Seeing individuals 
transformed as they repent and God works in them, I get.  But setting as a goal 
the incorporation of Kingdom values into the world’s culture, I don’t get.  Perhaps 
I am imputing too much meaning into what the authors said; maybe by “culture” 
they just meant “the world we live in,” which would make sense.  
 
 I just read chapter seven.  In this chapter, Halter and Smay start with what 
has become a familiar premise in missional church circles: the church was doing 
great up until about 312 A.D., when Constantine messed it up by wedding it to 
the state and using it for political purposes.  We are now, 1700 years later, finally 
in a position to reject the harm of this Christendom period and reclaim our 
original identity and calling. 
 Halter and Smay identify three values they see as present in the early 
church that they suggest need to be recovered today.  They are the value of 
sacrificial community, the value of confrontation, and the value of inclusive 
community.  I think they make a lot of great points here, and address many of the 
weak spots in contemporary American Christianity.  Again, these are ills that are 
commonly pointed out, but are no less real or harmful: our tendency to 
individualism, self-sufficiency, and isolation; lack of real connection with other 
people, relationship in which we are known and know others at a significant level; 
and an implicit legalism that expects behavioral change prior to acceptance into 
the community. 
 As they go on to describe the church post-Constantine (the Christendom 
church), they likewise raise common but still serious points: church became a 



© 2010 by Tim Kayser 

place rather than people; the rise of paid clergy led to a clergy-laity division; and 
church and state were too closely associated.   

They also put the problem in a way that I have not heard it before: the 
church because ubiquitous.  They define “ubiquitous” as “being publicized 
beyond what you really are.”  So the church because ubiquitous; “it was 
everywhere: in politics, buildings and commerce.” (p. 36) 
 While I agree with many of the overall points they make, I am not sure 
their entire schema is accurate.  For example, they characterize the early (pre-
Constantine) church in ways that are at best over-generalizations. (p. 50)  For 
example, they say that it was persecuted.  This is true; but it is important to 
realize that the persecutions of the first and second centuries were localized, not 
universal.  So while there were places where the local Jewish, and then Roman, 
authorities were persecuting Christians, for most of the first two centuries, most 
of the time in most of the Empire, Christians were not persecuted.  In the third 
century, there were universal persecutions carried out by the Roman authorities; 
but this was the not case uniformly from the time of Jesus to Constantine. 
 They also say that the church did not have buildings or paid staff.  The 
paid staff part may be true; although as early as some of the New Testament 
documents we see Paul defending the right of pastors to make their living from 
their ministry.  Also, while the “paid” issue may be unclear, what is very clear is 
that there was identified leadership and at least an informal hierarchy.  Bishops 
held sway over regions before Constantine. 
 Likewise, we do have archeological evidence of some church buildings 
from the second century on.  True, these were not the basilicas seating 
thousands that would be built under Constantine and future Christian emperors; 
they were more often converted houses or gardens.  But they were facilities 
dedicated to Christian worship. 
 Halter and Smay also state that the early church did not have the Bible 
available to them.  Perhaps they did not have it in the from we do; but they had 
most of it available to them.  Certainly the Old Testament (LXX) was widely used.  
And there is evidence that the gospels started circulating together at a relatively 
early date, as well as a collection of Paul’s letters. 
 The main point that the authors make, that the church pre-Constantine 
was marginalized, still stands.  It was not at the center of society.  You could 
even probably say, compared to what happened post-Constantine, that it was 
much less institutional.  But to call it pre-institutional, and to deny it had any of 
these qualities (building, paid clergy, etc.), is misleading.  Likewise, to note that 
the church today is losing its position at the center of society may well be true; 
and compared to what it has looked like for the past few centuries, the church of 
the future may be much less institutional.  I just want to be careful about over-
generalizations and absolute statements. 
 Similarly, I want to develop an ecclesiology that is thoroughly Biblical.  I 
am a little concerned that Halter and Smay appear to derive their three guiding 
values solely from examples in the book of Acts.  I appreciate the desire to get 
back to the most authentic possible form of Christianity and church; and the 
values they note can be supported from other passages of Scripture, too.  It may 
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well be that for the sake of space and clarity, they are summarizing a lot of 
thinking and study on this in a concise way, drawing on these three case studies 
without bringing in all the other work they have done.  Still, I think that the rest of 
the New Testament needs to be applied when we think about the church.  I don’t 
want to write off or even minimize what the rest of the New Testament says 
about the church, what it is, and how it should operate.  Corinthians, the Pastoral 
Epistles, James, Revelation – the teaching about the church in these books must 
be included.  Again, I’m not denying that the three values Halter and Smay 
identify are valid and important; I am just not convinced that if we looked at all of 
what the Bible has to say about the church, that these three statements would 
adequately summarize that teaching. 
 Related to this but more specific to one comment they made, I question 
the way they refer to Acts 2:44.  They reference this under their discussion of the 
value of sacrificial community.  Their discussion is fine as far as it goes; and 
certainly their main point, that the church today in America has lost and needs to 
regain this sense of radical interdependence, is true.  But at the end of their 
discussion they say, “In the ancient church, the impact was clear: ‘And the Lord 
added daily to their number those who were being saved’ (Acts 2:47).” (p. 52)  
This is a very shallow reading of that passage.  Much more is mentioned about 
the early church in Acts 2:42-47 than just the mutual sharing of possessions.  Not 
least of these other descriptions is v. 43, which says that the apostles performed 
many signs and wonders.  Plus, the emphasis is on the work of the Lord in 
adding to their number; it was not necessarily the result of what the believers did.   
 Finally, I wonder at the wisdom of writing off 1700 years of church history 
so quickly.  (This is a criticism not just of Halter and Smay, but of others, too.)  It 
strikes me as very arrogant to decide that for 85% of the church’s existence, it 
has been so sub-standard that we must reject most of what it has done and the 
methods it has used; and to act as though God will be better able to work now 
that we have rejected those forms than he was able to do when they were 
embraced. Plus, we live in a culture that has been largely shaped by 
Christendom; that legacy, for better or worse, is a part of our shared cultural 
heritage.  I’m not sure that throwing it out altogether is going to be the most 
effective approach to take. 
 Am I being to nit-picky in these criticisms?  Perhaps.  The main points of 
the authors are still valid ones to consider, and their challenges to the church 
today are accurate and timely.  We should live out, to a much greater degree 
than we currently do, the values they delineated in this chapter.  But if we are 
going to build a whole ecclesiology and church strategy, I think out foundation 
needs to be as strong (and as accurate) as possible.  I think the underlying 
assumptions behind their strategy do merit close scrutiny, since I have the hunch 
that everything else they are going to say in some way will refer back to these. 
 
 I’ve now read the rest of the book and found myself agreeing with most of 
it.  The concerns I articulated after reading chapter seven did not appear to me to 
undermine the rest of what the authors had to say. 
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 In chapter eight, they lay out four competing paradigms: Western/ 
Modernism, Easternism, Postmodernism, and Gospel Response.  I thought their 
analysis was right on.  I like that they did not hold up postmodernism as the 
answer, but make clear that an appropriate gospel response will challenge all 
three paradigms (and may even include elements from more than one, while 
going beyond them all).  They offer this table summary (Table 8.6 on p. 78): 
 

 Western Eastern Postmodern Gospel 
Response 

Why We Believe Reason Faith Preference Discovery 
How We View 
Relationships 

Autonomous Holistic Pluralistic Inclusive 
Community 

What We Value Security Legacy Gratification Eternity Now 
How We Influence Institutions Tradition Deconstruction Modeling 
How We Measure 
Success 

Product Process Justification Transformation 

 
 In chapter nine, Halter and Smay present a fuller view of the gospel that 
they see normally presented in evangelical circles.  In chapter ten they 
differentiate between attractional and incarnational models of ministry.  These 
are good, brief summaries of these issues but don’t go beyond what others 
(Dallas Willard, Alan Hirsch) have done. 
 In chapters eleven and twelve, they contrast the leadership structure of 
attractional and incarnational churches.  For the attractional church, they envision 
a pyramid with the congregation members on the bottom, staff/lay leaders in the 
middle, and the pastor at the peak.  People do stuff for the people below them.  
They note that in some churches, the pyramid is upside down as people equip 
and release those above them.  They advocate “tipping over” the pyramid, so 
that the pastor is out front, leading the way in missional lifestyle and endeavors.  
Part of the new model they end up with in doing this reflects the reality that some 
Christians who would like to be part of a church probably won’t embrace the 
missional lifestyle; and some Sojourners (as they call non-Christians) will be a 
part of the church before they believe.  They advocate making the cost and 
expectations very clear to those Christians what want to be involved; they would 
rather lose some uncommitted people than grow numerically with folks who 
aren’t fully embracing the mission. 
 In the remaining chapters of the book, they look at the commitments 
necessary to both “live out” the mission and “invite in” people to the kind of 
community they are advocating. 
 Under “live out,” they look at four commitments: leaving, living among, 
listening to, and loving with no strings attached.  “Leaving” they define as 
“replacing personal or Christian activities with time spend building relationships 
with people in the surrounding culture.” (p. 127)  They acknowledge that this will 
be uncomfortable, and offer these suggestions as starting points: 

• Letting people live with you in your home for extended periods of time 

• Having dinner or doing dinners out with Sojourners 
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• Doing what you love with others 

• Going out of your way to build relationships 

• Looking for chances to talk 
“Listening” means really noticing people; it’s listening with your eyes, not 

just your ears.  Rather than starting by sharing truth about God, begin by really 
getting to know people and listening to them. 

“Living among” means “participating in the natural activities of the culture 
around you, with whimsical holiness.” (p. 137)  They spend a good bit of time 
discussing this idea of staying holy while hanging out with unholy people; they 
define whimsical holiness as “being like Jesus . . . with those Jesus would have 
been with.” (p. 138)  Whimsy refers to “the ability to laugh, make light of, or 
downplay the words, behavior and worldview of Sojourners that might offend.” (p. 
138)   

I think they have a good perspective on this issue; I guess the line of what 
someone can do in “participating in the natural activities of the culture around 
you” will be a matter of discernment for each person.  It seems to me there is a 
fine line between what the authors are advocating (not putting up unnecessary 
walls to building relationships and spreading the gospel) and fitting in with the 
culture to the point that there’s no difference between a Christian and a non-
Christian.  Still, I think the evangelical church as a whole has erred on the side of 
external holiness and safeguards to protect against even the appearance of the 
possibility of evil.  Hopefully there is enough evidence of God’s work among us 
that even if we have a beer with someone (an example the authors use 
repeatedly), they will still notice we are different!  I think what the authors are 
saying is that we want to be seen as different in ways that are deeper and more 
significant than if we do or do not play poker, or drink alcohol, etc. 

“Loving with no strings attached” captures for the authors the biblical idea 
of blessing.  Not only is this an appropriate way to live out the gospel, it helps 
with the “posture” issue they had identified earlier (many non-Christians won’t 
even give Christianity a hearing because of their impression of Christians). 

As they move to the concept of “inviting in,” Halter and Smay identify three 
spheres of incarnational living into which we invite Sojourners.  The first sphere is 
community; this includes everything related to how God works his redemptive 
ways among people and could be summarized as “togetherness.”  The second 
sphere is communion.  This represents those things related to our intimate 
connection with God through spiritual formation, worship and prayer; the key 
word here is “oneness.”  The third sphere is mission.  This represents God’s 
invitation to every Christ follower to bring redemption to the whole world.  The 
key word here is “otherness.”  Although the church often limits participation in 
these areas only to those who already believe, the authors make a case that in 
each of these areas, Sojourners can and should be included.  They also identify 
barriers to participating in each of these areas.  The barrier to community, they 
suggest, is individualism; to mission, consumerism; and to communion, 
materialism. 

After presenting this overview in chapter eighteen, they spend a chapter 
on each of the spheres, suggesting ways to help draw people into them.  For 
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“togetherness,” the sphere of community, they suggest sharing friends, food, and 
life.  A big part of sharing friends means finding “third places” to get involved with; 
often this looks like finding ways to do what you enjoy doing in a non-church/non-
Christian setting.  Sharing food is pretty straightforward.  Sharing life includes 
embracing spontaneity and seeing interruptions as opportunities. 

In chapter twenty, they suggest three ways to build communion with God 
(“oneness”).  These are: sharing Scripture, Sabbath gathering, and soulace.  For 
sharing Scripture, they lay out some simple discussion guidelines that would 
allow mature Christians as well as Sojourners to participate.  They also make the 
point that when discussing the Bible, there is no need to “lighten up” the 
message for any non-believers who might be present. 

Their take on “Sabbath gathering” is different that the idea of “going to 
church.”  Compared to traditional churches, they de-empahsize the gathering as 
“the big deal.”  Rather, they focus on mission as the big deal, and the gathering is 
a time to get together and focus on connecting people, corporate storytelling, 
vision casting and celebration.  Bible teaching, prayer, study and ministry happen 
during the week in the various communities. 

They do not give a lot of detail on what they call “soulace” space.  They 
describe this as “simple gatherings throughout the week where people can be 
together for a more communal experience in scripture, silence, prayer and 
reflection.” (p. 169) 

In chapter 21 they talk about activities included in the mission space 
(“otherness”).  The four they highlight are benevolent action, sacrificial giving, 
spontaneous blessing, and sending out leaders.  Benevolent action is done 
together by a community, and focuses on the least, the poor, and the oppressed.  
Spontaneous blessing means that not everything has to (or should be) funneled 
through a central fund.  Embrace and celebrate that people are meeting needs 
out of their own resources.  Under sending out leaders, they encourage investing 
in leaders who will build community and mission, not just communion. 

After reading the whole book, I am encouraged, challenged, and still 
thinking through some stuff.  I am encouraged by the testimonies of Halter and 
Smay themselves, the Adullam community they are developing in Denver, and 
the transformation of many individuals they reference in the book.  It is helpful to 
see a model of what it looks like when people live out some of the concepts that 
Hirsch (for example) advocates for. 

I am challenged by the idea of living a more missional life myself.  I don’t 
really have many good friends, period; so the idea of not just making more 
friends, but doing so with people I don’t now have contact with, is pretty 
intimidating and frankly not that appealing.  It is difficult to imagine implementing 
some of what they do in my life as it actually is (inviting others to live with us for a 
long time, for example).  So I am challenged to find that balance of not having to 
do it exactly the way they did, yet still embracing and living out the values they 
talk about. 

I am also challenged to think about how an application of their ideas would 
look for Risen King.  First, I don’t think we are as ineffective to start with as the 
stereotypical evangelical church they set themselves in contrast with.  I could be 
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in denial here, but I think we are seeing good fruit and don’t want to discount that.  
I think that a first step in implementing this would be to see some people 
embrace this and experiment with living missionally.  I do think that we could 
create space for this, and even support for it, within our church culture and 
structure.  Honestly, though, even this seems like a stretch.  When people aren’t 
embracing a vision of starting new small groups with fellow Christians, the 
thought of seeing them engage in even more radical community with non-
Christians is tough.  Who knows, maybe the more radical vision would appeal to 
some people in a way the tamer vision doesn’t?  I do think it would be a mistake 
to try to introduce “missional” as a new program, call people to try it, then six 
months or a year from now have our attention move on to a new program. 

I am still thinking through a couple of underlying assumptions and 
concepts.  For example, are we called to “influence our culture” and work to bring 
“redemption to the whole world”?  I am more comfortable thinking in terms of 
influencing as many individuals as possible, and working to bring the chance for 
redemption to every person and people group in the world.  I may be splitting 
hairs, but I hesitate to express our mission in such universal terms.  Someday, 
the Kingdom of God will fully come; someday, the knowledge of the Lord will 
cover the earth as the waters cover the sea; someday, all of creation will be 
redeemed.  But that day will not come about as we fulfill our mission in the world; 
it will come about when Jesus returns. 

It almost seems to me that if we make the transformation of culture one of 
our stated goals, we are in danger (if we succeed) of setting up a new form of 
Christendom.  I think Jesus has made it pretty clear that the world is going to 
hate us and persecute us; he has called us out of the world and sent us back into 
it.  I think our mission should be to call others out as well.  To me there is an 
important difference between being in the world to call people out of the world, 
and working to transform the world.  I am still thinking through all of this; to what 
extent should we expect the Kingdom of God to be established in society prior to 
the return of Christ? 

I am also still thinking though the basic idea of church.  I appreciate the 
motivation of the authors to de-emphasize the gathering, and their stress on the 
importance of Bible study, prayer, worship and ministry happening in 
communities.  I just want to keep all that they said in balance with the Biblical 
idea that the church is the gathering of God’s people in a specific place.  
Probably the tension I’m feeling could be resolved by acknowledging that for 
Adullam, “church” (Biblically speaking) does not happen at their Sabbath 
gathering but in their communities.  It may be more technically accurate to 
describe them as a cooperative effort of several small churches on mission in 
Denver.  They might not even object to this characterization.  I guess a danger I 
see is for a church to embrace their vision of the Sabbath gathering without 
having the communities in place.  If this happened, something very important 
would be missing. 

In my mind this train of though is connected to Hirsch’s model of 
Christology � missiology � ecclesiology.  It is true that everything we call 
“church” does not necessarily help us fulfill our mission; but is it true that anything 
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the helps fulfill our mission qualifies as church?  I guess if we have a thorough 
enough understanding of what our mission is, then maybe this would be the 
case.  I just think that this paradigm, while helpful in illustrating some very 
important concepts, is by itself insufficient for developing a thoroughly Biblical 
ecclesiology.  Why not a model like this? 

 
Theology  Christology  Pneumatology 
 
    

Ecclesiology 
 
    

Missiology 
 
 I guess part of what I want to illustrate is that any adequate ecclesiology is 
going to have a very clear sense of mission; and any good missiology is not 
going to treat the church as an afterthought or incidental to God’s purposes.  I’m 
also not sure that drawing too definite a line between ecclesiology and missiology 
is advisable.  How much can we separate them?  Again, a theology of mission 
that does not see the church as a key means and end falls short; and a theology 
of church that does not lead to the advance of God’s Kingdom in the world 
likewise falls short.  Yes, sometimes people who start with the church end up 
missing the mission; but I don’t want to make the opposite mistake, of starting 
with the mission and missing the church. 


