Neocharismatic-Evangelical Christianity in Britain: Religious
Growth through Public Engagement

Bradley James
MA Media and Cultural Politics, University of East Anglia, 2009
BA Film and American Studies, University of East Anglia, 2004

Thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

University of East Anglia
May 2016



Abstract

The thesis examines the under-studied contemppteyomenon of White British growth-
focussed, “apostolic” neocharismatic Christianitya local context. The neocharismatic-
evangelical constituency of “Folkfield,” a city the east of England, is sampled and analysed
using an ethnographic group case study, centrédi@of the city’s largest churches: one, a
Hillsong-affiliated independent, the other a Newatiers “multi-site” church plant. Also
presented is a sample of other local neocharisrfigtices, groups and initiatives, all of
which were active within the city between 2011 20d3 when fieldwork was undertaken.

The case studies, having described and localtgiiissed the actors in question,
focus on the organisation of social welfare pransadvanced by these groups to the local
population. These services are found to be atdhe af emerging efforts by charismatic
“post-denominational” churches to incorporate thelwes visibly as local public actors
alongside secular institutions. The services anaddo be designed not simply in response to
the local needs of the population, however, badcordance with a given group’s internal
culture: its religious and theo-political ideologynd the membership structures enforced by
self-determined “apostolic” leaders. At the sameetito the extent that a biblically sectarian
groupdoesadvance an agenda for public engagement, it isdfdu this study to be kept
necessarily aware of its position in a wider evdingeChristian polity (in this case, that
specific to Folkfield): A polity comprised of oth@rdependent churches and church leaders,
some allies, some not; and in which modern neosimatic groups must also consider their
position within the pre-existing Christian estabiigent — that is for instance, whether or not
to partake in co-operative ventures with local deimational actors, including of course the
Church of England.

The primary lens for understanding the religioulsjsct is therefore socio-political,
generating insight upon these groups as publigtutisins using a data record compiled
through participant observation, document analgsiinterviews with relevant local actors
— neocharismatic, denominational, and secular.tiésis concludes with a summary of
possible future avenues in research, in orderrtbdu advance the political as well as

sociological understanding of “post-denominatior@liristianity in Britain.
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Chapter 1: Study outline

This thesis examines the public institutional adeament of independent charismatic-
evangelical (“neocharismatic”) Christianity in Bxiih today. It is a modern Protestant sub-
culture based in congregations of “born-again” wippers, pursuing “a life in Jesus Christ,”
practising supernatural “spiritual gifts” under fleadership of Biblically-styled preachers
and “apostolic” pastorsThe primary institutional unit for its social sotéfic analysis is the
local church. A particular focus in this study, fewasr, is the range of sub-institutions — some
familiar in modern religious organisation, someergty emerging — through which British
neocharismatics are strategically advancing a kanttheological culture to the wider
public: hoping to maximise congregational growthd énfluence, in local community realms.
With an empirical analysis at the local organisstidevel, | propose to advance
British neocharismatic religion for further intesdiplinary study. Using original
ethnographic data, | seek to formulate and refinekimg hypotheses for understanding these
innovative and dynamic religious groups at a noivegtolitical and economic as opposed to
merely sociological level. This will be attemptegdocumenting some empirical examples

in a local context. Thus in chapters 4 through éaf thesis, | present a sampled population

11n the New Testament, the authors of Ephesiane wfi‘one body and one Spirit ... one Lord, one
faith, one baptism” (Ephesians 4: 4-5). Contemponaocharismatics believe these and other
passages to articulate God'’s intended design éositigle “true” Christian church, which is against
any form of denominationalism. Within this “one lygtit is written further that Christ “gave gifte t
his people,” interpreted by neocharismatics (amitdéd®stalists before them) to mean various
supernatural abilities:

There are different kinds of gifts ... To one thexgiven through the Spirit a message of
wisdom, to another a message of knowledge ... tdhandaith by the same Spirit, to another
gifts of healing ... to another miraculous powersatother prophecy, to another
distinguishing between spirits, to another speakindjfferent kinds of tongues, and to still
another the interpretation of tongues. (1 Corimtbia2: 4-10.)

These “gifts” are promoted — in various ways, adigg to a given church and its leadership — among
the general congregation. As to the Biblical samcfor the leaders themselves: In Ephesians it is
stated that Christ,

gave himself the apostles, the prophets, the eliatgye¢he pastors and teachers, to equip his
people for works of service, so that the body ofi€hmay be built up until we all reach unity
in the faith and in the knowledge of the Son of @ad become mature, attaining to the
whole measure of the fullness of Christ. (Ephesiarisl-13.)



of neocharismatic groups advancing within a sisgleurban locality, “Folkfield,” in the east
of England. The account takes the form of a cressparative ethnographic case study
compiled over a two-year period. It is based o dditained through my own participatory
observation of events, materials, and interviews wirange of local actors.

Findings will be suitable for transference to otaepirical locations for further
research application. In addition, though, it ieimded that they contribute to a richer
understanding of ideologically-driven public ingtibnalism at a more general level, perhaps
beyond the realm of the “religious” associatiorcasventionally perceived. Such an agenda
assumes the continuation of moves by neoliberaégowents away from democratic
structures of state provision in favour of privateporate (indeed, in recent British state
rhetoric, “localised”) systems of enterprise. léstigate in this thesis whether neocharismatic
insitutionalism, hitherto unexamined in the U.Kande understood as a special case of the
latter.

The investigation does not aspire to making preatistabout the future growth of
neocharismatic Christianity in Britain, nor to thise its “religious” significance more
generally, though some insight on these mattedsveVitably be drawn in conclusion. The
social significance of the neocharismatic phenomeéadnstead sought to reflect recent
analyses of voluntary or third sector organisaisicock 2003). This work articulates a
perspective from which the local religious grougnsts alongside other “volunteer-driven
associations [that] have slowly adopted entrepnealeand market-driven initiatives” in
pursuit of social service goals (Billis 2010b: 13uch a perspective on churches and other
faith-based organisations (FBOSs) is not new inaiteedemic literature: in Britain (Torry
1995; Harris 1998) or in the United States, fronerehmuch practical and theoretical insight
continues to be drawn as a result of insufficierhdstic research (Rochester and Torry
2010: 121). Nor is it especially controversial amdime religious faithful, particularly its
leaderships. For the latter, the undertaking ofertmmmercially strategic approaches to
advancing the role and relevance of the Christiamah in contemporary society is
legitimated by the continued loss of capital arzbla resources brought on by an ever-
declining active church membership (Archbishopsr@idi2004).

Neocharismatic congregations, on the other hangs hahieved considerable growth
throughout the very years of the historic denonamat most penetrating decline (Brierley
2006). Given this, it is curious indeed that thayédbeen left “relatively unresearched” by

scholars (Bruce 1998: 230), even if only on thgexttof an observable increase in worship



services: never mind the social effects of neoshaatic growth on local community life, a

subject which remains largely unexplored in schebigr.

Conceptualising the local religious group: recentdrmulations in policy analysis

In conceptual terms, what distinguishes the nomiglaious group in local public orders
remains its preservation ofreligiousimperative? For Christians, it is observed, the “primary
purpose” of their social existence is worship befGiod (Cnaan 2002: 80). British Christian
congregations generally, it is recently argued,tbanefore be seen “as a distinctive form of
the archetypal third sector” organisation, wittsttistinction articulated via the “special case

voluntary association” exhibited by the religiowdlective:

Much of [the local congregation’s] organizationahlaviour can be explained by key features
of the associational form which are markedly déferfrom the practices of the bureaucratic
“world”. In the first place, involvement is “essaily voluntary” and members will leave if
their expectations of material, social or psychmlabbenefits are disappointed. Secondly,
their needs and demands are directed to “expressiial and personal benefits such as
friendship, mutual support and exchange of news'ather than the achievement of
instrumental goals. Their leaders have a very éichiange of tools for persuading members
to follow their suggestions and there is littlecirgst in formal procedures and deadlines.
(Rochester and Torry 2010: 116, quoting Harris 1998

Within this, moreover, the authority of religiolesmdershipis conceived as especially unique:

Unlike [secular] associations ... debate about tigamization’s overall purposes and long-
term aims ... simply do not happen: the religioutheological principles underpinning
congregations are simply not open to question floynary members] but accepted as a
condition of membership. Religious functionariesdo.not occupy the same position in the

life and work of congregations as lay paid stafthey have a special kind of authority which

2 |t is essential that this be publically recognisedat least in terms of legitimation by the stateit
stands a matter of historical record, not moraggment. Whilst contemporary British law ensures
freedom of religion in the sense of the right tospeal belief and to voluntary association among
believers, restrictions emerge at the formal instihal level, specifically in applications for
Charitable legal status (something which providessderable economic benefits). This issue has
become a more public one in recent years, includitiy regard to religious groups. Neocharismatic
churches themselves, although rarely the subjeattefntion, have been advantaged by certain
legislative developments. This will all be discusge more detail further on.



is based on tradition and charisma and is indeperafeéhe congregational association.
(Rochester and Torry, p. 116.)

These authors tentatively conclude that religiawsigs, by their very nature, cannot
be pulled too far into state policymakers’ desifprancreasing the integration of voluntary
sector “partners” into private sector modes of argfprovision, and not least due to the
threat of imposition by “orthodox business practicen non-profit companies (Haugh and
Kitson 2007: 991). For them, the “associationalhmsir of the congregation are synonymous
with its theologicalvalues and these appear to be incommensurable withidéees of civic
responsibility and public service which underpirblipolicy and shape the work of those
who implement it” (Rochester and Torry 2010: 130).

Other observers may well take issue with that cl&iut they would necessarily be
religious observers also. | am not one of those, and therédde no position, but note that
this is clearly a normative matter. The authorsvalmmncede as much by concluding with a
reflection on its “roots in the distinctive entréed characteristics of religious
organizations,” which generate “constraints” onltiter's “enhanced involvement” in
government agenda; constraints which, it is suggdgtphrased, “go beyond common
diagnosis™: here being an implicit suggestion thatcore value characteristics of local
religious groups are beyond the reasonable comofesgticular practitioners (Rochester and
Torry, p. 131)

Christian theological values, or the assumptiondera them, thus do not only serve
to define the local church as an organisation tdlip welfare provision in common,
historical understanding, but are additionally @ajin recent political discourses to underpin
the local church and FBOs’ identities as third geststitutions. This is a response to the
conceptualisation of local religious groups byetablicymakers under a contemporary
“managerialist” welfare agenda, originally devidsdthe “New Right” governments of the
1980s but really implemented in Britain from thdifzal centre-left by New Labour (Clarke,
Gewirtz and McLaughlin 2000). Those “Christian gl cash out in the “expressive social
and personal benefits” of structured religious esgmn described above. This helps to
explain religiously sympathetic scholars’ analyéndency to preserve Christian groups from

the profane controversies associated with any geptat of “market-driven initiatives”

3 Perhaps on this view, not just beyond secular cemirout beyond objective social scientific inquiry
itself — demonstrating, at least, how swiftly tlaenfliar conflict between “religious” and “secular”
reasoning are raised.



within a charitable, non-profit domain; such raieconomic initiatives being a natural
feature of privatisation processes, of course.
Hence a general conclusion in research by volurgecyor and social policy

specialists: the suggestion that church groupgitaiB,

can make an important contribution to the impleragon of the twin policy agenda [of
delivering public services and encouraging comnyueritigagement] but that their theological
underpinnings and organisational characteristies iise questions about their suitability to

play a major role in public policy implementati¢@airns, Harris and Hutchison 2007: 413.)

Introducing the neocharismatic congregation: clarifing the research interest

Significantly, recent studies have emphasised withis analysis the “holistic” nature of
local Christian provision, a notion which necedgarselongs at the level of the cultural.
Empirical studies tend to agree that for Christeaders and volunteers, “working with, and
serving, the local community is an integral parlivihg a Christian life and a motivating
factor in its own right,” and that “serving the comanity and worshipping is all part of the
same thing” (Cairns et al. 2007: 417). Howeveis iemarked in the literature ag@neral

fact that this holistic account doest “extend to converting people to Christianity”: tha

[as a] widely accepted theological approach ...,iserto others [proceeds as] an outward
expression of personal faith, compassion and sitldaather than as an evangelically

inspired approach to “soul winning.” (Cairns et pl.418; following Clydesdale 1990.)

This my well be accurate in the case of mainstréaglicans and other historic local
denominations. But a very different account is ssggd in the empirical example of
independent, non-denominational neocharismaticygrokior their own “accepted theological
approach” to social work — and on a deeper levebaefal interaction itself, one suspects —
categorically emphasises members’ pursuit of news@an converts. This may even entail
the receiver’'s own assent to a neocharismatic e¢sioreas a preferential condition of
welfare recipiency. Here, the process of conversgor-encoded as entry into a totalising
lifestyleof health and well-being: “supernaturally” expegded in the minds of its members,
whilst purposefully evinced to non-memberpnofoundly holistic terms. On such terms, a

charismatic born-again identity may be promotethassupreme welfare-provider itself, in a



sense. But crucially, personal belief alone isamobption, as the major factor here is social
participation in the congregation: in “the life@ir church,” to quote the pastors of my own
church cases to come. A result of this profoundat@mmersion may well be the
concealment from general public view of the spedihavioural imperatives that
characterise a psychology rooted in literalist Bibm: some of which, such as on sexual
matters, are highly socially regressive.

British neocharismatic associations have been migtbred by scholars not merely
in the context of policymakers’ recommissioningtod voluntary sector and its delivery of
welfare goals, but also as regards the intrinstiodngical significance of the movement'’s
growth since its inception in the mid-1970s (WalkéB5). This suggests two different
research programmes, separated by academic digciphiot by empirical subject matter.
The first is narrow, recent, and empirically spiecifto the theme of local social provision
and its structured organisation, as articulatetthénliterature referenced above. The second is
broad and polymorphous, characterised by a cororaitsociology of religion emphasis,
concerned to explain the popularisation of neoshaatic religiosity (its “belief and
practice”) amid an intensifying climate of societakularisation, referencing familiar
theoretical frameworks.

The proposed study, as indicated, selects thir lattalysis. But there are important
qualifications which must refer to the matter obclearismatic Christianity’s domestic
sociological neglect — in short, the lack of itsciéptive and theoretical account to date. Also
to be clarified, though, is the actual profile loé$e groups as social providers in the
legislative sense: of their general relevance e¢goilicy discussions cited, as far as can be
ascertained by preliminary account at least.

It should be recognised that these initial matéeesall internally related, and that the
observed facts, in any case, are predisposed tentional sociological understandings of
the “religious” form in question. This is to speét;; example, of accounts that might
typologically define neocharismatic churches; aygast how their religious culture is to be
rationalised on “sectarian” lines, observed intthaeitional assumptions of “church-sect”
analysis (Wilson 1967); or that categorise therfttmservative evangelicalism” generally,
presupposing of neocharismatics a reactionaryigalliinotivation in the style of American
Christian Right movements; even to “resurgent funelatalism” at the global level — a
category liable to embrace all contemporary “orthddeligious expressions under its

theoretical scheme.
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These scholarly categories, and their relevandepeiexplored in more depth in the
next chapter, in which | review the social scieatiiterature on contemporary charismatic
Christianity in the West. For the purposes of §yamg the proposed study, however, it is
sufficient that | lay out some ground-level fadteat British neocharismatic organisations,
drawn largely from my own preliminary local fieldwo By placing these observations
within the framework of recent discussion arountuimtary (religious) welfare provision and
the state, some principle research questions céorinelated.

It has been remarked by scholars and consultatite tstate that there exists in
Britain “no typical relationship between local ardjional government and faith-based
organisations” (Fentener, Daly, Foster and Jamé8:2@), and furthermore that “sustained
government interest in the potential contributiof’FBOs to social provision on the state’s
terms “is relatively new” (Cairns at al 2007: 41Blis explains the recent nature of scholarly
efforts to delineate local Christian groups in pizd organisational terms at all in Britain —
albeit in the language of broader (and characiesibf transitory) state policy narratives. But
it indeed constitutes, | think, the initial devetopnt of asociopoliticalexamination of local
religious agency where before there was none. Tfivographic case-based methodology
typical of much of the work cited would alone susfge new departure for religion’s study in
Britain, one that neither presupposes particulaiodagies of Christianity, nor excites debate
with the accepted generalities of societal secsdéion (Voas and Crockett 2005;
Glendinning and Bruce 2014f. Woodhead and Catto 2012). | will discuss in tbetext of a
literature review in Chapter 2 how emergent apgreadn fact manifest a common purpose
with recent work in American sociology of religidirected to the sustainediltural
exposition of religious groups, similarly commendiedre as moving beyond the theoretical
assumptions of previous decades’ scholarship, isyiuof changing “religious” realities
(Edgell 2012).

Renewed interest in British congregations’ publicvisions has been said to reveal a
widespread ignorance over the churches’ histodeatrality to “the development of
systematic responses to social need.” Governmdigaburse around the “faith contribution”
to society is seen to be set apart by its direatforesearch “towards small-scale activity
which takes place at a local or community leveistead of being concerned with “those
large national or regional institutions whose riol¢he welfare mix is taken for granted and
whose religious origins are forgotten or overlodk@bchester, Bisset and Singh 2007: 43).
Community studies scholars and religious practiisralike have agreed an ambivalent and

sometimes openly critical view of the Governmeptist-1997 agenda, a view reinforced by
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their findings from testing its empirical applichtyi in local domains. Many have realised
that the state’s embrace of citizens “from a mudaewvariety of faiths” than were
represented in previous welfare settlements — tmatihe nineteenth century, indeed — reflects
typical political instrumentalism; What else, thesk, given the public sector’s traditional
policy of rejectionism towards faith-based provildn short, the state’s enthusiastic
advocation of a “multi-faith” welfare and voluntasgctor no longer incurs the excitement
among the scholarly or faithful that it did it imet first two terms of New Labour (for a

collection, see Dinham, Furbey and Lowndes 2009).

The general terms of the political agenda, thoatgy well have warranted interested
scholars’ exclusion from their own accounts of ghewing base of neocharismatic
congregations, and there would appear to be a gopirical rationale for this. Independent
neocharismatic groups exist outside of the pasystesn by institutional definition, and
outside the historical nexus of church-state refetiby additional fact of their adolescence.
As supposedly “sectarian” or “deviant” religiougiéas in classical sociological terms, they
are not either part of the British social welfaaadscape as formally conceived. Now one
might surmise that these claims only actually matteler scholarly perspectives, and not in
the views that prevail in the real life of ordindogal populations: it is an empirical question,
and empirical accounts of local neocharismatictiaia are indeed few and far between
(Hunt 1997; Hocken 2009).

Nonetheless, it might be reasonably inferred tleatcharismatic churches are
concerned to excludbemselvefrom participation in formal welfare enterprisasd
plausibly on account of their more controversidibieus practices. Supporting this, leading
sociologist of religion James Beckford remarksimdritique of New Labour’s courting of
“inter-faith” bodies in the early 2000s that “[rfgsentative religious groups or organisations
that were not content to fit into” emerging policgtegories were excluded from
consideration, for only those which “shared the samues and were prepared to respect any
outstanding differences with other communities tjieal for, or sought membership”
(Beckford 2010: 127; my emphasis).

Beckford does not identify the discontented grougéas in mind. Consider, though,
that the tendency in policy research to excludehaonsmatic groups appears less than
reasonable from the point of view of mainstreamrchunstitutions themselves: for it is they
who supply the quantitative empirical data confimghthat neocharismatic and Pentecostal

Protestantism is the only positive growth sectdhimithe whole Christian church in the last
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half a century (Brierley 2006. For equivalent Us8urces, Thumma 1996; Roozen and
Hadaway 1993). More significantly for tly@alitativeaccount this study proposes,
neocharismatic institutions’ functional independefrom the state-religious sphere strongly
resonates with their incorporation as legal chesitirhis now a standardised practice, though
it, too, remains unremarked in the literature.doant years it has been encouraged
effectively as a licence for commercial market-lestitutional innovation. Further, still, this
is not only promoted by charitable sector oversaeress the West states, but is found in
recent scholarship to have been promoted morespently by British governments than any
others (McKay, Moro, Teasdale and Clifford 2011)isTcan be explored directly in my case
studies by looking at both the formal charactetheflocal neocharismatic church as a
Charitable Company, and the sub-institutions prasénanching off from what appears to
be an increasingly corporatistic, decreasinglyesiological model. The real significance of
neocharismatic organisations in the social poligydture (and vice-versa) is likely to be
revealed on this account.

The phenomenon’s general exclusion from researsimigarly unreasonable in
respect to neocharismatic leaders and members ¢heeasof course, and this opens to the
other missing account important to this thesist tfigarticipants’ subjective determination
as providers of public welfare (of general or spedinds, as examples might reveal). This
subjective account would almost certainly placechaoismatic public actors outside the
rational-legal structures assumed by social pdayolars to define “participation” in
voluntary sector outreach. This issue was alreattgduced above: via the notion that a
religious conversion to neocharismatic membershag,rn fact, substantiate a great deal
more than is presently understood in cultural terms

Let me now summarise some ground-level observatbosit the local
neocharismatic church, as they would appear oelarpnary basis: drawn here from my
own case samples, but evidenced more much widglulitic documents, from Charity
Commission financial accounts to the church’s oierdture.

Pivotally, | suggest that neocharismatic groupseapjpo be better-equipped for local
public service on the very measures emphasisethby government. In terms of its material
resources, the larger local neocharismatic churahetikely to outperform any nearby
mainstream congregations on several levels: Onuh&er of members and attendees; on its
intake of cash through members’ and other corpatatations; and, increasingly it would
appeatr, on its quantity of asset stock, from indgoequipment to buildings (secured via

lease-hold if not outright ownership). These acc@hments are certain to be due in large
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part to Western charismatics evangelicals’ synabusmrelocation in recent decades to
suburban city environments, giving them accessytouager, more culturally modernised
and more affluent population base. But in any cas@verwhelminglyocal achievements,
such impressive material and organisational gainst tne hypothesised as evidence of some
significant cultural advance by neocharismatic nmogets themselves. The membership
gains in particular, meanwhile, speak urgentlyubliz welfare practitioners’ emphasis on
thevoluntaristdispensation of public services; a special expiectan Christian cohorts, as
discussed.

And yet as mentioned, under conventional assumptiontimately enforced largely
by sociology of religion accounts — independentesoaturalist evangelical groups have
continued to be regarded as essentially sectaniitiies within British society; this to judge
specifically, but certainly natnly, by their exclusion from recent literature seekiong
operationalise local religious groups for analysithin theories of third sector change. The
case of British neocharismatic organisations, floeeg presents a paradox for further

investigation. This can be pursued with the follogviesearch questions:

1. In view of their increasing stock of material andteral resources (people, cash,
and assets), what is the actual state of neochatitsshlocal “welfare provision”?

2. How in practice do neocharismatic groups as regidt€harities balance the
benefits of state legitimation with the conversgtrimperative that underscores
their culture and, presumably, their public soeiajagement?

3. How, then, can British neocharismatic Christiansrimee appropriately
objectified for social and political analysis astitutional entities operating within
a secular public polity?

4. Assuming these developments continue into the éutuhat are the prospects of
closer alignment between neocharismatic groupsparidh-based (primarily

Anglican) organisations?
Before introducing my own case samples, with aft@@eount of each (detailed
discussion follows in Chapter 3), | must first sagre about the neocharismatic subject, its

nature and its origins.

Neocharismatic Christianity: innovative, growth-focussed, conversionist
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Whilst incorporated independently of any histor@mdmination, neocharismatic churches are
usually allied to a company of similar congregasiacross other locations, often referred to
as a church “family” or “network” in native and starly language respectively. Institutional
membership of such a network, often bearing degréegernational affiliation, may furnish
the local congregation with extra material supplout; it provides cultural and organisational
fellowship much as a conventional denomination \Wa@xpect.

Allan Anderson, a British scholar of Pentecostali§ianity, invokes a general
definition of “neocharismatic” for “the vast numbefrindependent churches” — representing
some 300 million people worldwide, according toergcsurvey (Pew Research Centre 2011)
— that practise charismatic “gifts of the Spirikd literal communication with God,
miraculous physical healing, and prophetic fores{@imderson 2010: 14). These abilities
comprise a supernatural addition to the formahtitf “baptism in the Holy Spirit” as this
was developed by British and American Methodisth@nineteenth century. Their
comparatively modest objective was to outline tlag w0 a perfect Christian life.
Pentecostalists, however, sought to distinguistedery individual an experience of
subjective supernaturampowermentadvancing “spiritual gifts” to “equip” the indidual
lay Christian not merely for a sanctified life liatwitness, evangelise, and convert other
people (see note 1).

Such practices, historically suppressed amongeligious populations of Europe by
powerful clerical authorities, were characteristicChristian “renewals” and “revivals”
throughout the centuries after the Bible was wmittdowever their mass engagement by
African-American congregations in California in tharly 1900s, coming on the back of
intensifying racial hatred and cultural rejectidm¢lerson and Hollenweger 1999), brought
“spiritual gifting” to the attention of New WorldI€istian believers. From here would
eventually form the worldwide denominations of ‘&d&cal” Pentecostalism — the Assemblies
of God, the Elim Pentecostal Church, the PottenssddChristian Fellowship, and many
others. The neocharismatic churches, in Anderstefigition, thus comprise a contemporary
subset. As well as organising outside of the atas&tentecostal denominations, global
neocharismatic variants do not even formally regjthie physical manifestation of spiritual
gifts (Robbins 2004: 121). Instead among their menstip, emphasis is laid upon one’s
cultivation of a “personal relationship” with JedDkrist.

Nonetheless, supernatural ability and experiengarticularly perhaps as rendered in
the expressions @cial powemecessary to effective evangelism — remain bdgicahtral

to neocharismatic congregational orders. Acknowitegithis fundamental feature, the
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present study posits a more specialised definfboithe British neocharismatic research
subject. It extends to those independent evangdelicaches which, so far as can be
qualitatively evidenced, are presently advancinghensociopolitical dimensions | have
outlined above: in growing congregational membersini strengthening financial resource,
but most importantly, in developing public relaan the local sphere (whether with
individual citizens, groups or organisations, follsnar informally, as the evidence reveals).

This organisational definition of the neocharismatibject does not centralise
particular theological beliefs and practices intgtie way that the religious scholarly
literature is obliged to do so. Its authors, qaip@ropriately, are concerned to delineate a
religious movement among many other religious mayms (often in its global significance,
moreover). This, of course, is necessary firstHoddscriptive work. In a British context, it
provides the definitional points necessary to recgwhat one isbservingwhen faced with
an auditorium full of local suburbanites with thieands in the air, eyes clenched, voices
praying aloud in a somewhat dissenting image oéstnained joy and servility. It assists as
well — but | think notably less so — with what de¢o understand of members’ talk and
behaviourafter the charismatic worship service, in the unmistkeacularised
antechamber, as participants expound over heraslaed cappuccinos the “radical” role that
the local church plays in their life. Or, just dly, the role that it plays in theirewlife,
since joining it: as there is frequently disclodede an intimate account of injurious
emotional struggle finally overcome in Christiatvagion.

This latter scene, bifurcated as it is from thiegiised rituals of worship and prayer
services, signals the beginning of an additionabant of this religious culture as it moves
into familiar public spaces, and from there intoudar environments: where a social
psychology of Bible-based supernaturalism mustdseimed as unexpected by the non-
convert, and as very likely alien to their sendib#; at which point, of course, questions of
cultural compatibility arise. The subsequent sos@ntific account would remain a
“religious” anthropological one were it confinedttee individual and microsocial analysis of
charismatic actors’ beliefs and experiences (sémrhann 2012 for a notable recent example
in U.S. research). But, the empirical evidence ofersubstantial recent efforts by
neocharismatic leaders and their volunteers atdbmstitution-building, at real ongoing
projects constrained by local bureaucratic and @coo arenas, makes necessary a resolutely
political analysis as well. That is demanding abae-based methodology, as undertaken
here. This is a serious advance on general destrgpdf representative “religious

movement,” deduced using standard sociological l&ation of variance” procedures — an
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approach that is indeed “forced upon social sg&nby a lack of data or of fine-grained
theories,” as leading sociologist Jon Elster rem#P007: 12).

An alternative analysis of social ordarsituis strengthened by a prefacing of key
historical events, in this case at the nationatllein Britain, charismatic practices had begun
to appear in mainline denominational services leylt60s, causing no small amount of
upset among the reserved middle-class parishiaf¢ime. The phenomenon soon earned
the epithet “charismatic renewal,” gradually regldbdy “neopentecostalism” among
sociologists of religion, who by the late 1970s evegferring increasingly to its broader
Western scope. “Ecstatic” spiritual incidents hadwred in quick succession in North
America, Britain, Australasia and South Africa. Bpiscopal church in Los Angeles is
usually credited as the original site of unsolititharismatic “outbreak,” its British-born
priest having announced his own spiritual baptisexplerience to a surprised flock in 1960;
he was forced to resign and found his own congregat

In Britain, similar events soon motivated some sogtiral converts to organise
outside the parish domain. Sociologist Stephen Humhmarising his discipline’s
contemporary literature on Pentecostalism anditsodern descendants, acknowledges the
emergent British context directly with his discessbdf “sectarian expressions of neo-
Pentecostalism outside of the mainstream churchightfully crediting the origins of British
neocharismatic organisation to the “Restoratiorist®house church” movement of the mid-
1970s (Walker 1989, 1997).

Restorationism, as a hybrid form of Pentecostalssemed more active, through its distinct
dogma, in demonstrating the power of God, restaaitigst” Church, and rebuilding the
Kingdom of Christ in the End Times. (Hunt 2010: 185

The theological tone of this description is notplased: such objectives were
literally advanced in Restorationists’ plans, andtmue to be so (Percy 1997; Kay 2007).
Perhaps some qualification is required upon Huiigred Times” comment, however. For it
has been pointed out that churches conforminge@timtemporary Western neocharismatic
model, although endorsing the core doctrine thatsEtill “return to Earth” in damnifying
judgement on mankind, have placed decreasing engptrasuch “End Times” as a point of
culture. Such fatalistic oaths inject an awkwargsdhance into professed ambitions for
indefinite growth in public life, especially as edients to structured influence in the long-

run. As noted already, institutional neocharismptigposals are likely to require a minimum
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amount of local validation; the rationalities bahiwhich, to say the least, are unlikely to
harmonise with Biblical “End Times” commentaries.

Certain of the political and economic interactiatipulated of recent neocharismatic
advances in Britain will be held as characterisfiiberal democratic life (if not reducing to
a “post-Christian” society, as some provocativegsisuggest). A fundamental one is,
indeed, the freedom of voluntary religious assomietto form and to advance themselves
within the bounds of a secular state polity (sete 2oabove for conditions arising here). Such
freedom is a famously Constitutional feature fa thS. Naturally enough it is from there
that neocharismatic culture originates as a thécdbgystem and, very importantly,
continues to be referred to by many leaders fotatest in cultural knowledge trends and
organisational innovations, for church design amdenKnowledge is channelled through a
massive global evangelical publishing industry (Balomew 2006), but more informally
through the regular contact between neocharisrtesgtaters within their respective networks.
British leaders inevitably look to their Americaounterparts, some of whom lead
congregations in the tens of thousands, for inpiraThis is not obviously driven by needs
for theological consultation, and resembles corivaat streams of “American Culture”
export in those regards.

But the empirical evidence here, again not covareibjective sociological accounts,
reveals the major role also played in American hadsmatic institution-building by the
social sciences, particularly the post-war literatm organisational business management
(Watson and Scalen 2008)n recent years, neocharismatic leaders haveinofgased their
appetite for management consultants and variowes bilsiness experts (I will return to this
briefly in chapter 2). Incidentally this appearg sinply to be for the purpose of increasing
their own organisational expertise. Such figurey address the congregation directly, in the
regularised “visiting speaker” role. This signaterething more significant, perhaps related
to the enculturation of popularist strains of calsim within specifically neocharismatic
Christian communities (Maddox 2012).

Not surprisingly, digital information and commurticas technologies, principally

the internet, have enhanced all these processas@sas one might imagine (indeed, the

4 The development of possibly the very first nonataimational “megachurch,” Willow Creek
Community Church in lllinois, was in notable part@operative venture between its ambitious
young founder, evangelical pastor Bill Hybels, @merica’s most well-known management theorist,
Peter F. Drucker. See Jeff Chu, “How Willow Cresleading evangelicals by learning from the
business world,Fast CompanyDecember 2010; Rich Karlgaard, “Peter Drucker Mdeq’ Forbes

April 2014.
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phenomenon of the “online church” has provideda siée of research into the maintenance
of religious “belief networks” in recent years; ldhings 2011). A relevant topic for my
empirical chapters, though, will be how these comications may have facilitated changes
in nonrvirtual social environments, given the real impaxte of internet communications to
growth-focussed industries, which perhaps inclutteally-bound Christian constituency —

if evidence can be presented for it, representings@an interests across a specific urban
locale, for example. Again, on preliminary obseimatlone, the dynamic potential
displayed by neocharismatic congregations stropmgdicts some form of organisation
beyond the individual church, further challengiegtarian conventions.

This generally sharpens empirical inquiry into #uninistrative contact that exists
between local neocharismatic churches and nonsthatic “faith-based” agencies, and of
course in potentially any number of public sectomdins: physical and mental health,
recreation, education, perhaps ottfeButside the occasional journalistic probe it isiem
considered how involved evangelical churches amublic sector affairs, and this leaves

little idea of which domains they might favour, amiy.

The empirical evidence for neocharismatic growth

The years 1970 to 1974 were heady days of greéiement, and discovery: a discovery of
meeting groups all over the country with similagio@ings and common aspirations. Thos
aspirations, on the whole, were related to “walkivith God” in such a way that the
experiential and the supernatural became a liviagegthat seem to have done away with
religious legalism once and for all. The legalishelericalism, church order, standardised
liturgies, denominational certainties, and dogmadtictrines, were seen to be swept aside by
the coming of the Spirit ... [Those men] experienttease early days as freeddrom the

old religious order; how this new fredom would depe(i.e. what they would become friee

do) was simply not known. (Walker 1989: 58).

These remarks, by the historian of British Restonésém Andrew Walker, sketch the humble

origins of what would become the Restorationist emognt, but characterise also what, by

5|t can be noted here that one of the very firsgoaiations formed for the purpose of promoting
charismatic Christian fellowship to the world whe Full Gospel Business Men’s Fellowship
International, founded for lay businessmen in 18%2 Californian dairy farmer. The Fellowship did
not maintain unity for long, as is the norm withdeon evangelical enterprise; but it continues in
various attenuated forms, including in Britain, amdieed in my own case location of Folkfield, where
annual meetings are convened in a local hotel.

19



the 1990s, would became more frequently acknowkdigeconcerned ecclesiologists and
church growth observers as the “new church” movenfemderson (2004) later notes that in
Britain, the neocharismatic church forms originalscribed by Walker in the early 1980s,
and largely overlooked by social scientific scheltirereafter, were probably outpacing the
established Pentecostal churches in local Chrigtiesence and influence. My empirical
cases will suggest this to be a considerable utadersent, in fact.

Let us consider at this point, however, the diatikdata available. The only
comprehensive effort made in recent years to suBvigin’s church population is the
English Church Census (ECC), funded by ChristiaseRech. In 2005, the census identified
277 different denominations active in England. @ithe negligible churchgoing figures for
Britain — less than 7 per cent of the populationrecent measures — most of these are sure to
be vanishingly small.) “Neocharismatic” does nattiee as a category. The census
researchers asked for the self-identification afrches through their leaders only. For this
reason, of course, matters were fated to becomeamwithin ex-denominational realms; the
ECC's designers, concerned to acquire as coloarfutture as possible, seem to have
anticipated this. In its questionnaire, the ECCrbtl pre-sppre-specifyinations to a strict
degree; with the result, for example, that a ph&kmglican respondent churches could
identify themselves as “evangelical Anglican” amdher Anglican” respectively, to be
subsequently listed in the ECC’s “Anglican” grougt las different “denominations.”
Alternatively, such a dynamic taxological approatdy have followed from the Church of
England’s aspiration to maintain some impressionational leadership over Britain's
Christian churches, and thus its Christians. Tdejuespected religious statistician Peter
Brierley (2006) in his summary report of the EC@rglings, Christian Research had set out
to find “signs of hope” amidst a popular narratofeéerminal decline for the Church in
Britain. It sought to do this, with the ECC, byweying the anecdotally apparent but
systematically unexamined “diversity” that charasted active church membership in
England.

The statistical picture uncovered by Brierley &mel ECC records a remarkable
relative expansion of membership in non-denomimaticndependent charismatic and
evangelical churches since the 1980s. Promingheidlewfrontiers “family of churches,”
which had indeed emerged by the early 1990s asittst significant of the Restorationist
networks founded in the 1970s. At the time of wagti Newfrontiers counts at least four
congregations in the pseudonymous city of “Folkfffethe location of the case studies that
follow here. According to the ECC data, between8l88d 2005 Newfrontiers nationally
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achieved growth of 70 per cent, counting a regattandance figure of some 34,000 people
in England, across 191 separate congregationsri@ri2006). The “new churches” as a
general group, the ECC records, declined in pojtylay 8 per cent between 1998 and 2005;
but this is against Newfrontiers’ own three-quaiterease. In the period specified this is
bettered only by the neocharismatic California-bdimmeyard Church, which records an
attendance increase of 78 per cent up to 2005y¥dnade incidentally, presently runs two
congregations in my city of Folkfield. Many of tleeshurches — indeed, according to
Brierley, the larger share of “new church” congitémss generally — are located in England’s
southeastern counties. This geographic disperghl,london at its centre, would not cause
problems for the typical demographic analysis afaarismatics: white, professional, and
middle-class (Bruce 1998).
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Chapter 2: Literature in review

The research questions | have presented refleatbmy of local empirical observations,
made during a preliminary phase of field-basedaieteconducted prior to the in-depth case
studies presented in chapters 4 through 6. In eh&pt will discuss in more detail the
circumstances by which those initial engagementgecabout, the selection of primary cases
that followed for the planning of this thesis, apcific methodological warrants for the
ethnographic case study agenda which frames thésfigation. In short, though, these are all
locally-situated issues, and so | reiterate thatitiquiry, as proposed, is fundamentally
empirically-derived; thus it remains, in a stromgse, a particulaesearch procesthat leads
the empirical account.

The fact follows that this study does not depamrfrany pre-existing theories of
“neocharismatic” Christianity, nor of its broademegelical, religious (etc.) kin. In the first
instance this seems appropriate given that no atdéouhe British literature has so far

examined the wider subject outlined in chapterte public institutional ordering of

or do you mean here?

is not presumed to be a “religious movement” indbeventional sense (at least not at this
early stage of its investigation; future developteeare another matter, of course). The major
empirical elements of the groups’ public advanezenomic and so on, as suggested — shall
not reduce to individual-level religious or thedl causes. For on the assumptions | have
advanced, the practical organisational affairsesfanarismatic church leaders have become
too much interfaced with the wider social and jprditenvironment for any kind of narrow
explanation.

This is a difficulty broadly reflected, indeed,the existing literature on
neocharismatic and hondenominational Christiatiity,significant body of which dates only
to the mid-1990s. Scholars in all Anglophone cdesthave observed a sectoral shift within
conservative evangelicalism towards a form of QGlatismembership that is more religiously
committed yet less socially reactive; doctrinaltyhodox, yet accessible and “popular” in a
way only made possible with the advance of socedimntechnologies. Research

unsurprisingly reflects the challenge this hasaghisoth empirically and theoretically for

sociologists of religion, particularly in the U.Sihere the largest active western Christian ‘ Commented [L2]: Nigeria is Anglophone and has larger active
S Christian populations than US

populations reside. Shibley (1996, 1998), reportindirst-hand observations, had offered an
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important first formulation of the general phenomendescribing the emergence of de-
sectarianised, “world-affirming” evangelicalism, méculiar appeal to the lives of
comfortably-off White middle classes. In an essayThe Atlanticin August 1996 journalist
Charles Truehart, drawing similar reflections os éivn excursions, added that the churches
in which these Christians met — offering “a panoglighoices” well beyond prayer and
worship — were attracting a substantial membersheople “with patchy or blank histories
of churchgoing.” He described the results as a class of “independent and entrepreneurial
congregations”: adding that “[c]enturies of Eurapémdition and Christian habit are
deliberately being abandoned, clearing the waynéw, contemporary forms of worship and
belonging.” Truehart was sensing their potentialifigpact well beyond the confines of the
churches themselves. Remarking on what he saw distfactly American reformation of
church life,” he proposed that its rising membegvskiould represent “something more: a
reconfiguration of secular communities, not justred ones.”

Twenty years on from these accounts, and thosertatdformative insights,
academic scholarship is still in the process ofetising the general topography of this new
Christian population with any kind of real theocati consistency (see Ellingson 2010 for
recent summary). Part of the reason for this slovgess is that empirical accounts have
largely remained focussed to a single-institutiamat, the church entity itself: in which
fragments of a “religious culture” are easily sfiiabile, and hence researchable. Even
without stepping outside a sociology of religioanfrework — say with a view to exploring the
cultural politics of neocharismatic-secular engagetn scholars have yet to expand
analysis, for example, wopulationsof nondenominational churches in specific localdse
“animating debates” not just in the sociology digien but in “organizational and cultural
sociology” are poorly represented in studies ofdeominationalism, Ellingson has noted.
For example, how “world-affirming” evangelical caregations “mature and begin to wield
greater power within national and local religioeslegies” — a profoundly contextualised
affair, clearly — remains unknown (Ellingson 20263).

In brief, standing suggestions about the potenfidfull-service” evangelical
churches to effect deeper social change has naotfoewed up in academic study thus far,
which can perhaps be explained in a discipline eimeore formal sociological concerns
prevail. Generally speaking, the non-denominatiehalrch entity has been idealised to
select domains for the purpose of mtreoreticaland lessocio-empiricalexposition. These
important domains principally include the spectaiflborn-again Christian worship; the

architectural design of contemporary church bugdiand utilities; doctrinal orthodoxy as
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communicated by preachers; and, rather more brptHy'spiritually therapeutic” nature of
the neocharismatic religious experience. A furdgrompassing category reflects on the
managerial and “businesslike” approach taken byops&nd professional church growth
consultants, both to refine their religious “protitiand to maintain a strategic focus on
congregational expansion. These analyses are fittlg@enbedded in broader “postmodern”
narratives (Hunt 2010: 192), drawing on salientribs like globalisation, the “post-secular,”
and new theories of religious consumerism.

In an attempt to inscribe a more coherent resdalth studies in the last few years
have increasingly classified these inquiries tostuely of the contemporary Protestant
“megachurch.” One effect of this is to further cinescribe the study of nondenominational
culture —in all its potential local complexity e-& readily quantified institution of “2,000 or
more” regular attendees (Bird and Thumma 2011)r&ban be no doubt that this work,
which effectively indexes neocharismatic religipgii the verylargestworshipful groups
within a (national) church population, has beeedf{’e in delimiting some of the major
empirical elements of what many believe to be WedBhristianity’s most likely persisting
organisational form. To date, however, researchrélged mostly on traditional survey
methods (“church” responses usually representiayigws of pastors only), perhaps
accompanied by a record of observational datatyipitally restricted to worship services
and mid-week small group meetings (for a leadirgpant see Miller 1997). These
approaches, of course, follow standard conveniiossciological inquiry, and in doing so
have served to extend traditional theoretical madellingson, for example, in his recent
review of new research on “nondenominationalism sexarianism,” concludes that

megachurches “offer a new avenue to develop chsechtheory,” insofar as they

are growing not by distancing themselves from gmukar world but by pragmatically
embracing it and mimicking the infotainment, consuist, MTV culture of the
American middle class, and in doing so they demrateshow Christianity is relevant

to those who live in a post-denominational worlglliigson 2010: 248).

Note here the convergence of classical with conteary sociological explanation.
On this account, the recent advance of corporatgoieirches represents not merely “one of
the most significant changes to Christianity in past twenty to thirty years” (p. 247). It also

offers a way to bring new relevance to older amthg@es outdated theoretical assumptions — a
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view that is by no means shared by all observePetdecostalism’s modern permutations,
particularly perhaps those outside the United Stétee Hunt 2002).

But note further the presumptive conceptualisatibsuch institutions as inherently
religious for they are only “mimicking” the (implicitly frivious) habits of the secular
cultural sphere. In common with other reflectionsgrowth-focussed evangelical groups
since the mid-1990s, this suggests a moral privitegf Christianity within the very analysis
of its newest organisational forms. The lattersctsess” — which is a touch too literally
guantifiable for some religious observers — remdifficult to square with mainstream and
socially liberal religious intellects, which inclesl many sociology professors. Perhaps the
strong tendency to abstract and thus decontextéuedisservative neocharismatic forms is
symptomatic of religious scholars’ wariness of limaktoo closely at the social realities of
renewalist orthodoxy, lest its broader benefit€lwistianity’s survival are undermined.

Consider, in any case, that these are the pegigtblems in the American
scholarship specifically. This should give a godea of the knowledge deficit likely to
persist in Britain: where neocharismatic congregetiare a far smaller fixture on the social
landscape; where individual churches numbering neesin their thousands are practically
unheard of; and where modern evangelicals areertgdld to advance among a general
population of drastically attenuated religiousHaitompared to the United States’, and with
no comparable pluralistic religious history. Hetdvame, research into neocharismatic
culture is not so hindered by a theoretic fixattonthe decontextualised church entity.
Unfortunately that is because it has been littbeased at all from a rational scientific
perspective. For insight into the British experiené post-denominational organisation one is
referred to a small and scattered literature, Hisitly and sociologically sensitive, its main
sources more prominently endowed with a liberablibgical perspective on the “new
churches” and their “renewalist” mission (PermadZ;9Valker 1983, 1989; Martin and
Mullen (eds.) 1984; Hocken 1986, 2009; Percy 1939t, Walter and Hamilton (eds.) 1997;
Kay 2007; Weir 2014). This indwelling and partialyaEnglish feature of religious critique
can be traced to the little-remarked rapprocherbetween theologians and sociologists in
the British academy since the 1970s (Brewer 200attil Mills and Pickering 1980). This
distinguishes the British study of new religiougpbmena rather sharply from the more
abstractive approach taken by American scholansd @ course, a tendency to theological
analysis is commonly unreflective of socio-politicancerns by its nature.)

The British arrangement has become yet more conplexthe last fifteen years or

so, specifically in the context of a revitalisediBieus Studies discipline. | will discuss the
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key elements of this situation further on with mdpto the last decade’s neocharismatic

advances, which have been little noted amidstradtere scholarly preoccupations.

Neocharismatic formulations in the U.S.

Insights from the American experience are essetatisdview on their own terms, for they
have advanced most of the key theoretical contoungw evangelicalism in Western society
since its emergence. By the early 1980s, motivhyedationwide polling suggesting that up
to a third of the American population — some 5Qiotil people — claimed to be “born again,”
sociologists had begun to critically reflect onitheeglect of evangelical Christianity as a
national phenomenon. In a noted 1979 article, Bpl8tn Warner accused liberal-minded
scholars of ridiculing and dismissing evangelicalias if its subscribers were “denizens of
the zoo” (Warner 1979: 3). Familiarity with its $etts among scholars was apparently weak
enough that Warner had to define “evangelicalismterms that are quite widely known

today — resonant, in fact, of its specifically dearatic forms:

Biblically-basedChristianity that emphasizegarsonal relationshipf the believer
to Jesus Christ. Often enough, the evangelicabbesi not only in the literal truth of
the Bible stories but in the potentiality of suchanles today. (Warner 1979: 2,

original emphases.)

It is very interesting to note that a year befdiie tleclaration, leading American
sociologists were offering retrospective summaoie®a period of spiritual ferment”
experienced by the U.S. and Europe, “charactebiyesh upsurge of exotic ‘cults’ and novel
quasi-religious therapeutic movements, as well stsident evangelical, and neo-pentecostal
revival’” (Robbins, Anthony and Richardson 1978:.99)e neo-pentecostal revival cited
there, and in much other work of the time, was @uithe religious location for subsequent
nondenominational innovations of the kind descrilvethe previous chapter; later
acknowledged to be the work of teams of young awlitally-minded charismatic
evangelical pastors disillusioned with the denortiamal institutes: the founding
neocharismatic generation, in fact (Walker 1989g&ant 2000; Hoover 2002).

Scholarship to that time, however, had failed terationalise “evangelicalism” as a
variable (as a “belief system” broadly speakingattis, in such aociologicalway as would

be expected for a religious movement considerdxtmore than transitory; more than
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another passing phase of revivalistic fervour, feamto observers of the standard American
history (McLouglin 1978¢f. Lambert 1999).

Demonstrating his prescience, Warner remarkedhiatid not argue “that
evangelicalism is the wave of the religious futurgbut] that we sociologists ought to be
prepared to consider the possibility” (Warner 198)09:A Gallup report fronNewsweekn
1976, meanwhile, had reported the extraordinadiriig that nearly half of all American
Protestants believed the Bible was to be intergritierally. This statistical evidence of the
growing breadth of conservative Christian ideolagyhe U.S. was enough for Warner to
declare that evangelicalism “is, in fact, a somiavement.” Ahead of its denominational
locations, he went on, its adherents were to beddn new religious groups “from
devotional affinity groups to charismatic fellowshl (p. 3).

Even so recently as 1979, the subject types gitbsent study were evidently
sufficiently minor in terms of public presence thdarner was compelled to say that these
new groups may well turn out to be “evanescentfic@ioring with the thrust of Warner’'s
larger thesis, Hunter (1981) and Ammerman (198®8)reded operational formulae for
discerning the multiple strands of American Evaiugdism, a task that they agreed would
substantiate “the historic identity of conservatRretestantism” (Ammerman 1982: 170), but
more importantly prepare appropriate categoriesdorvey research” (Hunter 1981: 363).
Hunter, after presenting what he described asfthe most important traditions” in
contemporary evangelicalism — Baptists, Holinesst&mstals, Reformed-Confessionals and
Anabaptists — argued that “denominational affiati was the “most viable means for
operationalizing these distinctions in religiousitage” (Hunter 1982: 370); he then
presented a sample list of these denominationsgntite “[clear] diversitywithin all of these
traditions that falls along doctrinal and behavalines.” The problem within this approach
has been already provided by the present discuddmwcharismatics and their churches, by
definition, do not present as denominations theweselCommenting on the inevitable
slippage in his classifications, Hunter (p. 375eated there to be “enough similarities on the
larger questions of doctrine and religious practicpistify” them. Of course, it is just such a
restrictive operationalisation of the “larger quess” that | have suggested clearly need
advancing beyond for the case of contemporary resrhatics. Thus in 1981, already

extant “full-service” institutions (its prototyp€hicago’s Willow Creek Church) were
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excluded from Hunter’s sociological scheme by dgf€inal fiat, though by his time they
were already emergirfg.

So it can be observed that during the formatives/eapost-denominational
organisation, after the late-1960s novelty of J&emple movements (Eskridge 2013) but
before the “megachurch” phenomenon twenty yeaes (&@haves 2005), scholarship in the
U.S. passed over much of its empirical developnegrthe level of the local church and thus
beyond. As suggested, this can be understood @ssaguence of theoretical sociology of
religion’s disjoint with empirical observation, naty of the qualitative kind, within local
communities. But there, congregational shifts werhaps too numerous to document. The
British historian of charismatic renewal, Andrew Méa, implies that scholars simply could
not keep up with events. Reflecting on neocharignmbvements at that time, he writes that
by the mid 1980s:

strange things began to happen. As [leading sagigilof religion] Bryan Wilson put
it to me at All Souls, Oxford, religious changesreveaking place at a bewildering
pace in the late twentieth century. This speedipgnocess meant that Christian
religious formations were coming and going, startimd stopping, with the speed we
associate with New Religious Movements. Restoraionn a ten-year period, for
example, underwent the kind of growth, changestssgind realignments, that took
[Classical Pentecostal denominations] Elim andAssemblies of God 60 years to
undergo (Walker 1997: 33).

Walker's comparison of evangelical Christian chamité the capricious associations
of New Religious Movements more apt than perhap®aksed. For as Hunt recently
observes, the diversity of charismatic neo-pentatiss towards the end of the 1960s and
into the early 1970s had been stark enough to thioserving America’s wider “new spiritual
ferment,” that “many sociologists preferred to desite it the $ici New Religious Movement
(NRM)” (Hunt 2010: 185). By the end of the decatthe, study of NRMs would become
widely regarded as the “sociology of cults” (Turd®83); its subject matter by then outside
any accepted Christian realms, and contributing lbooader crisis of theoretical legitimacy

for sociologists of religion to last some years §Robbins 1988; Beckford 1985). But the

6 As mentioned earlier, Willow Creek Church was foed in 1975. Rick Warren’s Saddleback
Church in California, which now welcomes over 2@ @@orshippers each week, began meeting in
1980.
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swift categorisation of new charismatic Christiapressions in the early Seventies had
allowed sociological theorists — already agog atredigious changes taking place, Left and

1w

Right, in the wake of the Sixties’ “counter-cultlireto push forward with broad theoretical
modelling of “new religions” at a general level.li2¢es henceforth were typically set
between the familiar poles of classical church-feetries, or else transcended them entirely
in favour of the even more abstract narrative ‘ofeav religious consciousness” in Western
society (Glock and Bellah 1976; see Berger 1974foritique). Participants in the “new
religions,” particularly it would seem those of tmere affluent social classes, partaking in
the most deviant-looking supernatural worship, welared to be either resisting or
withstanding rationalistic, valueless modernitygither case, turning to spiritual practice in
order to “cope with their life experiences and cemgate ... for the difficulties thrown up by
the modern world” (Hunt 2010: 186).

Regardless of the much-debated merits of “depowétiheories and the like for
explaining contemporary religious devotion, it & difficult to imagine the influence such
authoritative accounts would have had on schotrgirical research decisions.

Throughout the 1980s, scholarship on evangelicabdoxy and its movements was
quiet on the (evidently growing) popularity mén-politicised i.e. more secularly-embracive,
local-level evangelical association. As the desoripnplies, its politically partisan
equivalents were a rather different matter. Thea®dmassed a large academic and popular
literature on the right-wing political reawakeniafjevangelicals led by American
Fundamentalist factions during the Eighties, mastdusly the Moral Majority founded by
Jerry Falwell in 1979, later revitalised under @eorge W. Bush presidency. Non-
fundamentalist Christian conservatives and the gimgmeocharismatics, strict on the Bible
but preferring personal Christ-centred conversgpttblic political activism as a means to
advance the new Kingdom, did not at first exclugEmselves from the Reaganite movement
in religious politics (Marty 1987); they distancemselves from it (at least publicly over
time, alive to the fact that the image of Christiastremism did nothing to grow local
churches. In any case, the historical accounthisrigeriod is very complex, and repels easy
summation. What can be inferred for present purp@sthat nondenominational groups and
leaderships (in both Britain and the U.S.) contthteedo then as indeed they do now —
absorbing practices and ideas from pectrumof evangelicalism, from liberal ecumenical
quarters, to Fundamentalists, to prosperity-theRetecostalism, however it suitéair
strategic imperative: to grow their churches, bitipg “the Church” — that is, Christot

politics — at the centre of members’ lives; homerkiand leisure.
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Anthropologist David Stoll (1990), as part of higginal historical account of
American evangelical entries into Latin Americaidgrthe 1980s, cites neocharismatic
“Restoration” practices as described in its Britisise by Walker (1989). Observing that by
the mid-decade many charismatic evangelicals itJtlse “had despaired of renewing
established denominations,” Stoll identifies a $raatl persistent class of born-again leaders
(the direct counterparts to Walker’s protagonistgjing new charismatic Americans “to
defect to dynamic new charismatic fellowships thatld ‘restore’ the authentic New
Testament church.” Echoing Walker’s descriptiofBdfish neocharismatic ideology, Stoll
notes that the American leaders “hoped for massakto sweep the globe and usher in
God'’s kingdom. On the foundation of the restoredrch, the world would be built anew ...
they saw themselves as corulers with Christ, sgitiiords of a new world order” (Stoll 1990:
60).

At a (national) leadership level, American restior@st theology and organisation
would thereafter take an increasingly extremistatizr, effectively dovetailing with the
many elements of politicised Right-wing Christigni©ne result of this was the Christian
Reconstructionist movement, the political projeich @omewhat loose evangelical theology
known as “Dominionism” (Wagner 2008). Accordingthis ideology, writes sociologist Sara
Diamond (1995), “Christians are biblically mandatedoccupy’ all secular institutions.”
This is to be achieved by taking an aggressiveingelistic approach in all one’s social
spheres, but also by mobilising support for corestére evangelical political candidates. She
suggested this to be the “central unifying ideolofgy the Christian Right; and indeed, links
to the movement abound among the far-Right of teeuRlican Party today. Whilst there
would appear to be no notable political equivaleimcBritish neocharismatic circles, early
associations were indeed made between leadergmperts of this and of the emerging non-
politicised U.S.-U.K. neocharismatic movement. (Speinger 1987 for theological
discussion, including there a chapter by Terry Wjdgader of Newfrontiers; see Walker
1989: 85-87 for account of the ill-fated contactwesen Britain's neocharismatic leaders and
a group of unstable American pastors in the la®0&p

In this context, a significant category of thedathas been the so-called “Third Wave
of the Holy Spirit,” a divine “movement” discernbgt C. Peter Wagner, an American
evangelical theologian. Wagner is of central stagdo the intellectual wing of Christian
Reconstructionism to the present day, and is thezdfeld in a mephistophelean regard by
opponents to the religious Right; yet he is aléoraer seminary colleague of John Wimber,

the founder of the Californian Vineyard Church leading neocharismatic association today.
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Wagner has described the “Third Wave” as “a gradpahing of straightline evangelical
churches to the supernatural ministry of the HgyriSwithout the participants becoming
either Pentecostals or Charismatics” (see SteEaistianity Today October 2013: a
potentially major insight into recent directionslacal independent church life, in fact, to
which | will return later.

Returning to the 1980s account, again, the stoayciemplex one, especially in
respect to the actuabngregationabdvance of Restorationist elements; that is bartbat
internecine controversy and bravado of prominedtguolitically contentious evangelical
leaders, to which media and scholarship alike paice attention. For a clear flavour of the
empirical complexity this period presents, takelSteevealing summary of the situation
after 1985:

This was the dynamic, expanding fringe of Ameriesangelicalism. Restoration
charismatics tended to be young, recently convérted lives of sin, and still
undergoing spiritual crises. Some were disorieptedlucts of the counterculture
looking for a way to go straight. Certain leadeesevformerly rock musicians
[Vineyard’s John Wimber was one]. Occasionally, peesonal magnetism of leaders,
their claim to special relationships with God, dm@évy demands on followers led to
accusations that they were setting up cults. Witfiom traditions or higher
authorities except the Lord himself, these churduesd have a ‘loose cannon’
quality about them, as if anything might happenoA&¢ moment, they seemed to be
wallowing in the consumeristic self-gratificatiohtbe ‘name it and claim it’
movement. Take another look, and they were shadp# for the religious right.
(Stoll 1990: 61.)

Remove the references here to American politicadeauis, and the account is
basically of a piece with the available record dtdn’s vastly smaller “radical’ new church
scene during these same years. At the same timgtihthe latter’'s reduced scale cannot
discount British religious entrepreneurs’ cultysedximity to their magnetic American
counterparts, which inevitably results in some ekpbpolitical values alongside the
theological ones. Walker’s attempt to summarisagbee reflects its difficulty for empirical

researchers:

" Accessible online at www.christianitytoday.com#etizer/2013/third-wave.htm.
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Clearly, we can see from an international perspegcthat the British Restoration
movement is part of a much larger phenomenon. Addiit, there is no international
organisation, and many of the groups have nottirdptwith each other — and are
sometimes opposed to each other — but they alradbe
kingdom/apostleship/discipleship nexuge so many apparently indigenous
religious movements in Britain, we are able to rfotgly the international
dimension, and secondly the domination of thigatgonalism by North American
PentecostalsNoting this is not only to recognise the impodamf the American
connection, but also to realise that the tale d@i$Br Restorationism is only one

chapter in a much larger story. (Walker 1989: 8y ;amphasis.)

Throughout this period, of course, social sciensfirveys of American church
growth and decline at the national level had car@dh supplied by well-established data
sources among the denominational churches thenss&Wébley (1998) notes of the whole
period, however, that membership data — upon witetscholarly understanding of church
growth trends nationwide was entirely basezkeludednformation on “new and
independent religious organizations,” of the Virmelyand Willow Creek variety (Shibley
1998: 68). Acknowledgement that the general moveémieAmerican religion was towards
conservative and evangelical churches and away tiherfiberal mainline was well-
entrenched, of course, as noted; furthermore, tlagitgtive characteristics of the general
phenomenon were under much discussion. In 1993 \Wa#er (the author of the earlier
1981 article on research methods for evangelicgisrate his highly influential essay
heralding a “New Paradigm” in American sociologyreligion. One of its major theses was
that contemporary religious institutions in the Uare “constitutively pluralistic,
structurally adaptable and empowering” — standanah$ recently employed for the
description and theoretical signifying of nondenoeationalism, among others. Nonetheless,
the extensive literature that Warner’s article griéated retained the macrosociological aim
of theorising the wider socio-structural conditiamgler which contemporary (American)
institutions maintain a market of “religious sugpd”: in large part intended as a counter-
thesis to the general secularisation model (E@&§HP; Bruce 2001).

However Shibley’s point, and in a sense the cruthefpresent review, is what he
identified as the “tendency to confound” two veistithct cultural associations within post-

1990 conservative evangelicalism. One was moralytive and politically confrontational,
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turning on its visceral opposition to the “permigSisocial legacy of counterculturalism; the
popular-scholarly model of the 1980s Christian Rigthe other, however, was a growth-
focussed, establishment-defying evangelicalismr@f¢hing out” to new converts: an
evangelicalism that was “at ease in the world ..ndleg with elements of popular culture in
surprising ways, driven by the need to be relef@na new generation” (Shibley 1998: 72).
The empirical research object here was to be ifietitat grounded suburban levels, indeed
adjacent to the secular communities that Truei®3g) foresaw to be impacted as
neocharismatic institutionalism advanced. Alash&lyis explicit nuancing of the class of
evangelical churchgoers he was attempting to destestifies to the degree of academic
non-acquaintance with contemporary nondenomindtgma- and as recently as 1998.

Shibley writes that although survey data of evaingelnstitutions evidences a
growing moral seriousness among younger Christiginsleed linked directly to their biblical
beliefs — Donald Miller (1992) is correct in hisih that

religious relevance is a function of achieving &tle new historical epoch a
compromise between the radical teachings of prmniteligion and the culture in
which the religion is now being practiced. Religidnstitutions that do not change
inevitably decline; churches that survive and graWadapt to their culture. (Miller
1992: 3, quoted in Shibley 1998: 72.)

In other words, these authors were directly obsgrain emerging congregational class
achieving what social scientific accounts of comative Christianity up to then had, by
virtue of entrenched theoretical assumptions, poeal as a possibility: proclaiming the
biblical “eternal truths” and moral rigidities absthern Fundamentalists, and the physical
supernatural empowerment of Pentecostals, but smmelithout foregoing any of the
material (and few of the social) pleasures of naligious, consumption-oriented life.

These “contemporary evangelicals,” Shibley crugialiggested, “are increasingly
like modern other Americans” for whom standard @thnorms (like that of gender equality
for example) “is a taken-for-granted feature ofioady life” (Shibley 1998: 73). Note that
this does not claim that contemporary born-agairistthns endorse secular norms explicitly.
Rather, this new evangelicalism appeared as aibifieideological resource for

reconstituting” relationships of kin, and so ono“3ummarize,” writes Shibley:

33



evangelicals are in the world and, strategicallymwittingly, have absorbed many of
the core values of contemporary American culturés Pportrait of changing gender
roles and family structure is no anomoly. The saatéern has occurred in many
other aspects of evangelical life. For exampleulseaock and roll (once the devil's
domain) has become Christian rock music; psychogl/therapeutic culture have
become Christian self-help books and twelve-stegnams; the scientific methods is
utilized in historical biblical scholarship and atien science (as in the archeological
search for Noah's Ark); materialism and consumédtucel become name-it-and-
claim-it theology (one can have worldly successnié prays hard enough). In this
way, evangelicalism has fused with American popaldture, thus making the
tradition accessible to non-Christians in new wé&aradoxically, it is also now
possible to be a born-again Christian without beuagy different from other
Americans(Shibley 1998: 74; my emphasis.)

Shibley’s research advances the further thesisathat/angelicals in America have
moved to “engage the world” since the 1970s, tlotasian characteristics associated with the
Religious Right during the 1980s have inevitablgbeompromised too, resulting in its

transformation “to a nonsectarian political orgatiizn”; changes in the “leaders, the issues,

and the tactics,” he claims, “amount to a kindenttgr Christian Right” (p. 78). Shibley was_ - -{ Commented [L3]: kindlier or kinder but not kindler

writing before the election of George Bush |l amdeasuing decade in which right-wing
Christianity again became a prominent, politicalhcompromising phenomenon. A legacy
of that time has been a veritable insurrectiohéRepublican Party itself, which is presently
subject to the leadership of various Christiantfwiins very much in the extremist
“Dominion theology” modé. Shibley’s wider claim, then, appears rather dubiou

retrospect, but in any case takes this review beéyssues of relevance here.

The “world-affirming” suburban evangelicalism idi#éied by Truehart and Shibley
describes the religious subjects that | presentéteaoutset of chapter 1. These accounts
read, then, as initial efforts to move those subjbeyond the descriptive level, by presenting
born-again Christians within the historic landscapthe American Religion. The latter is
characterised by a “bewildering pluralism” whichuisique to that nation (Marty 1976: 18).
Its landscape has thus long been regarded as@agical project by many scholars. That

8 Prominent Senatorial figures include 2008 VicesRfential candidate Sarah Palin; 2012 Republican
leadership candidates Michele Bachmann and Ricko8am; and 2016 candidate Ted Cruz.
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project has, as previously mentioned, been reséédlsince the late 1980s by circumstances
transcending the development of any one religicadition alone (Hadden 1987; Warner
1993).

In view of this, it should probably not be surpnigif neocharismatic and
nondenominational phenomena have tended to benasisigor assumed — their greater
significance within this larger academic religiowerative. Subsequent in-depth studies of
nondenominational groups, while few, have typicakyen brocaded with the long romantic
view of the American nation’s religious identitycadestiny. Miller (1997), for example,
places a sociological cross-case study of severajregations within a greater narrative of
“renewal and religious change found throughoutttiséory of Christianity and well
illustrated in various periods of religious reviwalthe United States” (Miller 1997: 177).
This, however, compels Miller, an Episcopalianptstulate “post-denominational” churches
from the outset as the bearers of another “Greatkining,” even a “second Reformation”;
his analysis, in turn, is not only religiously sttured in its conclusions, but also seemingly in
its intent.

There are important issues of scholarship hereghew Recent historiography has
concluded that what lay behind the colonial GreatRening of the mid-eighteenth century,
and repeat incidences a century later — eventsufarfoo intense, charismatic conversionist
fervour — was less the spontaneous movement oftlaoda pioneering effort in public
relations by the leading Christian evangelistshefday (Lambert 1999). This thesis, far more
interesting than any divine explanation, surelyamunes the above standard refrains of
American sociologists in the post-war era, paréidylthose whose social scientific approach
to understanding religious change is leavened bgopal religious insight. It is not even so
much that “Great Awakening” explanations implyingpsrnatural will are non-scientific,
though of course they are. The question rather st anarrative so deeply ingrained as
America’s record of periodic popular Christian ‘neal”: one that, after all else, has
depended for its survival upon testimonies of iasieg generational remove from original
events, and from a time that largely pre-datedstiwéal sciences. In short, it must be argued
that with an ethnographic eye, the “revivals” oégent times — as some observers have been
persuaded to declare the emerging post-denomirtioifture — can be examined for their
economic and political properti@gthoutthe risk of forsaking analytic contexts for thénga
of an appealing but potentially spurious “religidustory.” And it will at least secure the

historical record to come — no small benefit.
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Parallel advances in “cultural” sociology of religbon

Such issues have been approached in recent yetes éontext of other perceived
problematics in the sociological scholarship ofwheeligions. Naturally given the empirical
fact of conservative evangelical resurgence inghise period, these critiques are
particularly relevant to the latter’s social scifatstudy. The academic nature of these
discussions tends not to draw out the implicatfonsnalyses of specific phenomena; | shall
briefly do so here.

First, a summary of review thus far. Towards the efthe 1990s, a small flurry of
U.S. accounts attempted for the first time to asdile nondenominational churches as
peculiar organisational entities (Thumma 1996; Mewe1996; Shibley 1996, 1998; Miller
1997; Sargeant 2000; Hoover 2005). These basisadliplogical descriptions had the fortune
of advancing for future research a defirgtdtural account of the processes necessary to
sustaining (and publicly advancing) the formalitasions of a “new paradigm” in White
Protestant evangelicalism. Applying the term adeanay Warner (1993) in an article that
had helped consolidate econometric approache® tméttro-survey of American religion,
“new paradigm” Protestantism appeared to outlijentiain stream of the post-war
generations’ rumoured “return to religion.” “To thetent that there is a dominant direction
to changes within the post-war generation in tr@0%9 it had been suggested, “it is into
family formation and parenting, mid-life career cems, and some re-examination of value
commitments, the latter often in a more consereativection.” In the early years of that
decade, amidst “far more speculation than actsaareh,” the return to religion was
“presumed to be [towards] evangelical and fundaaiesttcongregations” (Roof and Johnson
1993: 294).

The presumption has turned out to reflect a loagding lacuna in the Church
Growth studies discipline, representing the instihs which many suburban “baby
boomers” had, in fact, been attending: not mergbnding though, buytastoring and
managingon a lay and professional basis, thus outsideithe of denominational
authorities, and the data sets they supplied tmkggists. Until that point, in addition,
research into the growth sector of conservativegeticalism in the U.S. had generally been
designated under pre-existing theoretical modéies€ dated back to the early 1970s, and
assumed always a positive relation between contioegd growth and the ascetic social and
moral “strictness” of a given church and its leadgtelley 1972cf. Tamney 2002). The

methodological warrant for such a theory was onltained by progressive econometric
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modelling of the “religious market” (lannaccone 49%tark and Bainbridge 1985; Warner
1993). Rising incidences of “born-again” experiertben — left unexamined in qualitative,
community contexts — were subsumed by this.

More qualitative and ethnographic approaches wenegever, begun upon the Sunday
service destinations of the “boomers” of middlesslauburbia, part of the peripheral advance
of a “congregational studies” sub-discipline inistagy of religion (Thumma 1996). There
was discovered here a class of Christian true\m#sewho had dispensed with many of the
sectarian trappings of fundamentalism partly byiporating the everyday secular habits of
their non-religious peeiisto the organised schedules of the church — for exariplecally
advertised “programmes” of advice and discussiangsed on personal and familial issues,
activities outside traditional religious sphereegrperience, never mind conventional
“church-going.” The proposition advanced to newcmnein a language of free and
rationally activechoice as a “gift” offered for one’s refusalis conversion to a life lived
within this “spiritual community.” It is advanced @reserving one’s own autonomy and
decision-making in personal matters (against raligi‘rules”), but under the
“accountability” of one’s fellow disciples, with vam each member is encouraged to
integrate as fully as possible, outside the cheeghice as well as inside. For some pastors,
this is an explicitly contemporised modelling oéttongregational bodies they believe to
have existed in the first century immediately faling Jesus’s death: forms soon corrupted,
on their view, by 2,000 years of Episcopalian e denominationalism — a classically
human perversion of “the master builder’s plan.”

This new church form is typically but not necedgaPientecostal in its theological
practice, however, for its organisational emph&saways upon (strategies fagcruitment
in the first place to the congregational worshipyymf course, but subsequently, and as
importantly,to a (voluntary) labour force, something requiredthe running of any complex
institution. This can be understood in terms ofwheishing significance, there, of traditional
denominational functions. Sargeant, for examplsgokes that nondenominational churches
“create a new type of denomination, one based dhadelogical contract rather than
theological covenant,” that compels them to “doveyflormal theology” in their services
(Sargeant 2000: 134-5). The theoretical descriptfamew “denominations” is really a
terminological matter. It is important to Sargearghalysis for he, like Miller (1997),
envisages the abstract incorporation of “new paratiichurch culture into an economistic
market theory model. But his point about empirfca¢thodologies” being at the core of

“new paradigm” church life — in fact taking the péeof doctrinal orders — is correct.
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What unites these recent accounts in an epistencalagense, then, is the necessary
delineation of an internal, single case-lemalkure in progressAs discussed, it is such work
as this — along with contemporaneous qualitativ®acts of American megachurches
(Thumma 1996; Ellingson 2007, 2010) — that hastedlg brought neocharismatic and
nondenominational phenomena to an academic gaak Btior to this, as Shibley (1996)
pointed out, religious growth sectors in the U.8revmeasured exclusive of the institutions
of dynamic new evangelicalism. Their leaders ariadt motivated by an emphatic breaking
with the historic “religious heritage” that socigists like Hunter earlier had presumed a
natural part of their discipline.

Clearly these new congregations, to judge fronr ttese study so far, express a
profound empirical development at ground leveldsHtigns very well with recent higher-
level accounts in the sociology of religion tha¢ pushing hard for a renewal of “cultural”
study approaches to religious phenomena in thisaeatury. This agenda represents an
explicit move beyond the so-called “master naretivof religion’s social significance in the
West (Edgell 2012; Gorski and Altinordu 2001, feflection on sociological “master
narratives,” Martin 2010). Notwithstanding its omvestigatory benefits, this development
is partly a result of routinised scepticism towatts “secularisation paradigm” (Bruce 2011;
Wilson 1966, 1982). More generally, though, itdels the observation that “existing
concepts fail to capture the empirical diversityithin groups pursuing religious objectives
(Turner 2011: 1).

Resulting studies often reject positivist assuonsj of course. Clerical and
theological reflection, implicit to much work indtsociology of religion (for pivotal
comment see Robertson 1979; Robbins 1983) remdursction of the shift away from
quantifiable analysis. As mentioned though, this ib@en of particularly salient presence in
the study of post-denominational Christianity tfeusin Britain and the U.S. Although
different disciplinary histories are to be discetier each country, in both it is reasonable to
judge this as a natural consequence of any signifi;mew” religiosity emerging within the
population, especiallgne professing to renew Christian traditions. la@ogical domains,
however, theological interests are able to oveglaipe substantially with disciplines in
cultural analysis, such as phenomenology, whicleleaen given an enhanced role in recent
research approaches to religion (Spickard, LandddvicGuire 2002). These approaches
(returning us to points made earlier about thelisieg of “megachurch” domains) frequently
preserve “postmodern” analytic assumptions. Fomgte, for Miller (1997), the unique

culture of growth-focussed post-denominational &stantism is definitively “postmodern” in
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the context of our age, while ultimately an attenaptetain “the sacred” at the core of
traditional Christianity (Miller 1997: 153-155); War (1997) and Percy (1996) make the
same case for the British example (though PerdijkaiValker, is profoundly critical of
neocharismatic leadership in this regard). Witthsu@ctices as placing “Spirit-led”
congregants at the heart of the church’s sociaices, and rearing lay members to pastoral
leadership positions, these churches have “elirathatany of the inefficiencies of
bureaucratized religion by an appeal to the fiesttary model of Christianity” (Miller 1997:
181; a model that incidentally no scholars, Milleeluded, have attempted to substantiate).

In a recent review of “new directions” in the sdoigy of religion field focussing
cultural approaches, Edgell (2012) remarks on woak is “renewing a long-standing
emphasis on meaning, identification, and moral oil¢he sociological study of religion.”
She sets up a keenly optimistic review and prosgeof social scientists’ explanations for
contemporary religious phenomena. For some, howeseent culturalist directions have
encouraged more profound conceptual shifts withénsubdiscipline that may be cause for
concern. In a meta-analysis of the broader liteeatBmilde and May (2010) indeed confirm
over the last twenty years “a move towards actigentive concepts of religious practice”
intended to “capture the richness and vitalityedfgious manifestations in the latet20
century” (Smilde and May 2010: 1-2)They note among the results of these developments,
however, an emphasis on “empowerment [as] religiomain function.”

This, the authors believe, marks a significanttshithin the field: Attention by a
previous generation of scholars to “the constructibmeaningful universes and the
maintenance of plausibility of deviant beliefs” Haeen replaced by an interest in what
religion doesfor its adherents. Religious participation, inetkords, is now typically
theorised as a “strategy of action.” As a reseligious phenomena — particularly at the
individual and small group levels — is opened t@they call its “socio-evaluatiorsy
researchers. Many of these writers, however, aneeraed to promote thpositiveeffects of
religious involvement. And they do so, furthermageite aside from the question of religious
doctrines’ internal truth contents (pp. 5-6). Thie authors observe, “frequently amounts to

a surprising and courageous position” within thadeeny; an ironic conclusion, perhaps,

9 Introducing their study, the authors write thatietmgy of religion is “experiencing a period of
renewed vitality yet, at the same time, one ofaaitparaidgmatic reflection”; that “it is clearah

over the past two decades scholarly, media anétsdbanterest in religious phenomena has increased
at the same time that considerable renewal of dheepts and methods used by the sub-discipline has
occurred.”
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given that it basically upholds Max Weber's betledt “specific value commitments” should
be central to identifying problems for sociologiealalysis (p. 9).

Recalling the examples discussed, if post-denoimoimalt organisation is, as Miller
and others suggest, thestsignificant phenomenon in Western Protestantisraytehd for
the foreseeable future, its scientific understagdtrlikely to be reflected in these
epistemological shifts. In the British case paftidy, this has indeed been signalled by a
move away from the suppositionary constraints ofisgisation, and heavily in favour of a
subjectivistic interpretation of “individualisedéligious authority. It is something that
Matthew Wood, addressing a huge increase in ini@mtabf “spirituality” in sociological
analyses, posits as “a sociology [that] lifts peomlt of their social contexts with the result
that it fails adequately to address social pracBoeial interaction, and the wider contexts of
people’s lives and biographies” (Wood 2010: 268).

For the present study, then, | can reiterate av{giomal) demarcation between the
organisational and individualist aspects of culturguiry, understanding that the latter
aspect is not to be explored in great depth in my case studies. This is not merely because
it would open onto questions around personal i@ligibelief and intent, experience and so
on, that are sociologically problematic. It is marguestion of appropriate scheduling of
research moving forward. For | propose that Britisocharismatic religion as an object of
research cannot presume but must be informed leyrgairical account of the local
institutions in which its human authorities aregengtly based: the issue here being, of course,
that this has not yet been done at all.

This is more important still, then, because it betpdefine a research proposal for
post-denominational culture that is properly cotuaksed to its Britishness. Consider, for
example, the obvious but underrated point thairtireense literary repertoire of facts and
interpretations on the United States’ pluralistid gprofoundly evangelical religious history
does not exist here. Consider, too, that Americaiotgists generally agree on Britain’s
continuing Christian decline; its “exception” testegent religiosity in the U.S. and the wider
world (Berger 1998; Davie 2006); and, not leas, ghain idiosyncrasy of the American
“religious economies” model (Lee and Sanitiere 20@®-176; Finke and Stark 1989;
lannacone 1994; Warner 1993), which has structomech of the last two decades’ work
(Edgell 2012: 252).

Efforts must be sustained by British scholars wher@ecessary to distinguish
aspects of the U.S. account, whether drawn diréadfy its social and political history or

from the theoretical frameworks specified to ibi(fhfluential theory statements based on
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the local survey analysis of evangelical subcuttusee Smith 1998; Emerson and Smith
2000.) While studies on specifically American riigs growth and change are to be read
closely, their theoretical conclusions should lams$posed to British contexts with care.
Religious theories’ implication in their supportidgta and that data’s historical contexts is
something well understood, for example, by Davidtiian his detailed qualifications of the
secularisation thesis (Martin 2002, 2005).

Generational factors revisited

Truehart (1996) described post-denominationalism ‘@stinctly American reformation of
church life,” and | have mentioned two socio-higtal events with which scholars have
evidenced this claim: the Constitutional conventidwoluntary religious association
(Tocqueville 2000 [1835]; Putnam 2000); and inldse years of the twentieth century, an
observed demographic shift in patterns of religiafitiation identified to a more affluent
and discerning post-war generation (Roof 1993, 199¢nay of course be asked how the
“baby boom” in post-war Britain impacted our retigs landscape as well. This may sound
like a question for another study. Yet some restatistical findings do yield insight into the
changing circumstances of British Christianityreg turn of the new century: certain of
which do acquiesce to key aspects of the neochatismittitude as it has developed here.

In chapter 1, | cited evidence from recent sunay®ligious membership in England
that confirms a shift towards neocharismatic coggtiens among the existing
(denominational) Christian population (Brierley B)0OWoodhead (2013) describes this as an
extraordinary “realignment” in the Christian popiida which is “hardly ever commented
on.” Conversions from non-religious lifestylesafipears, are much in the minority (for a
Canadian perspective, see Bibby 2003). Leadingagsation theorist Steve Bruce has thus
argued that Britain’s charismatic movement is nawhreear sufficient to reverse overall
church decline in Britain, and is unlikely everdo so (Bruce 1998). Even he, however,
concedes its peculiar qualitative interest.

The English Church Census (2005) revealed not ménat neocharismatic groups
are the only Christian growth sector, but thatrttagority of that growth in the last two
decades is constituted by people born after 19#g¢cond and third generations of the
post-war boom, in fact). In addition a majoritytbése new charismatic converts are middle-
class Whites (for supporting comment, see Bruc881229; Poewe 1994: 55-57; Hunt 1998:
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90-91; Robbins 2004: 122; Coleman 2000). This ofse, is entirely consistent with the
well-documented American data.

Comparing data between three European Values @u(#YS) from 1981 to 1999,
sociologist Yves Lambert (2004) identifies a numbieindicators for shifting “religious
values” in Western European states that are pétlgipronounced among the 18-29 age
group (born, then, between 1975 and 1986). He wbsex progressiviacreasein religious
seriousness among the younger generations of edpEean societies (Lambert 2004: 37; of
some states — though not Britain — he concludé&haistian renewal” in progress).
Lambert's general conclusion is that the fallirgjectory of Western European (Christian)
religiosity has not reversed, but has notably sthairce the 1980s: a particularly strong
effect in the measurementattitudes towardseligion and its institutions, including the
churches themselves.

Research analysing neocharismatic leaders’ rejecfitraditional evangelistic
methods (Sargeant 2000) suggests they recognigevedirthat public attitudes to
Christianity are as real a concern as rates of neeship; arguably more so on a longitudinal
perspective. This compels one to look for survagifigs that reflecattitudinal change and
not just actual religious engagement. Several itenhambert’s dataset might indeed accede
to neocharismatic leaders’ redesign of the Chridifastyle, as it has been qualitatively
observed.

Lambert reports for the twenty years from 1981 saparently mixed findings. He
sees that Europeans’ positive view of the churctifersonal/family needs” has increased,;
that the proportion of its citizens self-defininga“religious person” meanwhile has
decreased; while the number stressing the impagtahtfaithfulness in marriage” has gone
up. At the same time, he finds that attitudes tmbsexuality, abortion and drug-taking have
considerably relaxed in the last decades of theucglipp. 31-7). Taken together these results
may sounds somewhat less than conducive to thetiangdf a conservatively biblical social
culture. That is not necessarily the case, though.

First, a declining tendency for “religious” selfeidtity fits comfortably with post-
denominational Christians, who explicitly renouriagigion” in both nounal and adjectival
form, identifying it as mankind’s corruption of arfiversal church”: one intended by God'’s
neocharismatic agents to be society in its fullstibation, under no authority of human
office. With no “religion,” there is no “irreligiofi and vice versa. My own observations

included pastors who attacked the very conceptrbef@ir congregations.
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Secondly, this cultural system strongly endorsesctiurch’s centrality to the family
as much as to its individual members (bearing indnagain, that nondenominational
discourse interprets the local chuagits members incorporated; not the concept held by
most of the EVS’s respondents, it can be assunvatyiage, furthermore, substantiates the
metaphorical church “family,” and in a most consjoias fashion, as the engagement ring-
count among young service attenders quickly revéédsnbers of the neocharismatic family
are strongly encouraged to marry within the chuwathereupon the partnership becomes
another item for pastoral care, and necessaryatgnl It behoves the leadership not to
sanction the termination of a union overseen (Eteven engineered) by the church body.

The final variable mentioned here — Westernersatlyeéncreased tolerance for
homosexuality, abortion and drugs — would apped&eta problem for neocharismatics;
perhaps enough to ensure stagnation in British emohinational membership, if not in the
U.S. Even here, however, a qualitative proviso oiatain. Recall Shibley’s suggestion that
the religious culture, to the extent that it ingest any explicitly doctrinal sanctions,
functions for members as a “flexible ideologicaaerce,” available for “reconstituting”
modes of human relationship that are acceptedeimvttier society (and, crucially, by church
members’ secular peers). Sure enough, in my owhasges with participants in the field,
their responses to traditionally impassable subjextpecially the sexual, may be articulated
with a clearly deliberate ambiguity: as a strateggommunication, that is, if certainly not on
the question of their biblical sanction. Of counsbgther prohibitive behaviours are

perceived in quite the way Shibley implies is agjio® for empirical case study.

Anthropological currents

In a 1997 essay for Hunt et al., Walker, havindieraasserted that British Restorationism’s
“heyday” was begun and ended by the late 1970glades that it is doubtful that
neocharismatic Christianity in “post-industrial saes” is “well equipped to survive in the
future.” His pessimism emerges from a religiouswthat has been deeply impressed by
abstract sociological considerations, specifictilyse related to what he calls the “cultural

obsessions of late-modernity.” Due to the latt&plsralistic nature,” he says:

10 For an excellent example in recent media, seel‘lGatz won't preach on homosexuality,” a
filmed interview at the Huffington Post with Hilleg New York’s pastor in 2014, at
https://lyoutube/yyqRxBFWf88.
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the inevitable syncretistic strands of a religidrexperience have become
increasingly volatile. Far from seeing Pentecostaliushing into the new century
with the force of the old | believe that it will lbeiffeted by theological confusion and

social fragmentation.

Walker remarks that “post-modernism ... distrustsltihdship of the self and inner

experience”; that:

If the world emerges like Foucault's landscape, nghreality is seen as a discursive
achievement and the certainty of universal trutesdenied, what will Charismatic
utterances mean? It mattered not in modernitynftes were interpreted as
babblings because they were seen to release areréad self. But with the self on
hold what will glossolalia come to signify? (Walke997: 37.)

Putting aside the extreme philosophical relativismderpinning these remarks, Walker's
conclusion to his years of observance of neochatisrgrowth in Britain is that the religious
movement is ultimately imperilled by the very nataf its psychology: specifically,
members’ claims to honour supernatwegberienceover propositional religious narratives in
constructing a worldly reality.

This sociology of neocharismatic Christianity casts strikingly with a parallel
literature developed from the late 1980s that masl@yed the methods and insights of
anthropology, understanding neocharismatic religather differently as “one of the great
success stories of the current era of culturalaleation” (Robbins 2004: 117; Poewe 1989,
1994; Martin 1990, 2002; Coleman 1998, 2000; Anaier2010). The majority of this
empirical work has been undertaken in the countoidgbe global South, where as Robbins
(2004) points out in his review of the literatuseme two-thirds of charismatic and
Pentecostal Christians now reside.

Interestingly, the most influential early theoristglobal charismatic culture was a
sociologist, David Martin (1990, 2002). For antholggists, Martin helped to clarify a
distinction between “fundamentalists” (of the seieta American variety) and charismatic
Pentecostals. (This distinction, recall, underss@kibley’s later sociological thesis (1998)
delineating American nondenominational groups, whenargues are not fundamentalist in
the sectarian sense as is stereotypically assuirteatl also been raised rather earlier by

Ammerman (1982) in her comment on Warner’s (19 #rational scheme. These facts are
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further evidence of the disunity among scholarsl @epartments) in understanding new
charismatic forms in recent decades; not to merntiersheer length of time over which basic
definitional confusions have persisted.)

Robbins observes how in lieu of “precise histoficalowledge about
Pentecostalism’s path of growth, “cultural diffecer” have been discerned in the present, by
scholars looking to secure an analytic footholdl@nphenomenon. Martin’s thesis has in
fact been a social political one. His broader argninRobbins notes, is that “fundamentalists
react against modernity, whereas [charismatic] Slans find ways to work within it”
(Robbins 2004: 123). Martin’s empirical case isih@merica, not the Western realm (but
see Martin 1981). Nonetheless, consider his owrdsidile reflects at length on the
“probable political and economic implications” dfarismatic evangelical emergence among
the poor and disenfranchised in Brazil, arguirtg ive “at base” aultural shift (a

“revolutionary” one, even):

They emerge, after all, as the exemplars of raligii@issez faire and competition, and
they run their churches as entrepreneurs seekingriet. In doing so they gain skills
and capacities capable of redeployment in seculzzadions, and they inculcate a
discipline and priorities of consumption that colddd to modest [economic]
advancement ... They could also be creating a nesopatlity, with a novel sense of
self and of responsibility, capable of being coteiinto initiative.All this, one has

to say, is latent and implied rather than realized! documentedMartin 1994: 84-5;

my emphasis.)

The secular socio-political gains potentially torbade with a charismatic identity
and church life are part of Martin’s general argatrtbat Pentecostal growth in Latin
America is a “democratising” social force for itsehfranchised local adherents (Martin
2002). Nonetheless, these potential gains mustihetrmied aprinciplesof charismatic
evangelical participation globally. Martin writdgat against the case — echoing Warner's
(1979) complaint in regard to evangelicalism’s tngent generally — “social scientists [in the
West] have tended to dismiss the phenomenon asaeaiy or insignificant,” even though
its increasing global expansion evidences, he \ediequite the opposite. For many “Western
intellectuals,” he observes, “the political and e@mic spheres are the primary realities from
which impulses are transmitted to other spheresgray which peripheral realms stands the

“religious” one, which is considered “strictly remmary” in a political sense — hence why
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“the expansion of evangelicals ... remains a curliigson the accepted picture of genuine
and efficient events,” and is thus insignificanttie opinion of most scholars (Martin 1994:
73-4). This is to say that the socio-political galre theorises are conceived ultimately to be
the rewards of a charismatic religiosity at thevitiial level. And it has been the nature of
this experienced reality (thereafter extended &dyemis to interaction among members — to
the “culture”) that has attracted anthropologistghe subject.
American anthropologist Karla Poewe for examplegetteping an account of

“Charismatic Christianity as a global culture,” lision Martin’s reflections by focussing on
the way in which Western scholars have misapprtgithe charismatic individual’s moral

and intellectual experience of the world:

Charismatic Christianity reverses emphases thdtave taken for granted: the
centrality of the rational, of calculated doing,asticulate verbal skills, of doctrine, of
things Western. It does not deny or reject thesgysh Rather it comes themin
unexpected ways. A charismatic Christian comes fittemonrational to the rational,
from happening to doing, from experience to tal@nf sign to metaphor, from
spiritual gifts to utility, from receptiveness tot@n, from demonstration to theology,
from indigenization to globalization ... For the dés@ charismatic Christian,
tongues, not exegesis, is the explicit languagearship, healing, and turning people
around ... And yet, these people are eminently ratjiometimes scientists, often

businessmen. (Poewe 1994b: 12.)

The focus of her own work, she says, is “to gehtobottom of this turn of thought,”
suggesting a highly abstractive anthropologicabgegnent. Though she continues with a
reiteration of Martin’s idea of an empirical caupabgression between a charismatic’s
supernatural experience and their real-world s@gtibn, remarking that “the transformation
of actions into organizations is the first surprgstharacteristic about a form of Christianity
that purports to emphasize holiness and the difiseoHoly Spirit.” Here, Poewe expresses
the idea of a peculiarlgnhancedgroclivity for social change in charismatic cirlgeculiar
because the apparently introverted, non-offensind,seriously esoteric nature of their
worship would not suggest much in the way of orgedistructures. The fact that it does is a
property of thecontemporaryneo) charismatic groups Poewe is interested imeower:
consider that earlier classical Pentecostal gatgsnivere notoriously unwieldy affairs.

Poewe’s insight should therefore draw my attentiothe very nature of my case churches’
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organisational routines, perhaps even their prability; a caution not to take them for
granted.

The impulse among charismatic participants to degathemselves is especially
strong, says Poewe, when these gifts “are revealgulividuals through dreams, visions,

inner prompting; in short, through what | have edlthe passive or receptive imagination”:

Simply put, this form of Christianity is so conving that charismatic Christians act
out their gifts and revelations. Many become religi entrepreneurs, even against
their will. They realize in action what is reveatedthem in dreams. They build large
corporations. These building goals, and beyond thatgoals to turn around cities,
nations, and the world, motivate and actively imechundreds and thousands of their
congregants. The Holy Spirit story, without questimotivates sacrifice ... and this

is in so positive a manner as to make the veryifgaca reward. (Poewe 1994b: 13.)

As the tenor of these remarks may have suggeRtenlye’s empirical references are
not fixed to ethnographies of Western religious oamities, but rather to the broad
observation of high-profile and high-finance evdiugé enterprises (such as the more
familiar American ones) alongside supporting thgaal accounts. Her own ethnographic
fieldwork, meanwhile, is on Black South African dsanatics, though its data is mainly
drawn from detailed life-history interviews (Poet@93; Hexham and Poewe 1994). Poewe
suggests that only this method is capable of “shgwihat was most unique about
charismatic Christians, namely, their daring visiotreativity, patterns of thought, and their
energy, trust and courage to actualize these \&@sidters is a partly phenomenological
approach then, it seems; in any case it certaiods chot consider the actual (and avoidably
socio-political) products of their organisationybed general assertion.

This approach is designed, again parallel to Martivn admonitions, that it may
“dispel” popular and scholarly prejudices agairfsrismatic movements, in South Africa in
Poewe’s case. This not only pre-concedes a highgitige interpretation of participants’ oral
religious testimonies, but also questions the itgliof such accounts outside the subjective
sphere of the charismatic practitioner. This isanobncern for Poewe, in any case, whose
theoretical aims divert from any sociological oljaty. But Poewe does attempt to account
for her and her co-authors’ “awareness of the gragation” in “economic [and] political”

matters, and its possible criticism on methodolalgind scientific grounds. Describing their
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field approach as “a slight modification of a stardlanthropological approach,” she claims
that:

[iinstead of being participant observers in onerchwr one community, we became
participant observers of charismatic Christianitiaege. In other words, we became
participant observers of a phenomenon, or of arnational communitywhose
members defined themselves in terms of a firsuog@hristian schemeather than
territorial space, skin color, or ethnicity. (Hexih@and Poewe 1994: 66, my

emphasis.)

This methodology is proffered as a correctiverevipus accounts of charismatic
evangelicalism in the Western literature, precisgsgausés authors claim to take seriously
participants’ assertions to have transcended fafmsligious selfhood based on
propositional belief orders and to have “moved beldo a state of sheer “knowing” (Poewe
1989, 1994; Johannesen 1994). Poewe claims tisagpigtemology — one that is to be shared
by the researcher — is “more explicitly global”; Which she means that charismatic
Christianity is intrinsically “global” itself (199416). The “experiential and imaginative
aspects” characteristic of Christian renewal mowemeesult in a “global popular religiosity
which is transcultural, eclectic and fluid”; the Sl Spirit, alive and active, is taken to be a
fact,” part of what she calls a “constellation [stituting] the charismatic Christian
experiential gestalt” (Poewe 1989: 362-5).

It is worth noting that this work shares Martidascription as offering “latent and
implied” tendencies of its subjects “rather thaalimed and documented” facts. In addition,
like this and ensuing anthropological works atttiree, these accounts “make the global
spread of [charismatic Christianity] central toittdscussions” (Robbins 2004: 118). The
“purpose of examining how they have globalizedthis research problem pursued here. As
Robbins points out, this necessitates a broad easagion of “Pentecostal-charismatic”
Christian churches everywhere, based on “their comfaatures, most notably their shared
emphasis on ecstatic experiences.” It does noedigdifferent churches or even sub-groups
within the movement, for which “systematic socieikesitific (as opposed to theological)
work ... has hardly begun,” he notes (Robbins 20@2).1

Post-denominational and neocharismatic “streames’same of the leading
contemporary derivations of “global Pentecostalissnd this is now acknowledged in cross-

disciplinary accounts (see Anderson 2010 for anecellection). So the now well-
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documented facts of charismatic evangelicalismépagation and promulgation beyond the
western Anglophone states is evidence of the phenonis “sociological significance” at a
world level; expedited no doubt by the macrosogjmal account of religious-ideological
resurgences since the mid-1990s (Casanova 1994isMmid Inglehart 2004). Since then,
sustained field-based scholarship has built on iMarbbservation that charismatic
Christianity has become “the natural carrier” ofssianobilisation in the developing world
(Martin 2002: 40). It is in this sense that Pengtalism’s growth has been characterised as a
“paradigmatic case of global cultural flow”: beging in Western societies, but thereafter
spreading worldwide. This specifies the nub of esytblogy’s global engagement: the
processes of this cultural flow have been heldoastituting either a case of successful
“indigenisation” in non-Protestant realms, or eds@&ence of Western “cultural domination
and homogenization” (Robbins 2004; Boudewijnsd.et398; Meyer 2004). From his
authoritative sociological position, bestriding lnoMartin labels Pentecostal religion a
“global option” in monotheistic religion’s overalbpitulation to modernity (Martin 2005:
141-2).

Research has addressed conventional “religioysds like individual belief and
practice, though has begun to extend analysisdio-gmlitical issues (Freston 2001). More
generally, one may observe in empirical field stadg socio-theological reflection alike
how the globalising emphasis warrants interesh@s¢ societies where the phenomenon’s
public impact appears to be most embracing: LatireAca, Africa and, increasingly,
Southern Asia. It should surprise no one that egreqghic research on local charismatic
communities has honoured the traditional preferafitbe Western anthropologist, finding
her comfort in foreign surrounds, recalling thedrie practice of Comparative Religion of
course.

In recent years the insights of a global anallgaise been largely shared by the
Sociology and Religious Studies disciplines as vieugh. Consider, for example, that two
of the most recently-established research institutthe Pentecostal and Charismatic
Research Initiative at the University of Southealifornia, and the University of
Birmingham’s Centre for Pentecostal and Charisnftiiclies in Britain — have both directed
their programmes largely at developing world pheana) focussing relatively little on their
respective domestic spheres. (Miller, one of thregeciologists yet to publish an extended
study of Western post-denominationalism, was eacttireof the former; his recent research
(see Miller and Yamamori 2007) extends highly pesiaippraisals of global Pentecostal

spread.) In Britain, the tendency to overlook Whigmcharismatic growth can be somewhat
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emphasised by scholars’ quicker attention to ethmiority membership in urban Black
congregations: which, being mostly Nigerian, enatecthe “global” object itself, of course
(for example Goodhew 2012, chapters 7-9).

Much of the impetus behind charismatic evangetiogs broad-based political
implications, a topic more suited to sociologidedrt anthropological investigation, has been
similarly consistent. As mentioned, the Pentecastalement’s “spectacular” proliferation in
non-Western domains since the 1980s (Hunt 2010e@@nd Marshall-Fratani 2001) has
generated a political narrative centred on the piremon’s “challenge” to non-democratic
social structures (Martin 1990, 2002, 2005; SteBQ; Comaroff 1985¢f. Bastian 1993).

This line of theoretical inquiry has remained ieffial, but its essence is not new. It is noted
that the focus on global southern Pentecostal tlest¢potential contribution” to

movements for political liberation was “staked eatly” in the literature, having been “based
on judgements of the relative novelty” of charisimatganisation “in relation to the political
structures of the surrounding society” (Robbins20®B4). Quoting from one of the very

first anthropological studies on Latin American ®eostalism by Willems (1967), Robbins
notes that “the emphasis on egalitarian and layrobim Pentecostal congregational church
structures [equates to] a ‘symbolic subversiorhefttaditional social order’ organized by
notions of hierarchy.”

The “traditional social orders” invoked in sucltagnts are those of non-democratic
states, but over time a discourse has generaliseda “developing” societies as part of a
global world order. There, charismatic church giowas been held to effect an
“empowering” socio-cultural dynamic against pattaal familial orders: something that
potentialises change at the structural societall&Vhile central to the theologically-
informed analysis developed in the 1990s by Matid others (see Sherman 1997; Jenkins
2002), this is reminiscent of a handful of phenoategical studies of charismatic “healing”
in the late 1970s and early 1980s America (see MeQi982; Neitz 1987).

The societies targeted are thus non-Western byitlefi. But crucially, they are
assumed as a rule to be both desirous and desefsudpstantial social and economic
change along Western designs, i.e. in the capgi@disnocratic mode. Prefacing his recent
study of evangelical “cultural agency” in Venezy&ailde comments on the interrelation
between the “democratisation” theory of global Renstalism and concurrent
neoconservative agendas in political science (sgeden and Huntingdon 2000). Certain
Rightist political scholars, Smilde remarks, hadrbadvancing a strongly instrumentalist

view of “culture” as an “autonomous factor thatetetines who prospers” economically, and
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thus socially (Smilde 2007: 10-15; also Steinen@@12. For them, the competitive market-
driven tradition of modern American Protestantiste &dvanced by Warner (1993) and
others mentioned) was the obvious best carriers TtwuLatin American Catholic
populations, sorely oppressed by statist patriaedtprding to free market (Christian)
observers to the North, the growth of evangelicatétantism conferred a “cultural
innovation” package ideally suited to fermentingc¢i®l development.” Social development,
in this narrative, denotes private capital investirand entrepreneurial business models
under programmes of neoliberal state “reform” -otgllisation” in its really-existing
political-economic guise, as directed by Washingtod its allies.

But the sociological analysis therein, of charismavangelicalism as a socio-
politically “transformative” process at the grasss) is important to this review not in regard
to its particular global specification by observeight-wing or otherwise. The point rather is
that such a narrative — and the anthropologicalissuthat have engaged them — has indeed
foregrounded the charismatic religious identityhe subjects in a way that the sociological
accounts discussed earlier have not. Thus morertamty still, they have developed an
academic approach to local community forms thateeakspecifically “charismatic culture”
central to analysis.

To put it differently, | would observe that the ¢emporary ethnographic literature,
focussed largely on global Southern evangelicdingahas articulated an approach to the
local institutions that charismatic cohorts mayivMeel actually building the world over. It
yields a methodology that views the phenomena tiv@n appropriately emic cultural lens,
but in doing so necessarily takes seriously — and H is necessary to borrow a theological
term — the “pneumatological” characteristic of ¢hiematic Christians’ interpretation of the
world and its events (for a flavour, sReelofs 1994; Droogers 1994; Karkkéinen 2010).

Take Smilde’s critique, which was not of neoconagéwe politics itself, but of

shortfalls in neoconservative authors’ “optimistagerationalisation of religious “culture”
(similarly so for the diametrically “pessimisticfeww among neo-Marxist theorists; see
Castells 1997, chapter 1 for an influential statethd=ach, he suggests, evidently “lacks an
adequate sociology” of charismatic religious orgation. For him, the ideologically-driven
“empowerment” narrative, though he thinks corredts neoconservative view that “people
can adopt culture that helps them to address pheblems and maximize their situations,”
obscures the localised context in which evidencsatial change” is to be empirically and
dispassionately observed (Smilde 2007: 14). The basnakes is for further ethnographic

research that seeks to understand the significafncgarismatic cultural agency within the
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context of (in his case example) the “ground-lefécts of global restructuring” in
Venezuela (p. 13). The political and economic eitstances of the indigenous case are given
the key explanatory role, but the dependent vagiabthis analysis is the “cultural agency”
refracted through a charismatic religious psychplgg

His study does not labour over definitions foaismatic belief (in doctrines,
supernatural experiences and so forth). Smildadhifitroduces his Venezuelan subjects
simply as “Evangelicals,” whom he can later assyresmark “are primarily Pentecostal”
along familiar indices (pp. 29-30). This would app®&® underscore an emerging
understanding of the notion of a regularised chaattc identity, at least among students of
Pentecostalism in the developing world. Importartthen, we can refer here not to the
notion’s description, but to the fact of its realibr charismatic members, in their lives and
work.

In an essay for Anderson’s 2010 collection on dlétentecostalism, Robbins
articulates this idea in a way that complementdavid (1997) and Ellingson’s (2007, 2010)
speculation about the “total institutional” chaexabf post-denominational churches in the
West. Noting that born-again converts are encourdgetheir pastors and fellow disciples to
publically assert a complete “break” with their {@2kristian lives and behaviours as well as
beliefs, Robbins quotes Dombrowski’'s notion of Aioan Pentecostalism as a “culture
against culture”: meaning against the secular oeiltd the world outside the institution, of

course. As Robbins remarks,

[one] form this cultural rupture can take is thedkirow of local traditions of
historical narrative in favour of a new historisahsibility in which groups situate
themselves within the universal Christian rendedhthe past. (Robbins 2010:
260).

11 The research question Smilde poses is why somedetans of the poorer classb®oseto adopt
Pentecostal beliefs when others choose not tojtdelir apparent psychic benefits: a distinctien
claims to have uncovered in the course of ethndgcapork. The study can be seen as an answer to
Steinenga’s (2001) call to address the excessa@ ¢hical divergences that have resulted in field
studies of global Pentecostalism in the years B9a®.

In this connection, Robbins (2004) in his reviewrawingly quotes Corten (1997: 321) that
“the study of the cultural processes underlyingifeostal and charismatic] spread has been beset by
a ‘lack of precision’.” This is a general probletinen, resulting in part from the over-generalisatd
descriptive accounts in explanatory theories ofpfienomenon’s rapid growth (precisely what was
implied of Poewe et al earlier).
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This begins to articulate more anthropologicallgnd | think, more theoretically — what
Ellingson was referring to by a post-denominatidi@iristian world in which attendees can
live”; and what Miller (1997), Walker (1989, 1993hd Poewe (1994) had only described by
reference to neocharismatic leaders’ attestatiofifirst century church” models.

The question of whether this anthropological coheéa charismatic culture is a
familiar one among observers to Western Christtns would surely be answered within
an equivalent ethnographic literature concentrapezh Western locations: an elusive item
indeed for the British case, less so in the Un8tates’, as discussed. Regardless, it must be
reiterated that the operationalisation of a “chragtic culture” on the lines introduced above
remains a live concern for scholars involved ingtfenographic study of evangelical
Protestantism: which must therefore include théesub of the present study.

In fact, in recent work it has been explicitly letkto entrenched problems in the
field-based study of Christianity generally. In ach-commented article, Robbins describes
a “disciplinary tendency” among anthropologistseligion “to assume that Christianity
cannot be culturally important” at all (Robbins 20@). This is an effect, he argues, of
anthropology’s deep-seated theoretical assumpfigordinuity as a condition of culture:
summarised as an attitude asserting that “cultomees from yesterday, is reproduced today,
and shapes tomorrow” (p. 10). This assumptiondermmensurable with the conversion-
based culture of Christianity, he says, becausenymkands of Christianity stress radical
change” in members’ personal identities and reoeptof reality, and furthermore “expect it
to occur” (p.1). Now the most explicit socioempéiievidence for such “radical change,” |
surmise, would be born-again charismatics’ praggisif “spiritual gifts” and “healing,”
dependence on “prophetic signs,” and so on; edpes@in secular Western contexts, where
such phenomena can reliably expect to receiveduditg from the uninitiated.

| take this as confirmation that a study of thespre kind cannot shirk an engagement
with the most recent concerns of anthropology,iadded must embrace them moving
forward: emphatically so if an understanding of cterismatics’ present institutional
advances is to extend beyond — or rather benegth presumptive framings of a mainstream
sociology.

Robbins’s article is of course intended to artiteika problem for anthropologists
engaged in the study of Christianity in non-Westmmains. Indeed his main point of
critique is an influential work by Comaroff and Caruoff (1991, 1997) on Protestant
missionaries to South Africa in the nineteenth egntBut the cultural-analytic problematic

he outlines naturally applies to any qualitativedstof conversion-centred Christianity,
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regardless of its time and location. Robbins iktlign the particularities of a “converted”
Christian life, necessarily so given that his detis concerned with “Christian ideas about
change, time and belief’ (p. 6) at a general leMelvertheless, the sole mention he makes of
Pentecostalism in this article — citing its globldy, sure enough — is to note this as the only
subject in research to have so far advanced a mgfahi‘anthropology of Christianity”: vis-
a-vis precisely the literature discussed above,fttagrounds a “charismatic culture” in its
social analysis.

In comment, Howell observes:

Robbins’s point about the ethnographic absencehat@anity in non-Western
studies is also supported by a counterexamplearttieopology of Christianity in
North America and Europe. Here, anthropologistdsascBramadat (2000),
Greenhouse (1986), Peacock and Tyson (1989), Calé¢®0), Frederick (2003),
and Harding (2000) (to name just a few) manageetat Christianity as fully formed
—an internally and culturally integrated systemven as they explore the same
economic, political, linguistic, and social elengnf the religion developed by
others. (pp. 22-3).

“Similarly,” he goes on, a number of “anthropolagistudies of conversion in the West ...
seem to be able to take seriously the religiouswestand convictions of Christian subjects,”
in ways that would appear to “discomfit” many oéithcolleague$? The studies mentioned
above by Howell — with the exception of Colemanare all case inquiries of American
Fundamentalists, as opposed to nondenominationalibat is because Howell is referring to
a general category of “conservative Christianitytiich is the preferred Anglo-American
specification of conversion-centred Christian rielig

This remains an unfortunate terminology — for teeymyeasons Shibley (1998) earlier

argued, evidently to limited effect — becausedtudes in its purview the more notorious

12 pondering anthropologists’ reasons for “denyirgithportance of Christianity,” Robbins offers
among them “the aversion one would imagine thadetaitracted to exploring cultural difference
would have to studying a religion that is dominanbhome (it seems that even capitalism, with its
notorious mystification, is more exotic).” Anothatriguing but less obvious example “would be the
fact that empirical understanding of kinds of Ctiisity forged in oppostion to modernist scientific
outlooks presents an affront to disciplinary seiterstanding such that for anthropologists to bay t
those Christians make sense in their own termsgsiéstion whether anthropologists make sense in
theirs” (Robbins 2007: 9). That is precisely whaeRe attempts to do in the concluding essay of her
edited 1994 collection, in fact.
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public manifestations of orthodox Biblicism in tbentemporary West, such are included
among the agencies of the Religious Right, for edam(The movement is broader than they
alone: it includes non-Biblicists such as Mormdadsificationists and fiscally conservative
Catholics.) Many of the leading Protestant figusethe movement, such as the Southern
Baptists, actually oppose the practising of supgenaa“gifts” and “apostolic” social orders

on Biblical grounds. Mango share with apolitical neocharismatic movementsug, the
imperative of a “radical change of lifestyle” braugn by the experience of being born again
(Gritsch 1982: 91). This, in the end, appears dedtio be the common denominator of
membership in a Christian world that warrants ahbtogical explication precisely for its
“cultural difference” from wider society (Robbin®@7: 9).

I have suggested, then, that the socio-politicabant of charismatic Christianity in
the West is likely to have been advanced by théritmrions of anthropology of Protestant
evangelicalism in the very different arena of thebgl South. The analysis might be seen as
a determination of Pentecostal Christianity’s emteainto “public life"not as defined by the
jurisdiction of a sensation-hungry global news ragtiut by its emergence in enough
community arenas that the charismatic cognitioaadbrs is made a necessary part of its
gualitative social scientific account. Local byidéfon, and politically resonant by
implication, it is not answerable to abstract slmgaal (or indeed theological) narratives
alone.

David Martin observes that “[ijnsofar as Pentedastaspreads it does so principally
through a charismatic movement partly inside tlieiothurches and partly ‘breaking
bounds’ in every sense, even displaying faith @féa with New Age ‘spirituality’” (Martin
2002: 3). The latter tendencies are a hallmaricofttiral innovation,” wherein for
contemporary charismatics dwells an order of “atibnalism [that] allows religiosity to
reenter the world” (Hunt 2010: 195). In other regpeit is perhaps not inconsistent with
what Woodhead (2011: 131) recently commends folyaisaas “super-social relations [with
a] Christian God”; but without endorsing her clatmat such phenomena are resistant to
empirical observation by conventional means.

To sum up, | retain a working assumption that therismatic culture present in
neocharismatic organisations in Britain correlatél those of other “global Pentecostal”
sites on a descriptively adequate level. | woulslitpmere, though, not merely a consistency in
belief, doctrine and religious experience — indiedas, that are as evident as they are
statistically pliable. One must also consider asgstency of sociocultural processes, under

the specifics of an ethnographic analysis. Theddgition to the proposed empirical account
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are the “selectively sectarian” advances of neashmatic groups; in my own case of
Folkfield, this should principally alight upon thew private commercial agencies created
amid neocharismatic leaders’ developing approachm gecular realms. In chapter 1, | cited a
recent theoretical framework under which those eigammight be considered: one that,
conspicuously in my view, did not consider neocdrastic institutions. This is evidence

itself that the entwined moral conservatism andesugtural rationalism now argued to define
a “charismatic culture” indeed remains some digdnem being taken seriously by analysts
and observers here.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

Introduction: general structure restated

This chapter is not to be an extended criticaludison of the methods employed in this
thesis, though the fact is that from a general pulogical perspective, the strategy
undertaken — that of the case study — has engehdameigh controversy and dispute in the
social sciences that a number of essential aspeeisevitably called to account here. | will
deal with these, however, very much in the contéthe study’s aims and content: thus
aiming to build this chapter as a continuationlwdjmter 1 and a preface to chapters 4 through
6, which present my empirical field analysis. Thetimodological account that follows is
intended therefore not simply to avoid excessiveceptual verbosity, but to articulate the
fact that this study and its specific inquiries &gery much the product of a case research
approach from its earliest stages.

Setting aside chapter 4 for a moment, what followshapters 5 and 6 is a
comparative cross-site analysis of two neocharigncaurch organisations operating in the
same city, “Folkfield,” where | have lived for tipast fifteen years. As distinct corporate
entitieds the two churches, pseudonymised as “Journeyecs*@ity Life Church,” are
presented here separately and in turn. Given teairworld local proximity, however —
presenting two churches effectively engaged in fshig” to the same local population, and
presumably respondent to the same local sociakeadomic conditions — a substantive
common reference is to be assumed of them: thalsaail political climate of the city, its
people, its customs, its common culture in shdnts Tirectly applies to my experience of
data collection and analysis on each church, whititst carried out in a generally
systematic order, has proceeded within the cultoafines of one city, Folkfield, to which |
am no mere visitor, but a naturalised inhabitarstaAesult of this, | am particularly sensitive
to the possible local nuances of information reegiin the field; whether formally invited, or

offered as gossip. But as will be seen in the sasdies themselves, this shared (sub)urban

13 “Corporate” necessarily at this preliminary statjleeological,” for example, is a category that
would have t@merge from withithe account — on the methodological design to péagmed further
here.
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arena is of far more than incidental significanzéhie objective account of these churches
and their people. Itis, in fact, of major subjeetimport, not just to Christians individually,
but to the institutional programming that consggithe neocharismatic churches as (local)
“Charitable Companies.” As a general preview tg thicumented reality, recall from the
previous chapters that one of the core charadtayist neocharismatic cultures and their
expansion appears to be their (ambiguously “sextgrproactive engagement with local
domains.

To speak of this process of constitution — or ipooation — is of course to speak in
sociopolitical, not religious terms. Indeed an impot insight from the classical church-sect
approach holds that such “institutional programrimgy begin as informal planning (i.e.
among religious idealists), but becomes increagifagmalised: as | seek to investigate it,
through the organising labour of church actorgafrse, but vitally as new forms of material
support are made available to them — by seculdigabprivate providers, as the facts turn
out. These processes may be found to hold in diftegind interesting ways from one church
to the next, as would be expected of their selecd@®cases faromparativeanalysis, a
crucial element of the case approach taken here.

These two cases are preceded by a third case ftecifs ambiguously “bounded” in
its empirical description, and thus differently sttuted as compared to the church samples:
it ought better, in fact, be called a context-sgttbbservational account. This chapter offers
evidence of an emerging site for significant Chaistassociation in Folkfieldutsidethe
familiar church-led realms. This is something whigdpears formally sustained through
evolving practices of third sector incorporatiopeaifically as local charitable initiatives
pursued by some of the most active members frofardiit congregations. This story might
not have been relevant to the wider empirical aotbut for the fact that there appears to
have developed, quite recently, a dominant necstmatic influence among such
entrepreneurial “outreach” proceedings (somethihgkwcannot be presumed to have gone
unnoticed by local non-charismatic denominationg)isThose observations provide some
evidence, then, for a site of “local neocharismgtmwth” running parallel to latter's
conventional congregational bounds; encouragetiapst by the social “empowerment”
culture allegedly fostered in charismatic congrieget life.

Importantly though, this account was not envisaggat to the main period of
fieldwork that informs the primary church casesather emerged during it, in the course of
informal exchanges with senior neocharismatic memtth whom | had established

friendly relations. Very interestingly, as was fueqtly the case in this research, previously
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observed phenomena, perhaps initially disregandealyi notes, were recalled to significance

as a result of such revelations.

Case study analysis foregrounded

For this thesis, primary methodological questiomiscern (i) theselectionof cases for

detailed study, and (ii) thmethodsof data collection and analysis used. These cprestre
preceded by more familiar ones identifying the Heyd'research tradition” in play. As
warranted at some length by discussion up to nopamalysis of “neocharismatic
Christianity” advances no preconceived theorefigahework, and so any generalised
knowledge offered of the subject is understoodetgénerated directly from an interpretative
analysis (Denzin 1994: 500) of the raw qualitatiaga with which the cases are inscribed
(participant observation entailing semi-structurgdrviews and document analysis;
Jorgensen 1989). This locates the study withimadstrd research tradition commending the
constant comparative procedure as a tool for engbitheory and hypothesignerationas
opposed twerification (i.e., of some pre-existing theory). Its classegbosition can be

found in Glaser and Strauss (1967). Those authra@gmally advanced a comprehensive
methodology for “discovering” social theories framprepared (typically case-bound)
qualitative data. That is an approach seldom eeddrsits systematic entirety today
(Thomas and James 2006; Corbin 2008), but has lestablished as to its principle
techniques in a range of academic disciplines, fneith and social work, to educational
and development studies, to sociology and polisc&nce.

What would precede and therefore structure my goapistudy then, if not any pre-
existing theory of neocharismatic religious culfuaee the specific research questions
presented in the opening chapter. These questiertdeaigned to drive subsequent empirical
analysis, as per good qualitative research pradicewhile the research questions informed
both the unfolding case selection and directionanaflysis in the field, their status started the
empirical enquiry that followed. The study inclusivoth of its empirical object(s) and its
social scientific aims are to be understood mollg fn terms explicative of the case design
process as it in fact occurred. Explaining how phizcess unfolded in its earliest stages takes
its own narrative form (as do the case studies $iebras). Just as the individual (cross-
analytic) cases are intended here to advance wptipotheses for a research agenda
moving forward, so were the preliminary stageshefwhole thesis — a period of initial

fieldwork and literature review in combination -telinative of the primary research
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questions that guide subsequent data collectioraaalysis. And of course, the research
guestions articulate the overall topic and focumaqéiiry.

This is fair and standard practice for interpremtiase study research as put forth in
recent methodological discussion. For example S;{a009), explicitly identifying the case
not with any specific methodology, but with its propdsesearch problenfsee also Stake
2005: 443), advances the concept of the “boundstésy or “overall case,” within which
specific case studies (“sub-elements”) are seleateith-depth (i.e. field) analysis. Each of
these cases, she remarks, thus serve as “a dafab#se overarching case” (Simons 2009:
35). Data collection and its analysis is dual pssafiroughout, which inevitably makes
conceptualisation of the case(s) themselves aniggativity as well. Boundaries will (and
in fact probably should) shift in the course of qiling the case. Standard procedures of
theoretical sampling are employed for this reabgnyhich “the analyst jointly collects,
codes, and analyzes” data, deciding “what datalteat next and where to find them”
(Glaser and Strauss 1967: 45). This isgic of selection, dependent on “the researcher’s
ability to make decisions about what to observeetham constraints such as opportunity,
personal interest, resources and, most importamtrtoblem to be investigated” (Jorgensen
1989: 50).

Meanwhile, though, the practical tactic of “casiqgienomena, which Ragin (1994)
argues is essential to checking and re-checkingefh@onship between theoretical ideas and
empirical evidence in all social science researchnder-acknowledged by researchers; and
contributes to persistent confusion both over thenrn‘case” and to disputes about the
generalisednethodological status of cases’ use. At the cesfttbose disputes (see
Verschuren 2003 for more recent summary) is theiguitly that is implied by this concept,
“case” — which is one routinely used simultaneoussigtatistical inquiry (referring there to
quantified variables often a great distance) atetpmetative analysis (denoting qualitative
contextualised wholes).

It may be assumed then that for qualitative obgenmecluding ethnographers, such
general methodological issues could be dissolvedsatoke simply by making clear one’s
own definition of “the case” asmocessof in-depth inquiry: that is, as a strategy for
understanding theingular complex phenomenon or entity, and not as an iddated unit
for statistical aggregation (Simons 1980; Stakes1@Jesswell 1994). This points to the
approach most developed in the last few decadeslbyational programme evaluators, to

which | will return shortly.

60



Alas however, Flyvjberg (2006: 221) argues thant@ntional views” have persisted
in questioning the “very status of the case stuglg acientific method,” doggedly placing at
issue the “theory, reliability, and validity” of-idepth (typically but not necessarily wholly
qualitative) case inquiries just as readily. Asegong to claim their warrant from the
standards of natural scientific inquiry, howevéese “conventional views” should be
answered not on their own terms, but in the cortéxte phenomenal domain with which in-
depth case study is actually engageat:the natural world, but human social life — sonaghi
very different and immeasurably more complex. Fdgvp cuts to the matter directly by
noting that “[p]redictive theories and universasoot be found in the study of human
affairs,” and so “context-dependent knowledge”lisve may hope for in explanatory
regards.

He expounds further in his own work (see Flyvjb20@1) the pedagogical role for
case study as tied to a “theory of human learndrgivn from phenomenological research.
But the principal claim against rejecting in-dep#ise study on the grounds of its non-
suitability to hypothetico-deductive theorisatienquite strong enough as stated here. The
objective of the case study, whatever else, isagige evidence for the propositions for
which it has been explicitly designed: but in relatto which, any kind of natural scientific
proofis simply ruled out. The study of human affairgde rather likely to remain, in
Flyvjberg's apt phrase, “at an eternal beginning"424). This is not a weakness of inquiry
itself, but is an irrevocable reflection of the urat of cognition in our species. And that is
before one even begins to reflect on the empidoaiplexity of the human affairs to which
our unique biological endowment has given risetuzal, political, moral, religious, and so

on.

Case-based research and evaluation in education sligs: a template for the social

sciences?

For such reasons it helps also to explain theqaatily impressive value of case study for
theevaluationof policies and programmes in the institutionpoblic life. The clearest such
warrant obtains in the case of policies enacteliwipublically-funded domains, to which
measures gbublic accountabilityare due on plainly democratic grounds. An undacitey

of this lays behind the expansion of case studyagmhes in the educational research
disciplines in recent years, which in | sugges¢onffiome good methodological practice for

other domains.
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Interpretative case study strategies were advaas@dmore anthropological approach
to theorising classroom activity, to understancc#jmeeducational policies in a systematic
and representative way, but alternatively to thetlhgtico-deductive study of “outcomes”
(see Hamilton, Jenkins, King, MacDonald and Patflge#7 for an early collection of
discussions). The quality and volume of work pragtlover the years in this discipline has
impacted deeply on case study methodology genetallythis has been largely in respect to
the conceptualisation of “the case” in qualitatigsearch at a general level (for a fine
example, Stake 1995). The fuller enterprise advébgesducational evaluators — as
developed for example in the school of “action aeske” — has not transferred to sociology
departments in the same way; quite unsurprisindyreaven that the emphasis there remains
on scientific “objectivity” in the conventional sem (featuring, of course, the replication of
general theory propositions). It will help heregrthto lay out some specific strengths,
methodologically relevant to the present study.

Educational researcher Kemmis (1980) presente@a perspective” on case study
in which social scientific justification “is deridenot from logical or theoretical forms but
from the nature of the phenomena studied in thogira context, i.e. within the case itself”
(Kemmis 1980: 93, editor’s introduction). On thergpective, the grounds for inquiry into
social phenomena are driven by a desire for pagiess to policy outcomesactionas part
of the justification for scientific theory-buildinghe “validity” of case study analysis as
explanatory science is not thereby relegated, thenrather expanded — and on politically

communicative grounds:

Justifying a case study depends on making the psoakthe study accessible. The
preparation of the reader to understand is a nagessndition for communication of
the understandings reached through case studyprohbéems of science are not just
problems of seeing the world “as it is,” they arelgpems of seeing and saying.
(Kemmis 1980: 126.)

On this account, academic work can be advanced ascial system for the collaborative
production of knowledge through research”: as ‘&ysttic inquiry made public” (Stenhouse
1979: 4). The validity in a case study approaaxamined for the latter’s particular
suitability to a given area of action, policy opextise.

A genuine analogy may present, | suggest, in tee odthe phenomena comprising

neocharismatic Christian institution-building. Keegmind that the case i®t a collection of
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methods or procedures for data analysis, or detettive of such: it is but the “process and
product” together of a qualitative research engager{Stake 2005). Local neocharismatic
activities, as they have appeared from my earlgdagions to be advanced through
programmes of (sub-) institutional innovation, tiwesent themselves to an interpretative
case-based approach quite unproblematically. Howéweir status as highly “innovatory”
undertakings — a proposition routinely advanceth@literature on (American) post-
denominationalists, as reviewed — carries withthét general range of characteristics by
which “social programmes” have been objectifieddoademic analysis in other domains
(specifically the educational one). Such charasties can be meaningfully expressed by
participants, and analysed by observers, as theedésutcomes” or “products” of such
innovatory regimes. In social analysis these prtsdare ultimately, of course, behavioural
ones. Their study can be understood in referensedial scientific approaches at a general
level, which is to say that practices of investigat theory-building, etc., have traditionally
transcended particular empirical domains in sdidglhardly a revelation itself. But it just
happens to have been educationalists that havetdemeost work widening the
methodological horizons in this respect.

So consider Simons (1971), when she notes thatpyior elementary school

teaching

is a complex activity strongly influenced by thevieanment in which it takes place,
but it is rarely studied in this light. Sociologidtave been largely preoccupied with
the allocation of pupils to secondary school, psyagists with individual learning.
(Simons 1971: 118.)

In a much the same way, religious enculturatioohsas the kind | have introduced of
neocharismatic organisation, is itself “a completivity strongly influenced by the
environment in which it takes place”; sociologisfseligion have been largely preoccupied
with the allocation of believers to churches; andaus psychological approaches have
contributed to common assumptions that religiousiceireduces to “outcomes” in the form
of individual “beliefs” and behavioural tendenci{g®gmatically so as regards popular
conceptions of evangelical conversionism, as noted)

These facts, then, identify a further dimensioth®interpretative case study of
equivalent neocharismatic “policymakers” — namébtt‘evaluative” element. Of course

independent Christian movements and their churateegrivate enterprises, and their
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programmes are obviously not subject to direcesdasign or control. But that does not seem
a relevant objection here. The point of the congmariis not to establish formal normative
warranty for the proposed investigation, but tontifg similarities ofinstitutional purpose

for which the case study approach outlined wasdddteveloped as a method for social
scientific understanding. But on the subject ofrmative warranty, in any case, there are
clearly factors of considerable reckoning in theeaslance: namely, of course, those
associated with the increasing state support feate enterprise in public realms, as
presented in chapter 1. (In this respect, stateaoof neocharismatic cultural policies —in
their form as public services — is hardly so distaproposition.)

Evaluative case study in social research domaisspposed to be of benefit both to
professional investigatoend practitioners, of course; such is the purposemildically-
accessible case record, ethically as well as imgnfially. The question of whether the
present study should be of use to neocharismaticchHeaders is also misplaced, then, if it is
presented as a question that should have any gearithe methodological options under
discussion here. It does not: the study is qualéaurvey not critique. A more interesting
issue arises here, though, directly pertinent éaréisearch objectives themselves: asoww
neocharismatic leaders might receive its resuftd,iadeed itprocessesgiven their role as
participants and contributors to it. Members’ reats to the inquiry’s (and my) advance
may, in that case, be an important source of insigthemselves (Lofland and Lofland
1984).

Thesis development and the cases defined

Flyvjberg (2006) observes that the unique existaiamntext-dependent knowledge in
social settings, and thus in their inquiry, “ruteg the possibility of epistemic theoretical
construction.” This is a claim developed furthertiijott and LukeS (2008) in respect to case
study. They attempt, however, to restrain attitudesrds case study that “cast [it] as the
bearer of an alternative qualitative methodologguantitative methods,” an implication that
has (perhaps unsurprisingly) developed among refsear disposed to ethnographic inquiry
more generally. They reiterate the argument, cedliabove, that a “case” be conceptualised
in weaker terms, as a particularised “instance gdrgeral class of things,” in order to leave
case-based inquimpethodologicallyopen(Elliott and Luke§, 2008: 88). The choice of
methods used is to be undecided in advance. Whetleer qualitativer quantitative (see

Ragin and Becker 1992 for a range of discussidhs)broader objective of a contextualised
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participant research approach to understandingvatooy social programmes is more
important: as should be expected, again once pmietento positivistic “truth”-finding have
been exposed for their inapplicablity to the stofijiuman cultural affairs.

Among other things, this approach begins properkegard the role of the researcher
and her situated viewpoinbnstructingboth the wider case and the sub-unit cases for in-
depth analysis. In the case of the present sthdgetsteps began during an extended period
of local engagement and reflection commencing pddhe thesis’ formal proposal. An
early, preliminary period of local observation wastivated by a series of informal
conversations between myself and my subsequenprdbetdvisor, prior to my completion of
a Master’s dissertation on broadly the same “nedmatic” subject — albeit at the time
unformulated in those terms. The subject of thaseersations had not been neocharismatic
Christianity precisely, nor indeed the Christiahgalkfield, but the status of the Pentecostal
worship tradition as a growing movement within Br&gish church population. That topic,
about which | knew very little, arose in the conteka taught module in which | was
enrolled on the subject of religion and politicsam International Relations perspective. My
own interest in (Christian) religion at this poims basically philosophical; though it was
socially informed to a limited degree by the preseaf several charismatic evangelicals in
my immediate family (in another county, and abotibge church/religious lives | knew
nothing particular; at least beyond occasionaldecces of tension with non-Christian family
members, typically over the administration of fuesrevents).

In short, | departed in my investigations fromasigion of general ignorance of the
charismatic religious subject, and certainly knexhing of theinstitutional developments
that would turn out to be taking place among tlf€smtecostal” cohorts: developments, in
the form of locally-based initiatives for charismsathurch growth, which would
subsequently comprise the core empirical subjedhis thesis. My realisation of these
developments are recounted by the social engagemanth | undertook locally over a
period of several months during which time my doatoegistration was accepted, but which
were characterised by a series of unanticipatedreralprevelations and experiences. These
incidences turned out to strongly contribute todekection of my primary cases, Journeyers
and City Life Church. They included several thatkiplace some distance away from the
designated field, on my own university campus, @&h in my local neighbourhood: where |
met the acquaintance of several neocharismaticstdms, some from each of the two
churches investigated here; at least one of whawas| surprised to find | already knew

through unrelated social channels.
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A Christian researcher would likely regard suchnéses Providential in some way.
By contrast, | might regard them rather as evideridhe socio-demographic spread that
neocharismatic Christian cohorts have effected filoair inception, as documented in the
literature to date. This mobility has resultedjtseould appear further evidenced from this,
in a significant concentration of young adult mensh@ on university campuses, as well as
in more economically mobile neighbourhoods. (Thietacondition comes to interesting
acknowledgement, and challenge, by the Christifchapter 6's case.)

In such ways, opportunities emerged almost fronsthe for the so-called
“snowball” sampling of cases proposing, in thiseas illuminate the significant features of
local neocharismatic culture. One excellent exariipt@e university context was the
Christian Union (the “C.U.”): no ecumenical forumadl, in fact, but one which | found to be
overwhelmingly oriented to charismatic-evangelioéérests, quite contrary to the
assumptions of my colleagues and fellow (non-Clantstudents. Alas this account was not
to be included in my final case selection. Howeveid contribute to the latter in its own
way. As | was to discover later, the salient yoadglt constituency of the contemporary
neocharismatic church congregation has apparethyefd a regular routine for
“conscription” by local churches on the occasiomefv undergraduate arrivals to the city.
Young Christians, moved away from home for thet firae, were encouraged by awaiting
chaperones of the C.U. to select a “home churchtheir period of stay at the university. A
deeper significance has evolved of this. The dalgtfitus of this targeted population has
become a special fixture in evangelical “churchaghd discourse (the special preserve of
neocharismatic innovators, as noted), wherein groitant site for their strategic attention is
the “18 to 24" bracket — the typical age of a unéity career, of course. Social scientific
survey has confirmed this as the stage of lifeamby at which a pre-existing Christian faith
is most likely to be abandoned, but after whichdherch is most likely never to reclaim its
holder (a finding pointed out to me by more thae aepocharismatic leader, in fact).
Evangelical Christian wisdom has in turn deducedoes for heralding the university
experience as an archetypal secular danger toti@hridentity; stories subsequently
recounted in opportune times and places by chuastops.

This very brief example illustrates the readindsthe local field to turn out sites for
investigation — cases, indeed — that appear t@ lvgeli-established in local orders as they are
unseen by academic investigation. It emerged itigi@aint accounts also that a majority of
new university arrivals in Folkfield each year weftaimed by one of the two churches,

Journeyers and City Life, the cases presented hefact that information was received only
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after the commencement of official field work, selhafter | had settled on these two
organisations — taken from among a population &dat a dozen independent evangelical
churches in Folkfield that presented (or at leasidhave) as candidates for this inquiry. As
it happened, Journeyers and City Life had comedmment attention through several
channels, not restricted to the social occasiongiored, but also through my active
searching of local listings. Recall that for artialiperiod of perhaps several months, my
knowledge of (i) their sub-institutional innovatmr(ii) the general order of voluntary
enterprise on which these depend, and (iii) thé@spolicy significance of these things
together was barely developed. Their initial sébecfor an exercise in comparative case
study, then, was not warranted by a view on thieseetcore interests or any of the more
specific institutional affairs laid out in chapterinstead, the two churches were selected for
the differences they expressed as quasi-denommaatieligious bodies.

To be clear, they were very distinct on a firstesfation of Sunday services alone:
Journeyers loud, raucous and direct, yet seemjrglgisely ordered; City Life restrained,

reflective, and altogether looser in its directafrattenders’ “experience.” These
observations were then reflected on by cursoryingearound each of the churches’ wider
network affiliates. This took in not simply accosimf organisational history (themselves
rather limited), but inevitably also something loé ttheological, religious, and more
generically “cultural” purposes and ambitions ofleahurch and its wider network, as
expressed in literature sources disseminated uicgsror communicated through websites
and (social) media accounts. By certain of thoseememphatically cultural goals — though
the deeper meanings of which of course could neirglerstood on first viewings — | was
now being exposed to the products of that “entregueal” social licence which would come
to define the neocharismatic agenda describedlir faccount in what follows. It did not
seem to matter, therefore, that the more concnetéutional entities comprising these local
churches’ expansions were yet to be discoverearAft, anything more concrete than mere
idealisation is necessarily built on the lattedaridations. One is inevitably (and sometimes
excitedly) drawn to these first.

In the case of these two churches, those foundati@ne evident both in direct
observation and wider historical account. City L@feurch, which was the very first
evangelical congregation | had visited, is the ntaingregation in Folkfield for the
Newfrontiers network, a founding institution in tBeitish Restorationist movement that
began in London in the 1970s, as discussed prdyiolise case study that follows in chapter

6 began by assuming City Life’s city centre congtean (claiming, then, some 500 regular
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attenders) as the main site for data collectiorwéier this soon had to be revised in my case
design, when | was informed that the church haddhed a second congregation subsidiary
to this, in a local suburban ward of Folkfield. Bdth sites | would find evidence for
institutional innovations in local engagement, sahwhich were new enough to be barely
established by the conclusion of my time in th&lfisome of which indeed, at the time of
writing, continued to be evaluated for their fed#ib | did not consider it an option to

choose “one or the other” of these congregationaéb for study; not least because it was
constantly emphasised to me that they were “theesdrarch in two locations.” That was,
indeed, a seemingly accurate description of thedites’ workings: socially and

institutionally, as revealed here.

The long-term plan for the “unchurched” of Folkfleduggested by City Life’s local
expansion, thereafter confirmed to me in idiosyticri@rms by its participants, turned out to
be only the fuller account of its organisationattiiction alongside Journeyers, the second
church selected for in-depth analysis, and the fiirssented here in chapter 5. Initial
observation of Sunday services, as mentioned, pestdourneyers as a radically alternative
expositor of neocharismatic Christiamorship indeed — but also teaching, to judge from the
very personal style of its charismatic lead pasiocompromising, reactive, humorous and,
somehow, pop-culturally reverential all at oncelikinCity Life and the Newfrontiers
model, whose leaderships are held in the tradilieet ranks of an “Eldership” — an
ostensibly unassuming coterie of mostly older maldsurneyers appeared to be marshalled
in no uncertain terms by this single middle-agedividual, though (at least presentationally)
supported by several much younger “associate gasinese pastoral lieutenants more
consistently reflected the makeup of the congregdtself: which was a similar size to City
Life’s, but a great deal younger, more given tatievand suited to the “rock concert” mode
of its Sunday services. (Unlike City Life, Journesybeld two services each weekend, one
morning, one evening; the second of the day idettilto the appeal of younger members
and visitors.)

Journeyers, as far as | could ascertain in thoslenpnary excursions, was fully
independent of any network oversight; but was agmér affiliated with the Hillsong
Church, the largest and most famous charismatiogalical organisation in Australia.
(Hillsong remains officially a member of the denoational Assemblies of God in Australia,
now called the Australian Christian Churches.)ng aase, it was suggested by all
preliminary observation that a closer scrutinyairheyers’ cultural programme would

reveal a quite different organisational animal. ©again, it could not be clear at that early
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stage how this would emerge on the terms of latstitutional engagement. For the purpose
of differential case selection, however, critefg@ared well satisfied, and so | proceeded

from there.
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Chapter 4: “Churches together in Folkfield”

To the interested visitor Folkfield appears a plaiceome conspicuous Christian heritage,
captured by its striking over-provision of medieghlrches. Many of these were built
between the twelfth and fourteenth centuries byltganerchant families for private
benefaction, before the sociopolitical upheavahefReformation two centuries later. Today,
only a handful of the thirty-odd churches that rerad standing by the Victorian era
continued to be used for any form of religious vingpd4 Most of the rest now provide public
space to local artists, stall traders, antigueesgllaind at least one community co-operative.
The rest are maintained for public viewing by regiohistoric church trusts. It is interesting
then that Folkfield is still routinely marketed bfficials and residents alike by reference to a
superabundance of churches for which any religgas®ciation has long since expired. This
reputation not only marks much of the commerciagm of Folkfield as a destination, it also
structures common understandings among its citiaétite city as a place of still-
perceivable religious culture; a religious cultthrat is therefore regarded as a long-deceased
history, and as my exchanges with locals suggest#tdknowingly manifesting as any design
for the present or future social institutional lacape.

Against this common knowledge, | had observed ikffedd a Bible-believing
Christian constituency, gathered today in the eicgdisites of the worship service, the
“small group,” and the church-owned “community ege@ent” project, that does indeed
proclaim for a fundamental redesign for “Our Citg'socialdesign for a very different
contemporary kind of “Christian society,” as idegilzally as it is temporally separated from
the city’s famous ecclesial topography and its redli origins.

One legacy of that history is the state’s codifmabf “religion” as an object for
public promotion, one that obviously pre-dates faEstominational cultures. It thus
determines that renewed public expressions of @misrthodoxy, as characterised the
neocharismatic groups, is bound to the experimémdiaistry of pastors and other leaders
through the kinds of initiatives | will describehi§ sphere of born-again Christian industry —
action-oriented as a substantive topic for socigieigal inquiry — is pre-theoretically
conceived here asraally-existingChristian social order: comprised of actors whose

voluntary involvement in their church’s activitiemd/or professional employ in a Christian-

4 Nine, according to the ecumenical forum Folkfi€lentral Churches Together.
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based charitable company, is made accessible bgslearcher to observation over time, and
seen therein to comprise the kind of local narestivwill attempt to articulate. To this end,
one proceeds to circumscribe conservative evarageatlectives — churcheand other
organisations — within the general population oftg, which even in Folkfield — despite its
enlarged non-religious sector — retains a majd@tyristian” affiliation in national census
data). This really-existing Christian social ordedelineated by the webs of relations holding
among a population not simply of committed churolerg, but of members whose lives
orient to the needs of the church in a much mobstsmtial way. As a social scientific
account this immdediately stands at the opposite feathose indexing “belief” and
“attendance” by quantitative survey.

It is similarly divergent in respect to the usekds of the latter’s results, especially to
vested parties. It should hardly surprise, for egl@mthat church authorities will find more to
benefit their interests in a research accountfthds high levels of nominal “Christian
belief” than in one that describes the fractiodatiens that exist between church groups in
particular locales. To quote one local Christiampferly a neocharismatic worshipper but
now involved in the lay leadership of a charismatnglican group, such accounts threaten
only to “make the Body of Christ look bad.” Evereth this asserts something about the
nature of self-preservation among church autherigsponding to the issue: in this example,
that they would be more concerned to project aipulriderstanding of “unity” among
Christians, and among churches, than they would being internal difficulties into the
open.

At the crux of the issue for religious elites todayhe question of shared prospects
for control not over doctrines, but over the preaiticohesion within what the ecumenical
group Churches Together in England (CTIiE) descrise& newly diverse church world.” At
the executive helm of this world stand, of coutke,leaders of the primary historic
denominations — specifically, in the associatiol€diE, the Archbishops of the Anglican
and Catholic churches. They have been more and cooieerned in recent years, as their
own church-attending communities across the courdre continued to shrink, to institute
public agreement between denominational bodiesxacamenical future for British church
life. Over the last decade and a half especidiig, qurvivalist agenda has developed an

“interfaith” component as well (a permanent featunge should assum¥®.

15 See for example the AHRC-ESRC-funded “WestminSsith Debates” that began in 2012,
Interestingly, having been instituted as a regidarm for “advanc[ing] and inform[ing] public
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This is something that on principle holds littléarest to neocharismatics, not only
because their doctrinal beliefs proscribe altevesititerpretations and moral readings of
Scripturel® of the afterlife and of the (super)natural woltbre pertinently in practice, they
frequently express a belief that “God’s plan foridad” is the non-denominational local
church of the born-again believ@one and there can, by defintion, be nothing “ecumaliiic
about that.

Some implications of this are evident at nation@caitive levels. Take for example
the six-man presidency of Churches Together in &yl Alongside the national heads of the
Church of England, Roman Catholic Church, Blackt®awstal Churches, Free Churches and
the Greek Orthodox Church sits Billy Kennedy, thesgnt leader of the Pioneer network, a
1980s neocharismatic associate of Newfrontiersnidg was invited to join the CtiE
presidency after Pioneer applied for membership@fgroup, only very recently in 2012.
CTIE states in its official literature that Kenneslyeaks on their council on behalf of the so-
called New Churches (incidentally it was Pioneerisy founder, Gerald Coates, who coined
the term, notes Walker 1985). Notably, Newfrontiess|f — by far the largest of the New
Churches — ismota member of CTIE. Quite what Kennedy's candidamy behalf of the new
churches” actually inheres in, then — except, efrse, as a confirmation of his own church’s
endorsement of the ecumenical project — is uncRenhaps Newfrontiers’ leaders have
extended their blessing to his “representationth@ir behalf, perhaps they have not; but it is
clear in any case thasa national movement, Newfrontiers has rejectedfamyal
association with British ecumenicalism and the alisse instituted by CTIiE. What's more,
Newfrontiers’ current “devolution” into autonomotegional offices — what they are calling
“apostolic spheres” — only evidences a more deteethimoveawayfrom
interdenominational futures; the network’s interdelstructuring potentially marking a de-
unification of their own movement. Local neocharédits in Folkfield appeared recognise it
as such. One, not himself involved with Newfrordier City Life Church, described the
network’s national de-structuring as “bad ass” mowending it as precisehyot what would

have been expected of a church in Newfrontiers’roamding national position.

discussion of religion and society,” latterly thgramme has been mostly engaging clerical
discussion over reforms to preserve the Churchngldhd specifically.

16 For example, one of the books on sale at the dat## set up each Sunday morning at Life Centre
Metre Crow (see Chapter 6) instructed readers @nth@vangelise and convert local Muslims to
Christianity.

72



A church like Journeyers (Chapter 5) is an evenenpertinent example in this
discussion, for it represents a significant locaigregational body that pointedly keeps any
guasi-denominational affiliation — in its caseMwostralia’s Hillsong Church — at an implictly
honorific level. One aspect of this progressivetftEnominational ontology is the principled
repudiation of any form of “national oversight” fire Christian church; a serious challenge
to CTiE’'s mandate. A common response would begbate form of national-level
organisation inevitably arises over time, whichHdals the assumptions of sociological
church-sect theory. But then one might reasonasyNewfrontiers as a principal test case;
its recent devolution, in that case, gives a tgli@sponse.

The main point to make is that as a concern atetred of national association, the
ecumenical project is part academic and part beratio, and neither part speaks at all to the
concerns of “God’s plan” as neocharismatics hol@lite British ecumenical “movement”
through the formal organisation of Churches Togeith&ngland is really a forum for the
kind of rhetorical orchestration that it behooves listorically-placed leaders of a
diminishing Christian landscape to engage in. lditih, the practical factors that may
continue to compel membership in CTIiE go only biackme, not forward. A glance over the
national body’'s 43 “member churches” is instructithey are necessarily “denominations in
England at a national level,” bodies with “a natibpresence” — and yet, each one’s
membership of CTIE is an instrument for their ovemdmination’s recognition within
church-state structures of a near-entirely histkirnd.

For example, membership of CTIE remains a critefiondenominations’
appointment to chaplaincy posts in some state $shBecent neoliberal policies in
contemporary state governance are instituting ne$oof the education sector in Britain that
would make those conditions obsolete — potentiallhe benefit of local neocharismatic
actors, what's more. Academies and Free Schoolgrareipally unconstrained by the state’s
jurisdiction beginning indeed with their hiring ptizes, which includes religious pastorships.
The example of Folkfield’s first Academy conversiem venture co-sponsored by the
Anglican Bishop of Norwich and a local neocharism&thristian businessman — is a case in
point. The school’s Christian chaplain, recentlp@ipted, is a conservative neoharismatic

preacher who was offered the role by the new Acatfervangelical sponsor. They also
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happen to be brothers-in-law: the latter havinghbergginally converted and baptised by the

former's father and founding pastor, whose daughégthen marrieéf’

“Transforming Folkfield”: an emerging narrative for the city’s neocharismatic

constituency

That church, as it happens, was a leading partitipaFolkfield’s own recent “ecumenical”
narrative, and its account here is intended torifmrte some empirical context to the
foregoing case studies. It turned out amid my figlck that the city’s post-denominational
constituency was not as atomistic as the individaaks may suggest. As noted from existing
literature, independent neocharismatic leaders taiaitnformal relations with their
equivalents in other proximate churches. But tlaists too, in Folkfield, a regular
assocation intended to facilitate cross-commurooadetween church leaderships that are not
compelled by existant denominational affinitieseavhose roots are in the various local
offices of one ecumenical “Churches Together” forum

I will sketch this here as a narrative revealing ¥ritable “co-optation” of a
Churches Together framework by a cohort of locatqra and ministers, driven by an
evangelical and predominently neocharismatic agehlia story evidences the particularly
strong hand now to be played by local neocharisnaatiors — not just church leaders —in
constructing a local Christian “ecumenicism” thatts rather noticeable differences to the
fully interdenominational model edified at the oatl level by CTIE. It also updates that
account in line with the qualitative emphasis onssvative post-denominationalism in
Britain to be proposed by this study as a wholke @ccount is not to be construed as
evidencing some deviancy from some accepted peadiitt merely the outlines of a local
reality. The ecumencial constitution of CTIiE makesy clear the sovereignty of local
realities. It summarises its own policy in the @&réto do what the churches are doing,” and
in recent years has duefully extended its covetagiee “new networks” that are now
developing in cities, in towns and in regions, atbiag the tradition of inter-church relations
under new formal guises, increasingly locally-cogént; which, as the body puts it, in turn

“guide the work” of CTiE and its associates.

17 At the the time of writing, this church has beeoantly “passed on” to the new leadership of a
young lay member and his wife, who are in the pgea# fundamentally restructuring the church —
with a new affiliation to Hillsong. Its former leas have apparently decided to retire.
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However, this does effectively leave open-endedXhi&’'s own doctrines for what
might constitute “interdenominational” practicer@gality: that is local domains, where any
instance of churches “working together” — presumaiiended to denoteongregations
doing just that — is necessarily pre-conditioneddmgl church leadersissent to meaningful
co-operation in the first place.

The characteristic governance structure of nochmatic churches placesd! corporate
decision-making power in the hands of the leadiastqrs. This thereby undermines the
CTIE’s own expectations from the start: If congrigzal agency is held to be paramount,
which formally speaking it is in the democratic giiees of the historic denominations; and if
the post-denominational local church is accepteal garticipant to the interdenominational
enterprise, which is confirmed by what | observadier of the CTiE’s presidency and
national membership. A desire to see churchesKiwgrtogether” does not in itself advance
any prescription for minimum levels of denominatibdiversity, either. Thus, for example, a
local Churches Together association might quabfyttie name — that is, for recognition as
an example of “the ecumenical journey moving fodyain CTiE'’s language — even if there
exists a clear political imbalance in the assooiath question; say, by virtue of the presence
therein of certain local actors, and the conspisiatsence of certain others, thereby
requalifying the meaning of “ecumenical” in thastance.

This was something like the situation that appetodthve arisen over the last decade
in respect to Folkfield’s principal ecumenical Giidan association, which originally went by
the name “Churches Together in Greater Folkfiéfdri 2005 the association was
reconstituted and “rebranded” as “Transforming Feld.” This was done under the
chairmanship of a local ex-Baptist Charismatic gagtho led a small independent
congregation, now based to the south of the cibyclvhad been around since the early
1980s under the name “Folkfield Christian FelloyshiThat Fellowship, incidentally, had
co-allocated its premises to the Folkfield chaptérsvo other Pentecostal groups: the
Apostolic Faith Mission International (whose rogtsback to the earliest days of Californian

Pentecostal revivalism), and the Worldwide Churtod (also California-basedy.

18 1t was hard to find material on the group prio2@D5; it appeared to have been somewhat dormant
until the “rebranding” recounted here.cauntyaffiliated “Churches Together” body remained, unde
the aegis of the Anglican Diocese: a separate edgncto Churches Together in Greater Folkfield
and its evangelical replacement.

19 Both of the Fellowship’s Pentecostal lodgers hamtroversial histories. The Apostolic Faith
Mission’s UK ministry was investigated by the ClyaCommission in 2013 for repeatedly failing to
register its financial accounts. The Wordwide Chus€ God, meanwhile, was until the 1990s the
purveyor of doctrines devised by its original foenda pioneering American televangelist called
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One of the objectives behind Transforming Folkfietas to expand the local
Churches Together’s associational remit to incluotgjust denominational but also “non-
denominational churches” and “Christian organisetic- typically lay-run local charities,
often with strongly evangelical mandates. By tieetiof Transforming Folkfield's second
annual conference in 2006, the association waadrbetraying a strategic predisposition
for evangelical outreach over ecumenical partnprssbiservable in the strongly non-
denominational character of its participant cohattenders at the conference numbered just
19 delegates on behalf of local Anglican and Cattatiurches combined, while “New
Churches” and “Christian organisations” numberededfesentativesach It was indeed
remarked at the time that the new organisation‘weybe too evangelical for Anglicans and
Catholics.” This, though, has appeared to endttte fiedress in the years that followed.

Transforming Folkfield was not incorporated as arit itself, and so had no formal

governing documents. Instead it stated its “Asjoret’: which were to,

facilitate and encourage the process of churchBslifield growing together in Worship,
Witness, Service and Evangelism; Assist and engeuthurches in a variety of areas
including Evangelism and Social Action; Be a vdigeall the churches and provide an

effective communication network.

The years that followed Transforming Folkfield’sitech appear to have been marked more
by struggle than advancement for the group. Attlease, Transforming Folkfield came
close to being abandoned altogether simply becani$ecal leaders would step forward to
assume chairmanship. Discussion at the time sugjest unclear understanding of the
purpose of the association among local leadersetausibly, perhaps, many were left
uncompelled on ideological grounds. The four peayie had chaired Transforming

Folkfield since its launch were all original sigodés to the association from 2005, and while
appearing to represent an interesting denomindtioba all were personally aligned to the
conservative or charismatic Christian wing. Theeswn order, the Pentecostal “founder” of
Transforming Folkfield mentioned above (who hagsiretired with the title of “emeritus

pastor” for the Folkfield Christian Fellowship);ceeding him, an evangelical Anglican

Herbert W. Armstrong, that were “revisited” by lewn church after he died, and declared to be
“unbiblical” pretty much in their entirety. Theydluded the claim that Western Europeans —
conveniently the British and the Americans by asg@mn — were the direct descendents of the “lost
tribes” of Israel.
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vicar with ongoing relations with local neocharigim&hurches, including Journeyers; next,
the charismatically-leaning leader of a local Aoati church, St. Roberts, who is also a
friend to Journeyers’ lead pastor (see next Chgmed succeeding her, the lead pastor of
Folkfield Central Baptist Church, a conservative @&tensely legalistic congregation itself.
(In FCBC there exists a formal interview processdioy new members, with each
“reviewed” every three years, under threat of esicln if they do not attend enough services.
It is not surprising, given this, that severallg tity’s neocharismatic youths revealed in
conversation their disapproval of that church -acoount of its codified authoritarian
structure.)

More significant than the successive chairmansbipgansforming Folkfield is the
association’s executive body, over 70 per centlitlwremains charismatic and non-
denominational. At the time of writing they incluttee director of Folkfield Youth for Christ;
one of the recently retired senior pastors eanientioned; and a second of Folkfield
Christian Fellowship’s leaders — thereby in facking this sectarian Pentecostal
congregation the most represented body on whabwes known as Churches Together in
Greater Folkfield: some indication of its move todsa charismatic evangelical agenda.

A permanent member of Transforming Folkfield's ex@ée body and one of its most
enthusiastic and industrious contributors is Jangorshipper in the Anglican St. Roberts
church’s charismatic renewal group. June was aalyirm participant in Transforming
Folkfield in her capacity as the director of a loCaristian charity called Pregnancy Choices.
Pregnancy Choices is a Folkfield office of Christiaction Research and Education (CARE),
a “well-established mainstream Christian charityviing resources and helping to bring
Christian insight and experience to matters of jpytblicy and practical caring initiatives
[sic].”2° CARE was established in the 1980s by some of tiginal committee members of
the Nationwide Festival of Light, a censorious Riéll pressure group famously spearheaded
by Mary Whitehouse and Malcolm Muggeridge in th&a® Through its present executive
the oganisation retains close links with FocushenRamily, “one of the largest and best-
resourced pressure groups of America’s ReligioghRP! CARE was briefly the subject of
headline press attention in April 2012, after @wardianjournalists discovered it had
supplied interns to around twenty members of thigsBrParliament as part of the Christian

group’s “educational leadership programme.” It wegealed there that the group had

20 Seewww.care.org.uk
21 David Modell, “Christian fundamentalists fightisgiritual battle in ParliamentThe Telegraph
17" May 2008.
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recently co-sponsored a London conference on “heraity and Christianity” with the
ultra-conservative association Anglican Mainstrefgaturing a keynote address by
psychologist Joseph Nicolosi, one of the U.S.’s trhigh-profile proponents of long-
discredited Bible-based “cures” for homosexuaifty.

June, in fact, is something of a constant presendeolkfield’s cross-church
assemblies. Her conspicuous participation in Tansihg Folkfield is emblematic of the
association’s founding pledge to organise a lobatch “meeting point” that accounts as
determinedly for evangelical charity groups andegising “Spirit-filled” Christians as it
does for local churches themselves. Naturally,e¢hisanced remit speaks up loudly not just
for the post-denominational constituency of thg,ats represented by its congregational
pastors and other leaders, but also as it is wbberved through the voluntary social agency
of individual (lay) activists. In such cases, theienominational” affiliation (recalling
Churches Together in England’s challenge) is besidgoint. What matteiis the “social
action” mandate to be advanced upon the city’s [ajom. This is antithetical to any
squabble over distinguishing doctrines and bel&fdpng as its supporters converge upon
general evangelical rhetorics: conversionistic impiees, shared as a corporate language.
The individual “beliefs” expressed therein appearhbe finely tuned to any respect — morally
or theologically — but manifested simply as thealmdary characteristic of a Bible-believing
culture: Consistent across Baptist, Pentecostdleaangelical Anglican domains; as
constituting the executive body of Transformingkfield; and of course not shared by
mainstream and “liberal” denominations — as reflddty their absence from this account,
and indeed from the Transforming Folkfield growgeif, throughout the period described.

As for the “social action” itself, this concept std in the Transforming Folkfield
context much as it does in the City Life Churchecmscome later: essentially as a welfare-
themed proxy for “Kingdom-building,” a significaptoportion of it organised as assemblies
for intercessionary prayer and pledge-giving. Twalfare initiativesvere successfully
established in Folkfield with Transforming Folkfié$ support since 2005, a foodbank and a
“street pastors” scheme. The latter of these wppatied by a local United Reformed church
and eventually incorporated by a Charitable bodlatifax called Christian Nightlife

Initiatives; it ceased operating in 2012 due tdéinal legal difficulties.”

22 Robert Booth and James Ball, “’Gay cure’ Chrisiiduarity funded 20 MPs’ internsthe Guardian
13" April 2012.
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The foodbank, being a legitimate anti-poverty atitie, continued to operate as
foodbanks have across Britian in recent yearsioilg ongoing cuts in state welfare and
long-term wage stagnation, among other thingsréstangly, the trustees of the Folkfield
foodbank — which included one executive from Transing Folkfield — did not attempt to
institute a Trussell Trust scheme here, but cretteid own foodbank charity intended to
“imitate the Trussell Trust’s model,” which indeidlid, and with noticeably slim local
Christian financing: the Folkfield foodbank relilatgely upon regional grant-givers to fund
its work (many of the same funders, in fact, asensrually appealed to by the City Life
Church for its Metre Crow venture (see Chapter Bpnations from local church
congregations to the foodbank totalled just £6882013, though some increase on the
£2,634 received the year before. Of course finavecen't the main requirement for the
foodbank, and a number of local churches invitegtsp offerings of food from their
members to contribute to the scheme. In this wayeler, the Folkfield foodbank was able
to become an organ for generic displays of Chrigg@nerosity on a church-by-church basis,
perhaps rendering the local foodbank enterpriseceqmtually speaking — in the minds of
more affulent neocharismatics — indistinct from ¢iverseas food aid offerings that they were
accustomed to making.

Primarily, Transforming Folkfield itself existed the form of an annual conference,
and its core focus as an association was to “peoaitbrum for church leaders and Christian
leaders to get to know each other,” as ReverenieCldacar of Anglican St. Roberts, put it.
In its previous form as Churches Together in Greaddkfield it had, she said, been “a bit of
a sleeping organisation,” but “gotten a lot nois&nce its revisioning; the characteristic tone
of Transforming Folkfield’s annual reports, howewsas of a permanently optimistic hope
for “even wider support in the future.” To this effdansforming Folkfield annually
emphasised an “open invitation” for attendenceésaAGM, and for local membership of
course. By the time of my fieldwork though, theaasation retained largely the very same
electorate with which it began, evidencing somegtahout the group’s perception within the
local church population across the first decadiésagxistence, it would seem.

The propensity for non-clerical religious voicegithaps referenced in the “Christian
leaders” Rev. Claire mentioned, but surely inclgdess-inhibited neocharismatic lay
activists at any rate) to publically declare sormggtsignificant of Transforming Folkfield's
“aspirations” as a group was evidenced from itei¢déw One incident recalled a national press
story just a year before in 2004. This concernd#fietd’s Assistant Chief Constable of

Police, a committed Christian. In a “promotionale®” for a local neocharismatic prayer
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event, he had announced that “divine interventiem directly reduce crime, heal

relationships and help bring broken communitiegtogr again”:

‘The drug scene and other crimes get reduced whepl@ pray and relationships get healed
when people pray to God, a father of all mankiretause he desires cohesion in our
communities,” he said. (“Police chief: ‘Prayer daat crime’,”London Evening Standard
24" September 2004.)

The same Assistant Chief Constable — at the tiresigeent of the Christian Police
Association — was present a year later on the spg'aanel at Transforming Folkfield’s
inaugural conference in 2005, which attracted “160the city’s church leaders. The most
significant of Transforming Folkfield’s annual eweno date, the conference, which declared
its aim to be “envision[ing] the church of the ftel was also addressed by: the chief
executive of Folkfield City Council; the chief pration officer for the wider county; the
director of corporate affairs at J—, Folkfield’s stdamous department store; and the event’s
chair, the (Anglican) Archdeacon of Folkfield. Ttiey's Assistant Chief Constable of Police
here repeated his claim that “prayer and interoedsas a vital role to play in combatting
crime,” urging his Christian assembly to “walk tfteeets and pray in crime hotspots,” which
he said would “change the dynamics of the strasdsdemonstrate that people do not need to
be afraid on them.” Remarkably, he announced lidiness to “provide community criminal
intelligence at a high level to help people praytfe right things,” while appealing to church
members to “provide intelligence for the Police.”

It should be noted that the timing of this evemeally a Christian meeting, but
distinguished by the attendance of the leaderetity council — was coterminous with the
general progress of the Blair Government's “faidmenunity engagement” policy strategy,
which was reaching its apex around this time inntheé-2000s: proceeding beyond churches’
early excitement over New Labour’s promise of a isewial contract for the nation’s “faith-
based” welfare providers, and now accommodatingynafthem to a somewhat
disappointing reality (Dinham and Lowndes 2009)isMaas not reflected in Transforming
Folkfield’s burgeoning internal discourse thoughjta charismatic ex-Baptist chairman

expressed it then. He explained the conferenceijsgse to

explore how the church might exist in the futureasdo more effectively confront the

realities of the present and organise ourselvesiay that will have a transforming effect on
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the city of Folkfield ... We now want to broaden @yproach to include all areas that the
church is involved in — evangelism, prayer, celghggfestivals, looking out for the poor and

speaking up for Christ.

In other words, Transforming Folkfield was no salpsive part of central
government's faith agenda. It was in fact chardsgera great deal less by pursuit for
practical negotiation between local governmentthedchurch(es) for concrete welfare
programming, and rather more by a “transformatiegngelical vision, pledged and re-
pledged, in the religious language quoted above, laygely neharismatic executive. It might
nonetheless be assumed that the local council'sappce on the panel that evenives
symptomatic of the wider “faith engagement” dissmarits coverage in the local press linked
the two at least, as might be expected.

The government’s “faith discourse” was in majort@apolicy narrative concerned
with the “interfaith” landscape too, of course (Bferd 2010); something with negligible
relevance for Folkfield. The original (i.e., nataly configured) Churches Together remit
was clearly better-suited to New Labour’s policyrative, spurred as it was by multi-ethnic
urbanism and the vocabularly of “social cohesiossaeiated with it. Folkfield’s non-
cosmopolitan social landscape, combined with a €les Together body reconstituted as
“Transforming Folkfield” — a reflection of the cig/White evangelical base — clearly stood at
some odds with central government preoccupations.

Though of course, the government’s faith discowas also a counteraction to a
shrinking welfare state, and Folkfield, as mentthreuffered deep deprivation in certain
areas. It should not surprise then that there waera serious attempt made by Transforming
Folkfield's executive members to institute chur¢ats “partnership” in Folkfield around this
time, one more in line with officially announceet procedures. It turned out that
Transforming Folkfield's members, proceeding thgamisation itself by two years, had
initiated contact with the council’s Community Déygment officials to find out where
“agendas overlapped,” branding this initiative t@é&y/Church Dialogue.” This instituted the
presence of local church representatives — a radtigenore denominational presence in this
instance — on various council “partnership” distasdoards. However these were, too,
innovations of central government policy at thedtjiater abandoned; for example in
Folkfield's Local Strategic Partnership group, eufo ended by the later coalition

Government.
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The “Church/City Dialogue partnership initiativeadh itself gone quiet by 2010.
Repeating the Home Office’s earlier rhetoric, Tfamaing Folkfield’s chair at the time had
suggested that “churches could be commissionedpaiali to do work that we are naturally
good at, such as community building...” At the predene, it appears that Folkfield City
Council's “partnership” with local churches — aase through the prism of Transforming
Folkfield — is largely comprised of arbitrary regteefrom the local council that willing
congregational leaders appoint their members fo wi¢h local clean-up projects. Both City
Life Church and Journeyers take what credit theyfoatheir involvement in occasional
“partnerships” like these. In pastors’ talk, suabrkvevidences how “keen” the council are to
call on them — on their volunteer labour forcefaict — but without distracting their proselytic
business, which generally carries on in local sa@®eof the churches’ making only.

With an appearance before Transforming Folkfielthat2005 conference, the city
council’s chief executive appeared to support thees alleged “cajolery” of religious
actors. Concluding her address to the audienchwth leaders, she commended the
“massive contribution of churches and their membeur city,” before exhorting that they
“continue to be an inspiration to us, and contitauprick our consciences”; hardly an
extension of substantial future partnership. (TWas, recall, the same event at which the
city’s second highest-ranking police officer — aguieg in full uniform but apparently in less
than a professional capacity — recommended intsiaeary prayer for crime reduction;
perhaps the council chief was minded by such deatiams.)

It was interesting to see diocesan leaders shargtgge with local neocharismatic
pastors as they celebrated the “launch” of somal IBtristian innovation under the auspices
of Transforming Folkfield; the former then retreatifrom view, leaving their
nondenominational colleagues to soldier on withrétee task of sustaining local publicity
and economic will for some local programme, perhraggiiring the maintenance of a
premises and the upkeep of a staff. The difficslissociated with keeping a scheme going —
the benefits of Charitable registration, if secumatwithstanding — often provided the most
telling perspective on evangelical programmestimtil during this period, before and during
my time in the local field. It also perhaps was sberce of the displease tlidl persist
among local neocharismatic activists towards thefrior denominational “representatives,”

though this was generally difficult to get on ret.or

“Network Folkfield”
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Generally speaking, it was this small number ol@achemes and programmes that
Transforming Folkfield had pioneered since 2005 theasured the association’s success as
an agency for cross-church communication in Foltfi€his was most concretely illustrated,
however, not by any practical public outreach sahemevent, but by the founing in 2005 —
coinciding with the launch of Transforming Folkfidtself — of a website, “Network
Folkfield,” designed to be an online “networkingtfidor the city’s Christian community.
Network Folkfield could be described as the firshgine incorporation of an ecumenical
Christian forum for the city, and its voluntary ¢dbutors update the site’s frontal
“newsfeed” daily with any item of local Christian church interest. The site also features
rolling advertisements for local and regional cormeia businesses promoting a Christian
identity among management or employees: the gjsraf a Christian service economy on
non-charitable lines, perhaps.

Network Folkfield does not simply present the isetarealisation of a pan-
denominational Christian information resourcenttoduces an account of lay Christian
innovation for “witnessing” to the public spheré:aopost-denominational flavour, in fact,
gien that it was the evangelical executive of Tfamsing Folkfield that lay behind Network
Folkfield’s launch. The site’s original design istrtheirs, but follows the template of an
online “Christian community hub” pioneered in Ledxysthe directors of the Leeds Christian
Community Trust, a charity established in 2003tf@r provision of grants for local lay
Christian initiatives in the Yorkshire city. Traosiming Folkfield's executive had invited the
director of the Leeds trust to address them sotam #fe organisation’s launch. He had
impressed upon the local audience the need iniEtkior such an online resource, sharing
with them his Trust's own design in a series aleslpresentations. Work on Network
Folkfield would begin soon after.

In addition, the Leeds speaker introduced Transfugrirolkfield’s executive
members to the model of the “Christian Communitystt itself. As pioneered in Leeds, this
is a Charitable organisation set up with the airfdeeloping and supporting Christian
mission initiatives” in the local area (Charity Camssion reports online). The more precise
nature of such initiatives were articulated by ¢harity using a similar discourse to that later
advanced by City Life Church for its own “communiitjtiative” scheme, as detailed later in
Chapter 6. The objectives of the Leeds trust wefertomote social inclusion for the public
benefit by preventing people from becoming socieltgluded,” social exclusion defined in

relation to “social, physical, psychological andésonomic position.”
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The Leeds trust differed from the local examplesdme in that it was not an affiliate
of a particular church, but had evolved directiynfrthe Leeds office of Churches Together.
What makes the Leeds trust relevant to the Fotk&elcount, though, is not its organisational
rhetoric of local Christian “unity” nor the influee of this rhetoric on Folkfield’s own
Christian activists. (As seen, Transforming Folkfie evangelical executive had begun the
effective reconstitution of the city’s public “ecemical” narrativebeforethe Leeds group
arrived to share their own strategic wisdom.) Rativbat the Leeds actors brought to
Folkfield was the economic template of the Christieommunity trust” as a viable working
model for “local Kingdom building”: one that notlgrhad proved effective at instituting
local Christian programmes (some 30 continue irdses the time of writing), but that
functioned explicitly under the freedom of locay Bhristian control — specifically of the
kind through which Transforming Folkfield had itskbeen established.

The Leeds Christian Community Trust restricts r&ng provision to local Christian
individuals with no institutional backing — churohotherwise. Such an organised structure
for the enablement of local social provision, tatbspecifically for the delivery of lay
Christian innovation in local outreach, could ifde# construed as an incorporation of post-
denominational thinking. Grants are reserved fodiriduals who have dreams and visions
of how things might be different.” Cross-denominatl co-operation is a welcome output in
many of the projects supported, but the princigamative vision of the Trust itself — as
articulated explicitly through its Charitable aimss revealed more by its emphasis on the
individual applicant: the Kingdom-advancing “entrepeur.” Elsewhere, this is articulated as
the “particular intention” to “release and supdortlividual] Christians.” The institutional
co-operation that might be incurred in the exeecutiban applicant’s envisioned “project” —
say, through a neighbourhood youth scheme requiiniaigseveral churches work together —
satisfies very well the ecumenical agenda profebgetie Trust. But this is to be held
separately from the charity’s specific functionsagrant-giver for the empowerment of
individual “visions.” Accordingly, in practice, appations are evaluated according to the
criteria expressed by the charity’s core objectivdsich (again) necessarily include
“advancement of the Kingdom of God” alongside corial social and poverty-reducing
aims.

This charitable organisational model — neither chilsased nor church-affiliated, and
thus to be placed perhaps within the expandingyoayeof the “parachurch” — was very soon
imported wholesale by the Transforming Folkfielecextive. The “FolkfieldChristian

Community Trust” imitates the Leeds model precis€lyite aside, though, from its
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significance within the context of Transforming Kagld and the executive’s evangelical
agenda — to which the grant-giving Christian “seslilirust was very well-suited — the
Folkfield CCT evidences of its own accord one wayvhich neocharismatic local agency is
being advanced beyond congregational confinestdaogings of individuals drawn from
different local churches, broadly evangelical, andaging in targeted social action. In fact,
as mentioned in the previous chapter, this disgogererged in my case record from a quite
different direction. For | was introduced to thdkfield CCT not through my erstwhile
investigation of Transforming Folkfield, but by &mber of City Life Church, who has for
the previous two years sat on the charity’s board.

In its capacity as a charity supporting local pemgmes, Folkfield CCT has a
secondary identity, going by the “trading nameDsf- & V—: marketed as a decision-
making body for the allocation of small grants {aE5,000) for local Christians to start
welfare projects in Folkfield and the surroundirgicty. Recent recipients have included the
operators of a residential halfway-house for exemdfers; an Egyptian Armenian Christian
running a support service for asylum seekers; theagers of a “leadership” project at
Folkfield Youth for Christ; a young woman planniagrogram of “rural evangelism” in a
nearby village; a local primary school teacher ning an after-school football and youth
club on a deprived estate in the west of the aity] others, “between 20 and 30 new
recipients” each year, | was told.

D— & V— does not sustain any projects’ funding, butards sums on a one-off
basis. Applicants are required to demonstrate thagntial for self-sustainability into the
future, and it is for this reason that D— & V—,dilis Leeds counterpart, describes itself as
a “seedbed” trust. Applicants are also requiredeimonstrate — which, in practice, means
merely assert — their planned contribution to “Klogn building.” Herein resides the
conventional “inter-denominational” element, intfato the extent that “Christian-inspired”
social action, for D— & V—'s managers, does notuieg pronounced conversionistic aims.
In fact this has recently gone further. It was edgd to me that a grant had recently been
awarded to a non-Christian applicant. As one merobemmented aside, this “potentially sets
a precedent for the way we do things here.” He tva<City Life worshipper mentioned
earlier, one of the Folkfield CCT board’s neochaasic members — and confessed to some

unease about the charity taking such a direction.
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Chapter 5: “Journeyers Church”

Introduction

Me: | wanted to talk to you as well about your timelourneyers.

Eric: Well | can probably sum that up in five miast Journeyers attracts me for a number of
reasons. One, it knows where it's going, and | viargo where it's going. | do believe that
the church’s job is to have an impact on societyo,Tit has this strange structure —it's a
charitable company, and therefore it doesn’t haeeold-style church meetings where every
Tom Dick and Harry, every person who ever darkehedioor, can turn up anatefor
something. We donitotein Journeyers. Wonderful. | have been in so mdmych meetings
over the years that are heart-breaking. [He laudtsstly people are niggling away at each
other over the colour of the curtains, you knowywbat sort of front door we’ll have and all
sorts of irrelevant twaddle, and really to be icharch where none of that stuff happens is
quite nice. The internal politics of church are erepretty.

So | like the way the church is governed; | like thay it's organised; | like its
outward focus. | can't say that | always like evbiyg that's done, you wouldn’t in any
church. [But] | could talk to somebody with yourtsof academic background, or a guy
drinking his can of White Lightning down outsideststation, and invite either of you along to
Journeyers: And think, “Well you know, I'm not ashed of it.” There’s nothing | would
need to hide: he wouldn’t be made to feel ashaymadwouldn’'t be made to feel as if you
didn't fit in because we were all thick as two dtplanks; it's okay. And like that, | like the

fact that it genuinely doesn’t judge people.

Eric was talking about the last seven years ofthise as a Christian,” worshipping and
“serving” at Journeyers Church. These remarks came towagdmthof a conversation

during which he had told a story of schism and diesgmong the local cohort of
neoharismatic Christians with whom he had worstdgpehe late 1990s and early 2000s.
The group at the centre of that schism — or “Sgfituse their common label — was
Journeyers, but it was not the Journeyers he destin the passage above. At that time, the
church was a different organisation almost entirélye same belief and practice underscored
its mission: Bible-based; “prophetic” in its leasleip and direction; conversionist;

neocharismatic in all the general sense employeel ktowever, the church met in a different
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place, with a different leader, and an almost eltidifferent congregation. The beginnings
of the process by which the church was to be calyléransformed in its membership,
eventually leaving nothing recognisable of its oréd form but the name itself, was the
source of the rupture Eric had described.

This chapter reports on some of the outcomesatfttocess by examining the local
church that has been rendered of Journeyers by deaelership over the last ten years. The
reason Journeyers makes a good empirical case fetuthe broader research inquiry can in
part be attested to the fact of its transformafiom one organised, locally-rooted expression
of neocharismatic Christianity to another, anddéeisiveness of the change in this case.
Recalling the methodological narrative discusse@hapter 3, | was not aware of this history
before selecting Journeyers as a primary case.studhs thus fated to endure a degree of
change in focus as my fieldwork progressed. Bectheseorpus of participant-observational
data on which this case report is based is of temdgin, | faced the task of compiling a
degree of history as well, in order to understdradsignificance of Journeyers’ institutional
“second coming” on a fuller perspective.

This unexpected additional aspect to the casedegas, | now think, most fortuitous.
The “fuller perspective” | was compelled to purssiéurther longitudinal one. This has
become important here to appreciating neocharismatture’s inherent unpredictability, and

arbitrariness, as a locally-organised institutigoraisence.

In 1997, the founder of Journeyers, a much-resgect@rismatic preacher and Bible
teacher, the Reverend Dr. Philip George, had sugdiéed. Journeyers had not originally
been intended by him to become a “church” of thealkind at all — that is, a situated regular
gathering, with a premises for worship, a regutaleo of services and activities, and an
integrated leadership structure. Under Dr. Gealgerneyers began in the early 1990s as
Journeyers International, an “international confieeeministry,” as Eric above described it.
Dr. George had been a chaplain at Durham Univessitya lecturer at the London Bible
College before becoming a full-time travelling egalist. He was “brought to Folkfield” by
John Crane, a well-known local businessman ankdtef a high-profile Christian
philanthropist. It was his great wealth, togethéhwa northern city premises — part of a large
and still-expanding property portfolio — that MraDe offered to Dr. George, that attracted
the charismatic theologian to set up a non-denaimima ministry in the city. As with many
significant (and just as many seemingly insignifigavents in neocharismatic world, this

opportune arrangement was later declared as ageggtlfilled. It was revealed to me that
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Dr. George, longing for a source of finance to adeahis ministry, had “prayed for a
millionaire” shortly before meeting Mr. Cra@g.

Whilst in Folkfield, Dr. George founded the Coaclnigtry as a charitable subsidiary
of Journeyers International. As many as seven diédsuble and single-decker coaches
were leased to Dr. George by a local company, witlth he planned to evangelise to the
public directly on behalf of existing local indeemt congregations (in Britain and
considerably further afield, it transpired: one do&vas shipped to New Zealand for several
months; others are claimed by local members stliiet in use in mainland Europe). The
coaches were furnished with “storyboards” illustrgttales from the Old and New
Testaments and parked in town centre locationsdPadby would be invited on board, to
read the stories, speak with the drivers (Dr. Geoagd associates he had recruited for the
ministry) and, when possible, persuaded to go atorwghichever local church(es) had
commissioned the coaches’ visit on that occasion.

It was, in effect, a travelling street ministrythwith a uniquenodus operandiased
upon these multiple local church “invitations”. Bently, it was Dr. George’s high reputation
as a practical evangelist from which the Coach Migis Christian business flowed: a “good
visit” from the coaches, it is said, could bringitty to forty new people” to whichever local
church the coaches were serving on a given occaQidgite aside his entrepreneurial
initiative, however, Dr. George was considerede@h “exceptionally fine preacher,” and it
is this that his former associates reflect upontrfawly. This as well as the depth of his
personal generosity in the general business ofipehevangelism: in which Dr. George, by
accounts, attached no denominational bias to thefaecruiting new members to a chuééh,
nor accepted any financial payment for his services

By the time of Dr. George’s death in 1997, Jouansyinternational, together with its
incipient theological “training college” nearby,chenadvertently borne the congregation that
would eventually succeed the local reputationfdtunder’s original vision. Dr. George had
repeatedly declined to set up a regular congregatidis own at John Crane’s northern city
premises. He did not wish “to be a threat to lemaigregations,” and was determinedly

occupied with his itinerant evangelism, and puldgskvritings (a number of which retain the

23 As told by a senior current member of Journeyehs had been with the church during its previous
guise as well. A number of older members had beesept in the church through its transformation;
many, of course, had left.

24 This is not to say, of course, that Dr. Georgerditi“vet” each of his local hosts for their
theological and evangelical suitability first.
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stronge endorsement of independent Christian bdeksge In the last few years of his life,
students and ministry associates had begun teedrawm increasingly far afield. Some of
these — including a troupe of neocharismatic pagtawelling to Folkfield for leadership
tuition from Barundi, a country “close to Dr. Geetg heart” — found it difficult to integrate
socially with the local congregations in which Breorge’s protégés routinely worshipped
whilst employed under the various arms of his migi%®> With no other option, they would
begin to meet for Sunday worship together, and32orge would preach to them. Word of
this soon attracted a flow of individuals from Fatdd's existing neocharismatic
congregations (quite likely, of course from theyveinurches he had resolvedt to injure
with his own presence). By the time of Dr. Georggigxpected death, up to 300 were in
regular attendance at John Crane’s site to reé@iv&eorge’s “prophetic word”: now
incorporated as a regular congregation under tharhiyers Church” banner.

By this time, Journeyers had incorporated itsethidormally and informally to a
legal and cultural definition of “independent Ckiaa church” as it presently stands: a
“charitable organisation for the advancement ofChestian faith” on the rational-legal
account; an object of much deeper socio-ideologicaiplexity on the cultural one.

Some version of the latter is naturally conveyegdublic understandings about what a
“local church” is and does. These of course feexbate level into shared public discourses
around “religion,” “faith,” “Christian” and so orgut inform also the relation that such
common abstractions bear upon normative prescnigfior public life and governance —
completing the circle through pretty narrow andyMaroad realms of civic knowledge,
respectively. However, given very low churchgoiagdls in Britain, common public
understanding of churches, and the “church lifethimi and between them, cannot be
expected to be more than superfi@aBimilar but distinct conclusions might be drawonfr

the fact that over half the population can selfitifg as “Christian,” but only seven per cent

25 This points to the core need, even among prosestoharismatic itinerants and entrepreneurs, of
a regular schedule of corporate “fellowship” cedtopon the Sunday service. Divertion from this
institutional principle is unusual, but not impddsi One small neoharismatic Folkfield group | came
across met in the backroom of a local pub on adayesvening, and did not meet on a Sunday. In
their case this was most intentional: the groupassociation of individuals estranged from thelloca
church constituency for various reasons — disilnsient with traditional church structure generally
saw their Tuesday evening services, and their plddiation, as a direct challenge to the norm.

2 This is broadly acknowledged as a problem, fomexa, by the recent emergence of “religious
literacy” campaigns — see www.religiousliteracyhe.dor the prominent British organisation,
convened by leading religious scholars. “Religioliteracy” speaks generally to issues of
“globalisation” and the migration of world faiths the West, not Christianity specifically (see Besb
2007), but the general point holds.

89



be compelled to attend a weekly religious obsergaibe data first sought by the 2001
Government Census of the popualtion’s “religiougiafion” (not explicitly its belief or
attendance) considerably deepens the prospecamyoempirical inquiry by multiplying
possible received meanings of the notion “Christiant to mention throwing into rather
sharp relief quite how distinct the former two meas of “religiosity” actually are.

Overall church attendance here is expected targeget further as time goes on. The
evidence already referred to appears broadly tdigira continuing shift in the worshipful
landscape — that is the “attending” populationwatals post-denominationavangelicalism
mirroring developments long acknowledged in the-43Ehese have been summarised of the

local American context in part as

the decline of denominational authority and attaehtrand the rise of congregationalism,
evidenced by such trends as the increased numberasnobers switching among
congregations of different denominations and ingiregaeclectism in worship and ritual life
(Becker 1999: 213.)

If true for Britain, this translates to an instimalised concentration of
unpredictability among those Christians who aredefare yet to engage the faith, and may
thus be an inherent feature of post-denominatiorganisation. Changes in “worship and
ritual life,” captured in the congregationalism aked here, plainly focus empirical inquiry at
the local level of practical religious life. Theseastudies here are preserved as a sample of
such shifts in process.

The conditions for Journeyers’ re-development vaickin the earliest days of the
church’s hand-over to a new leadership. The nedele@astor Roy, needed first to instigate
a particular structure of human governance on tihparate body. Appropriately, the
subsequent long and evidently tortuous saga tligpept an increasingly affected
congregation after Dr. George died was no “thed@gidispute, but a struggle over the
human control of an institution that had alreadyedo recognise itself on distinctive
religious-cultural lines, sketched not to the proseeeds of the world or of the local society,
but to a shared “vision” of and for the churchlitse “vision” that had been ascribable in
large part to the magnetic personality and vattaneskills of Dr. George, its pastor and

founder, and suffused in the admiration of his ceggtion. Pastor Roy was appointed

27 See Ellingson 2007, 2010.
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having been advised that the church would “clogkiwisix months” were he not to take the
job. But there had to have been a related breeap¥ctation upon the new man to continue
what Dr. George had “planted”; some kind of proghagreement among its caretaker
authorities that exceeded, or at least extendedsithple longing of the congregation that
theynot be disbanded as a place of fellowship.

In the end, however, recollections of this pesadvived as human accounts of very
human strife, not divine tribulation. As a restilisiquite easy to conceive the neocharismatic
“church split” as, though not the defining traltetdefiningeventof the “Kingdom”
postulated for physical restoration. This is inpsdde if it is acknowledged that the latter is
predicated not upon principles of “authority,” lftusively upon “leadership” — even if as
politically regressive a kind of “leadership” asutbbe imagined by modern democratic
standards.

During the period of “limbo” prior to his arrivalyhen Journeyers coasted by without
any official leadership but its administrative tees and a few ineffectual temporary
appointments, emotions ran increasingly high. “Owhip” of the church was being claimed
by John Crané? its host and principal funder, who quietly harkemidesires to take over
pastoral leadership of the congregation; whilegrastauthority now dwelled instead mostly
among the leaders of the church’s small groups, @aspite their trust among the rank-and-
file, were considered not Biblically authorisedead the congregation. Beside that, John
Crane had personally vetoed the assumption ofgeatbrship by Dr. George’s own
assisstant pastor — a man popular with the contioega instead presenting to the
worshippers a different man to lead them: one wdmb teen found by Dr. George in a
psychiatric hospital, having been “thrown out” kig previous congregation for
“impropriety”. He had never been intended to retierchurch leadership by Dr. George, who
had simply determined to “help get him back onfe&.” When Mr. Crane presented him to
worshippers as the deceased leader’s chosen socdes&ss “understood by everyone to be
a pack of lies.”

It is important to note here that amidst the hedghtg political turmoil, then, the

congregation continued to suffer in part becaus@d not sanctioned to intervene.

28 Dr. George would routinely write cheques for hisistry, leaving Mr. Crane to cash them; this was
a source of much tension before Dr. George diedela for reasons related to Mr. Crane's ambitions
for leadership, | was told.
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Journeyers’ first incarnation was organised ormalar model of “governance” to that so
complimented in the opening remarks of Eric’s, adog to which the congregation are fully
deprived of any decision-making power. This arranget being a model of acceptance to the
congregation, political strife such as that whicipged Journeyers during this period can be
seen as a built-in risk in this model of “New Tes&at church” governance. But equally it
can be appraised for the human turmoil it fosters.

This, nonetheless, is not how Eric would have seén his view, theemovalof
traditional democratic structures in congregatidif@l(whereby the minister is “hired to
perform ritual and administrative tasks and tolfiate the process of congregational
consensus-seekindf) is in fact the necessary means for removingtihest of political
disruption that is most superfluous to the kindsafcial system” believed by neocharismatic
Christians to have been advanced, for examplehéwtiter of Paul's letter to the Ephesians.

This states that believers

will no longer be infants, tossed back and forththywaves, and blown here and there by every wind
of teaching and by the cunning and craftiness af meheir deceitful scheming. Instead, speaking
the truth in love, we will in all things grow uptmhim who is the Head, that is, Christ (Ephesi&ns
11-16.)

It would seem on this view that the form of polkitithat is avoided — the democratic
consensus — is itself an evil of sorts. But thisasexactly just because it presents the
nefarious voice of the masses. For the neochairisiciairch there is no political objection to
be made against congregational consensus becal@gsinot conceive the church as a
political body in the final instance. It is considd, rather, to be a literally “supernatural”
one; politics and the “craftiness of men” are cdastd “of the world” and thus do survive a
properly administered “spiritual organisation.”

It can be reasoned then that the obviously poefated turmoil of Journeyers’
interim phase caused such pain among the congoedagicause its presence obscured the
“higher purpose” that is held of an aggressivelgrgelical institution. The turmoil’s
presence was an offence to the human sensibititieslividual true believers, yes, but not in

the form supposed of a profane social organisafibe.events that were taking place

29 Becker (1999: 123) — essential to “universal phiesd” after the Reformation.
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disparaged the very institutional culture itseemething preserved as ideas in
communication, less forged in experience, thougarty damaged by it when pastoral
relationships go awry. That culture is modellecegplicitly, and so routinely, on its
“examples” in Christian religious scripture thagdable forms of individual expression can
be delegitimated in advance.

This in itself is evidence that the institutioralture of the neocharismatic church
must foreground any analysis of evangelical chis@sepublic actors — as “outbound”
communicative organisations — for it suggests tieaicharismatic rationality is prepared
against the most familiar secular concepts of jgalifreedom (concepts thate honoured in
plenty of modern denominational contexts; Baptistgregationalism, for example).

Of course, members who do not approve, or simahnot bear it, will walk away.
Many members were indeed “disgusted” by the eviiatiscomprised Journeyers’ power
transfer, some “vowing never to set foot in a chuagain.” This reveals the very strong
human reactions that indeed can and do emergedrooncoction of corporate “spiritual”
intensity (translated as God’s “vision” for the ethi) and individual “spiritual” ambition:
members, that is, who claim their own “call fromd3do lead the religious body. Even then,
it could probably never be clear at what point plgaval of human conduct at the pastoral
level overrules faith in (and submission to) a @nicated pool of pastoral authority.

Take for example a member of John Crane’s cudiemtch (in 2013), worshipping
now at the same site Journeyers did then, relayipgevious experience of “congregational
consensus” at another evangelical free churchifneblkfield). His membership of that
church was rescinded by vote of the congregatiba was “kicked out” — after he decided to
separate from his wife on account of her “destuactiehaviour,” as he put it. Sharing the
story with myself and a few other members, thedasgiare of opprobrium for his treatment
was reserved for the congregation and its powgrdge. “The thing is,” one said, referring
to the congregation that had expelled him — motignéft and then right, “there is theman
world, and there is thepiritual world; and there are too many Christians today a#t@too
much in the human world and not enough in the tsgiriworld.”

The context for her remark, in fact, was the chigcensure of thact of leaving
one’s wife; the broader point in the conversatioot (nade explicit on this occasion) was the
charismatic sovereignty of “grace.” Grace — Godilvation from sin and from sinful acts — is
to be dispensed in no human office, which appetrénclude here in its definition the
“congregation,” too. This is quite rational givereir broader account: To my neocharismatic

hosts, the Christian churchrigeant to béall of mankind.” To institute a formal procesg fo
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consensus among those present in a given buildireggiven day is about as morally
significant as calling a vote among all the peaylthe earth; it is, in other words, completely
beside the point of a supernatural institution,chitranscends such profanities.

That particular conclusion was not explicatedhigirt account, of course, but this
evidences no defect in neocharismatic reasoniriyg,tba different universe of references
contained within it — as a “system of thought,” 4ty speaking. The objection to
congregational consensus follows logicallighin this system, shared in communication
between members. This is one reason why, as itng&sed on several occasions, that a
Christian cannot be a complete Christian withoubedment in a local church of this kind.
Neocharismatic Christians could never seriouslydae “presence of God” outside the
social body of the church, but they can certaimlly gpreserve the necessary communications
within it.30

This does not explain why a single “authority’he fpastor, one presumes — should be
more desireable than a democratic one. But tHadause these terms simply do not apply.
The neocharismatic divorcee just mentioned, andiéxg partner, had been disinclined to
return to active church life for a time after teaperience. He explained that when he first
arrived at his present church — not traditionalngpdical, but modern neocharismatic — it was
with great trepidation, and he approached Johné&sassistant pastor to confess his status
as a divorced man living with an unmarried partit feared rebuke. The pastor was
unmoved by the man’s marital “sin,” however, anid tam that if anyone in the church
raised objections to his personal living he wasaime and tell him (the pastor) immediately,
for it was to be no issue this church. Coming from a background of traditional
evangelicalism, this was a new and replenishinge&pce for the informant in question. But
even then the neocharismatic pastor wasabevedby his congregants to be exerting
authorityto excuse the member’s choice of lifestyle: he weawed, rather, to be
appropriately denying the principle of authorityaasartifact of human will at all. The
expression of authority — as judgment on membarss |- whether in congregational
consensus or pastoral directive was illegitimatehiiyy neocharismatic fiat.

Fiat still needs organising, however, and its oiggtion requires “leadership” for
neocharismatics. Relatedly, lead pastoral acciéglités as important in the independent

church world as professional qualification is angwhelse. Pastor Roy was appointed to take

30 A recent Pew report in the U.S. on changes im#t®nal church landscape reports on the many
self-identifying “evangelical Christians” who atteno church — they suggest, on account of the “bad
leadership” so often experienced.
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up leadership of Journeyers in 2003 having beeiteithby intermediaries hired for the task
from the international Assemblies of God (AoG). Aiban-born and Australian-raised, he
was an ordained minister with the AoG and had sffenprevious nine years doing
missionary work in south east Asia for World Visi@m evangelical Christian development
agency. Previously, Pastor Roy had been a chuestieslin Australia, where he had forged
his ministry career amid close association wittiléza in the Australian Christian Churches
(ACC), AoG’s Australian wing. It may be assumedttte extent of Pastor Roy’s
connections with affiliates of the ACC were notljulealised by Journeyers’ registered
trustees, who had interviewed him for the post.cBigally that is, his relations with the
leaders of the Hillsong Church: the largest andtroostroversial institutional in Australian
Pentecostal Christianity, and the fountainheadPfstor Roy’s own ecclesial ideology. This

was to be instituted at Journeyers over the necddks?!

Making a statement

Pastor Roy would not hide his inspiration for gmeirch he intended for Folkfield,
any more than he would understate the charismatjghecy that foretold it — in his mind of
course, but thereafter also in the minds of thetdieants he would seek out locally in his first
year in the city. They were intended to supplanbis words, the “control freaks” and
“lovers of their power” at John Crane’s site, onos@ “flawed model” Journeyers had been

run after Dr. George’s death:

| realised quickly on my return from the missioeldi [in Thailand] that things in the Church
had changed. What an understatement! Church wasimy done the way | did church some

thirteen years previously ... a lot had changed amaid a lot to a few friends who stood with

31 Hillsong Church was founded in 1983 as Hills Ciais Life Centre in Sydney. The church’s founder,
Brian Houston, was the son of a prominent New Zehlassemblies of God pastor, Frank Houston
(who was recently the subject of great media istefeistralia, having been confirmed by his son as a
prolific sex offender in the years prior to the athis founding; theGuardian 8" October 2014).
Hillsong has recently advanced its church operattorthe U.S. for the first time, confirming itsists

as a “global megachurch.” It is additionally weitdwn in the Christian world for its annual conferes

in Syndney, New York and London, which have bealressed by many of the world’s most prominent
megachurch and post-denominational Christian chlgatiers. In 2011, the London conference was
addressed by Nicky Gumbel, one of the Church ofd&rjs most prominent Charismatic evangelicals,
and the director of the Charismatic Alpha Course.
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me during the dark days of transition. One wasRastor of Hillsong London. I've known
G- for nearly twenty-five years and | was pleasedvas now in London leading this exciting
church.

In the first year of being in Folkfield | made alb@® trips to London to check out
what was happening there. | was awe struck. | savkind of church | wanted to pastor.
During my brief visits | re-established my friengskith G— and was soon catching the DNA

of the Hillsong church. | saw the culture and howas being built.

This quote is taken not from my interviews, bunfr®astor Roy’s own book,
advancing a “renaissance theology for th& @ntury,” published in 2011 by the U.K.-based
division of Integrity Media, a Christian publishifign originally based out of Alabama.
Integrity was also the U.K. distributor for Hillsgtunited, the worship music band and
international record label that gave Brian Houssatiurch its name (see note 9 above). As a
neocharismatic leader, Pastor Roy’s foray into €tam publishing was far from unusual. In
fact, literature of this kind has been a significanabler of neocharismatic church culture’s
development in Britain. There were, it seemed, tw&n aspects to this. There was the
materials’ ostensible pedagogical function: itsiespractical influence on “church
planters” and pastors in their organisation of l@ecagregations; strategy manuals for church
growth, in effect. But then a secondary consequeigthored materials further established
the public entity of the lead pastor himself — astemporary “theologian” perhaps, but
somewhat more effectually as a quotable figuréénglobal industry of Christian
“leadership,” a field of potential socio-economigrsficance wherever evangelical
megachurches operated.

Sure enough, in Pastor Roy’s case, the Christiamograph served a dual purpose.
One, signified by the book’s subtitle, was as goosition of his own “theology” for the
contemporary church. What emerged was in largegptiréory of congregational
management. Secondly, and not unrelatedly, his b@aka selective memoir for his first few
years’ experience in Folkfield as he attemptedke tstewardship of Journeyers. Written six
years after Pastor Roy’s and the church’s acrimendeparture from John Crane’s north city
premises, and having since replenished the memipersh professed “500 weekly
attendees” from the makeshift environment of agéiitotel suite, the book could boast a
verifiable testimony to the revivalist local church “paradigm

And so equally, the book was intended to exprdsstamony to Pastor Roy’s model

for Christian church leadership, and the psycliadsuffered at its head. Repeated emphasis
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was laid in its early sections on the errant rdfa§dourneyers’ trustees to submit to a “God-
anointed, God-appointed” leader in Pastor Roy/fapseclaimed “Ephesians 4 gift” whose
role was to “lead the church and dictate vision dinelction.” Note, that is, that the pastor did
not publically articulate his authority over hismehurchas “authority” by name, despite
unavoidable allusions to it via a self-claimed tditon of vision”; but rather as a plea for the
sovereign acceptance of his “leadership” — a cdriceppmmon language, central both to
contemporary church growth and organisational memet theory, that denoted something
to be worked out by its holder and (thusly) “all@irfer” by others who are agreed upon the
organisation’s “goals.”

This was to be no blunt instrument for coercingnbers’ behaviour. On the contrary,
on the ideal neocharismatic perspective, the flomoaver is reversed: the “follower#t the
leaderlead a principle repeated at length by Pastor Roy hartkelsewhere. The
“leadership” discourse as spoken by neocharismatitors was a self-fulfilling one in the
clearest sense. Like traditional clergy, of coursecharismatic pastors spoke of being
“called” to ministry; but they were not thereaftemployees” of any ecclesial institution.
This fact did not simply leave their power overamgregation unchecked, though to assert
this might not be unreasonable, depending on oriels of the “accountability” structures
claimed by neocharismatic leaders to prevent imjietp Equally compelling for followers
though was the pre-reserved logic by which a neri&matic leadership extinguished the
smell of human self-interest: Recognition of thecterismatic leader could not, in their
eyes, be recognition of human power or their lasitf but of the supernatural quality
anointed upon them, by which they are to be resmghcapable of planting churches and
leading congregations.

For Pastor Roy, his “ordination” for Christian leaship in the late 1970s, at the age

of 24, was “a holy moment” when

the leading figures of my denomination [AoG] pla¢kdir hands on me and confirmed
before a conference that | was called of God apdrsged for ministry. They used words like
“ministry gift” to describe me... Since that day Measeen the gracious hand of God placed
upon my ventures and have experienced incredibiifiness over the years — a direct

confirmation of His unique call on my life.
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From these accounts, Pastor Roy’s was divinelyifiggto not just lead a congregation, but
to, in his words, “impact and touch a city somevehenaybe even a nation, maybe even the
world.”

Leaving Asia for Folkfield to take over the runniofjJourneyers, the congregation
had by then fallen to only a hundred. It had, imeotwords, long since ceased to be the
Journeyers Church of Dr. George, and had heldhegébr some six years without him. The
“dark and trying times” that passed were impregsade — by Pastor Roy — as having been
effectively an incubation period for his arrivak helieved before he even arrived in
Folkfield that he was “about to embark upon the tns@mificant thing [he] had ever done.”

It seems then that it was not his expectatiomke up a failing church as much to
establish a new one. Pastor Roy was quite prepianedain the good graces — and the
fulsome resources — of John Crane and the bodrdsiées; but his “vision” of a Hillsong-
style church for Folkfield was met with fierce tsince. After a year Pastor Roy left, taking
half the congregation (and the church’s name) Wiith, to a weekly rented suite in a
Folkfield hotel. Several people concurred with diegeount of a “clash of personalities” —
Pastor Roy’s and Mr. Crane’s — being at the cordgoafneyers’ split. Most would not be
drawn on details. One of Journeyers’ current assigiastors remarked to me that there was
still “a lot of pain there”; another refused outrigo discuss John Crane at all, once later
referring to him quietly and resentfully by histials only, as if loathe to speak his name.

Several other local neoharismatics — includingapte of Journeyers’ present core
members — said that they had left church behiradjather for a time. One of these (who is
today Pastor Roy's lead Youth Pastor) decidedeceffect that “if that's what Christianity is,
you can have it” — commenting, it was clear enowghthe behaviour of Mr. Crane and his
associates and their destructive “agenda.”

It was ultimately the spectacle of old men jostlfor power, however, that actually
enabled Pastor Roy to fulfil his own plan for theicch: as an institution of different
character, of a different structure, and thus &eelvpromise of its “impact” upon the city:
indeed, Folkfieldtself was hereby “reimagined” in the Australian pastexsiting new
ecclesial discourse. Equally significantly thougburneyers’ proceeding dishevelment by the
interests of senior local figures allied to the rdiuwas the spectacle that its younger

members werparticularly alienated from, to judge from theico#lections of that timé?

32 One recalled the instance in which John Cranetg#dagdership assistance for Journeyers from a
friend who was not even a member of the churclesrecially distasteful gesture to some.
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Their instinctual alienation from these affairs veaepulsion from human politics. This
though is specifically interesting in the contekthis church type. It is the exercise of human
politics — who will lead, who will administer, whaill not — that obviously does constitute
the core of “church” organisation. But Journeys@ing adult charismatics — those who
would, one day, inherit the church — seem to haenldisaffected by it in a manner that
must recall something of their generational cultidantity and being: Surely not
incidentally, it was this identity that Pastor Raxtively appealed to in his proposals for
Journeyers’ new future.

Several confessed to being “swept up” by PastgtRwision for the church.” It
must be understood that even at this earliest stagerganisation that Pastor Roy was
imagining was not simply Journeyers the local chwtFolkfield, but Journeyers the cosmic
entity, pitched to its prospective young investiarthe language of his later published
monograph. This language heavily invoked seculéions of “fame” and “success”
alongside the hyperbole of “universal significanes’metaphors for the “church life” that
awaited them under his leadership. As spoken de@as they appeared to have
communicated little about Journeyers’ prospectivielip engagement as a local church
outside the most speculative terms. His was awif&iostrong institutional identity and
corresponding membership growth, with Dr. Georgeisaining youth cohort to be at the
front and centre of its execution. It was an iseile discourse to the young Christians
present, who had no instinctual retort to makééohtighly old-fashioned turmoil then
engulfing their church at its senior levels. Bugythound plenty of &ultural instinctual
response to Pastor R&3.

These young members, it must be understood hadenévesseena local church of
the kind Journeyers embodies today. Their assoniatith Dr. George’s church was lived
through their parents’ membership. As it has be#@enated to me several times by
neocharismatics acquainted with the abundant Charolwth literature, the ages between 16

and 24 are those in which separation from churchGimristianity is most likely to take

33 Infighting among older neoharismatics is not thysource of disaffection for contemporary
young believers. The denominational landscapd itse an “image problem” forged repeatedly
within the instinctively rebellious cultural domatimat characterises each new youth generation. One
locally active young Charismatic recalls her basfid (now her husband) leaving their previous
neocharismatic church — Pastor Roy’s Journeyei® a mission placement with a local Anglican
organisation. He, finding himself relishing the¢&dom” there away from what he described as the
“cult-like” atmosphere of Journeyers, requestedghifriend that she join him. “I'm not going to an
Anglican church!” was her reply. | asked why thésponse. She said it was a joke — adding that
“everybody made jokes about Anglican churches #tiey're boring.”
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place. The reasons for this hardly need speculaBaogfor Journeyers’ young adult
members, during the leaderless period in which these “just ticking along,” to quote one
disaffected youth member (later recruited afresiPagtor Roy), the affairs taking place
above them were were as if of another era. PastgisRirrival and his “pitch” to them for
the church’s future resonated strongly in that atiento those young people. As a current

associate pastor said,

When you're only like, 21 or 22, there’s a levelunfderstanding that you just don't get ...
We were quite removed from everything that was gain. [But] if I'm honest, when | look
back to that time, foas[her, and the other younger members now filliregllership roles
under Pastor Roy], it was actually a reakcitingtime. Here was Roy talking about this
amazing vision, showing us all these examplesloéragreat churches from around the world
that he had contacts with, like Hillsong — you knélwok at what all these other churches

have achieved...”

This excitement was also, for some, a resonant@atetito their lives in the secular humdrum
of Folkfield: Pastor Roy’s new church, an idea @y thousands of Christians together in

their city, like they knew was possible given the rigtructures:

Folkfield is somewhaisolated isn't it. We'd grown up in church, and our you#aders
always used to take us to Soul Survivor [a popGlaiistian youth festival], and there would
be six thousand teenagers ... you'd get used tngstuff like that, and then you'd come

home and church was very different.

And so the “vision,” while plainly of a physicallgrge congregation in any case, was always
knowingly idealised by the foreigner Pastor Ropéoof significance and benefit to these

young Christians’ experience of their local towfe lias well:

[Pastor Roy’s] Journeyers was the church that ldtadys dreamed about: not an inward
church, but one that believed we should be doimggthfor the city.

On this account, Pastor Roy’s “vision” for the Ibchurch was a thing of
idiosyncratic socioreligious philosophy. But idiosyacy was precisely the point of the
paradigm-busting “entrepreneurial” figure centrathis brand of neocharismatic church-

building. “Building” indeed was a favourite word ang the young associate pastors,
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incidentally — thouglwhatwas being “built,” whenever | pressed for explicat swiftly
overreached the referent of “church” in its commsense, to other things that | would come
to observe only as further artifacts of the “cluditidiscourse that Journeyers fostered of
itself.

The man that emerges in Pastor Roy’s writingsi&fuacompromising risk-taker” for
Jesus Christ; but the discourse that ensues witthpages evidences as much of a veritable
lexicon for post-denominationalism as could be fbanywhere. The monograph supposed to
present “not a theory [for church growth], butw@etchallenge for the future, learned by a true
church planter with strong, relentless, apostalieedand passion.” That is to quote not the
book itself, but one of the twenty-four personad@sements that covers its early pages, and
is typical of their language. These tributes to“theion” and its author were solicited from
all the prominent Australian church leaders of ®aRy’'s former days, evidencing the
relatively small band of co-ideologues with whomttavelled still. At the head of the
section, though, is an American: Craig Groeschel founder of Life Covenant Church, one
of the largest churches in the U.S. claiming thintyusand worshippers over nineteen
“campuses” across the country. The wisdom in pfabis endorsement foremost, and again
on the book’s rear cover, is thus self-evidént.

Quite how well-read these books are is difficalkhow, of course. The
neocharismatic church typically displays severgies of its own pastor’s work(s) alongside
those of colleagues from other churches, for saledrshippers as they arrive and leave. At
Journeyers, Pastor Roy did not promote his own liaok the stage. But then it appears to
be written principally for a pastoral audiencesliho Christian self-help volume, but an
exposition of what Pastor Roy sees as “the natiutteecChurch now arising here in Europe

... unyielding, adamant, steady and persistent,’eav‘brand” of church,

rising with a spiritual aggression which standthia face of every power of darkness, every
principality and demonic stronghold ... 500 years Bgoope was a hotbed of revival. Today
Europe is one of the spiritually darkest placegarth, regarded by many as the greatest
mission field on the planet. Europe, once homeith seformers as Luther, Calvin and
Wycliffe, has become decadent and soulless ... [aBfthrned her back upon her great

Christian heritage and has become apostate andliign.

34 See www.lifechurch.tv.
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Some specificity emerges in Pastor Roy’s charaagadn of what he christens the

“renaissance church” - of which Journeyers, nalyred one:

[e]ffective, passionate and intentional churchesleek, stripped down, influential and vitally
connected with today ... strong, inspired leadersarerging from these churches ... Even
though many are still small, compared to the werldlega-churches, they are gathering
momentum ... Such “new breed” churches will pavevthg towards renaissance thinking
about the Church and how she engages with sotiety;will serve to impact the thinking
and methodology of churches the world over. Watahlzehold as they rise with influence

and significance.

Included also in this new category were a small lmemof British and Scandinavian
neocharismatic groups, all pastored by long-tinemeistes of Pastor Roy.

The atonishing magniloquence of the prose — nigfugnof the “Christian life”
literary genre, but plenty embellished by Pastoy'Rblusterful personality; to read passages
is to hear him preaching them, as any service gbsepuld attest — secured the attention of
at least one local audience. Of twenty-three resiewthe Amazon booksellers’ website,
twenty-one — nearly all signed by Journeyers memlawithin a year of its release, and

none since — are effusive in their praise of,

A riveting, engaging read ... Essential readingafoyone wishing for a fresh understanding of
what God intends the church to be like ... A bluepidn the 2% Century Church ... The
world doesn’t need another para-church organisatioreeds the local church to be the true
body the Bible tells us we are ... [Pastor Roy’s]spas for the church is palapable ... He
takes us back to the foundational theology of thech ... We seem to have lost a Biblical
perspective on what church is for and who she &hrist's eyes ... [Pastor Roy] helps bring
back a true perspective ... Not for the faint heartedazy Christians who just want a church
to “play it safe” may not like this book ... Ignitespassion for the church but also a practical
way to be able to fight for and display the churchll its beauty ... | am so thankful that |
am part of [Pastor Roy’s] church and readilstoppableeiterated all that we are doing and
seeking to become as a church — and it is workind!truly love my church and thank God

that | am part of a church that is really makirdjféerence...

It was reasonably clear then that by this time clwhiias around the time of my own

first excursions to the church in 2011, Pastor Rag succeeded in nurturing a very close
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local cohort into his own image and vision. Thikad was loyal to the pastor — recall, not as
explicit authority, but asvisionary— and loyal to the local mission of Journeyersuth it

was still unclear what the “mission” was beyond imésging conversions and growing a
“massive church.” More significantly, most of thedese members, involved with
Journeyers since its early days under Pastor Regtership, were plainly conversant in the
relevant dialect: whose function at times seemdtl@dy to refine such rhetoric, and
communicate just this kind of fantastical imagery.

Commentators on American evangelical culture lthseussed (and others
disparaged) the phenomenon of contemporary “Chrigie”: not of the arcane sense
discussed by sociologist David Martin as “a lersciancentrating a particular angle of
vision” — though that clearly makes some sensheémtesent context too — but as defining a
strategic issue in popular charismatic movementkerpresent. The young generation of
evangelicals are quite aware of the lexicons thaetemerged for communicating to God and
to each other, their character of cliché, and teffécts on conversionist mission today.
Praise and testimony — the private and the pulglitadations of God'’s reality — seem audibly
to blur together when expressed through the shedtgncabularies of middle-class Western
youth. To myself, having grown up in the 1990s,weds themselves are all native; as the
quotes above indicate, though, it is the maigmspassing into popular use that come to
constitute merely an updated “Christian languagag that is as unfamiliar to the modern
non-believer as high-flown “bible-speak” presumalylys to our equivalents in previous eras.

In addition, | do not have any mainstream chunghringing with which to reflect on
its general inappropriateness to the solemnitidggif church ritual: which is clearly of
concern, even confusion, to non-charismatics. Genghe Episcopalian historian David
Harrington Watt. In his cross-comparative ethnobyapf conservative Christians in the
U.S., as recently as 2002 Watt was stunned bydbthywernacular employed in one of his

studied churches:

| was struck by the upbeat tone of the [service] laow often the men who ran it used the
word “awesome.” It felt a little like a pep rallpeople on the stage complimented one
another on how well they had performed: for exanifdlee, that was awesome.” The slide
show with which the meeting concluded — a very @gsfonal show, complete with a
soundtrack and a good deal of sly humor — wasvedewith much applause and with a lot of
laughter (Watt 2002: 90).
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This passage really could be applied to any Jo@nseyeeting with no alteration. But
it took a particular effort for me, with no Christi faith experience, to appreciate how
startling this superficial manner of speech andmaomication is within the Christian faith
tradition. That is to say that without further caangtive knowledge or experience of the kind
possessed by the religious observer — as is WatexBmple — | was left to reflect only upon
the general irrationality of Pastor Roy’s declaresi to appreciate their idosyncracy as

artifacts of Christian ritualism, or indeed as aaftures from tradition at all.

Set-up and service

Grace Davie has noted two of the “irreversible @fféof the Christian tradition on “time and
space” in this part of the world: the Christianetalar, and the parish system, the latter
featuring the abundance of Christian public buidir- houses and former houses of worship
— streaking every local landscape. The experieheelourneyers service confirms the
persistence of the first of Davie’s effects, butlemces an abandonment of the second.

Sunday is the first day of the week, still a dayest and reflection for most, but
Journeyers would kick it off early, and with no $haanount of exertion. The church’s
congregation meets every Sunday morning not inuacth nor any other public building, but
in a large warehouse called “The Place,” on anstrifl trading estate at the north edge of
the city’s outer ring-road. The worship serviceihsat ten o’clock, but several dozen of the
church’s members arrive throughout the morningefittst few at seven a.m. —in order to
perform “Set-up.” This prepares the building arsdrdoms for two services that are to take
place — one in the morning, another at six in trenang.

The early start is inherent to the extensive defsanf the tightly-staged and
scheduled performance that constitutes Journeyenship service. But it is also an outcome
of the leadership’s choice of physical premise @loice of remote industrial warehouse is
not, as | might have assumed, based only uponasi®rs’ expectation of a “church of many
thousands.” (This is to indulge their own rhetdrée: the unit they acquired would hold
hundreds, certainly, but not the “many thousandsté Roy is so fond of referencing to the
idealised “Corinthian church”). Rather, in 2010 theélding was acquired, leaving behind the
congregation’s rented hotel suite, as the inittdiloa for Journeyers’ local presence as a
corporate institution. This time, “corporate” oltsiin the secular commercial sense, as from

the beginning the leadership intended to rent gve premises to local businesses in order to
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generate income for the church. This linking of Hiace as a “conference centre” to
Journeyers the local church will be discussed &rth the next section.

So at this early hour on a Sunday morning, youegbers of the congregation pull
up dutifully before a coldly imposing brick warelsauand begin unloading equipment. These
arrivals — most are present by nine — comprisefiech’s in-house “Teams.” Journeyers’
Teams are quickly recognised as the church’s cemlmership. In the political economy of
the institution, this segment of the congregationstitutes the human labour force without
which the church’s public operations would not oodase as they are, but would never have
evolved over the last ten years. While the Teamsectmgether with greatest visibility on a
Sunday for the main service event, some comporfehen presence undergirds all such
operations at The Place, throughout the weekhall/ear around: At “training” sessions; at
church fundraisers; and at social events with Histsuntive objective but a provision for
“unchurched” friends and other kin, whom membersevappealed to bring along for the
“supernatural experience” Journeyers provided.dagh of the events that requires some
kind of physical arrayal within the The Place -htealogical setup, catering, and whatever
else — some element of Journeyers’ teams are ah) haimuch a necessity of physical
strength : The building is vast, its furnishinggkly unfixed, and preparation for events can
be extensive. With the exception of the seniorqrast, there are no paid employees for the
running of church events. The congregaimthe workforce, and the workforce is necessary
to everything that goes on, both in preparatioref@nts and during them.

“Set-up” is not just for the morning, but for tbay long. There is a second service in
the evening for which much of the same preparatigmmany of the same individuals, has to
be repeated during the afternoon. Most of thesentekrs attest that Sunday is the longest
and most exhaustive day of their week. But theyhtniguickly add that it is the day to which
they most look forward to again come Monday. Thmla itself, and the enthusiasm with
which it is undertaken is remarkable, quite beythrespectacle of several dozen young
adults apparently so unperturbed by such an eiady mot to mention the journey to the
church’s remote outer-city location: Journeyers wé®cal church” to no one in the distal
sense, as almost everyone who attended had td naear.

The very first people to pull up at the well-swpptholed concrete forecourt of The
Place are the morning service's scheduled musiciéms schedule is set each month like a
work rota. The worship band usually number a drum@aé&eyboardist, three guitarists, a
bass player, and a chorus of four or five singdsesworship leader, along with the senior

pastors, maintain a healthy cohort of performend, lzand members find out each month
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which services they are to play at and which threynat. The worship leader — styled as
“Department Leader” of “Singers and Musicians” jogs arriving rather later, by which
time the band’s instruments are not only tunedraady for warm-up and final rehearsals,
but fixed into the electronic interface that oc@asgihe attentions of the “Production Team.”
By eight o’clock they, too, had arrived and seivtwk, arraying many thousands of pounds’
worth of audio-visual equipment that adorns therfland ceiling of the Main Event Hall.
Sound levels are adjusted and re-adjusted, ligletifegts are programmed, cameras are
unpacked and levelled towards stage centre. Priodtetheadphoned volunteers, clad in
black t-shirts, gather upon a darkened raisedgtatht the rear of the hall, consulting in
twos and threes around laptop computers and moésgs.

At ground level there is otherwise only the stagthe far opposite end of the Hall.
The warehouse, on account of its original purpbas,no windows. The walls of the room
are concealed by immense black curtains; alreadyhas a feeling of purposefully
engineered physical disconnection from the citysiolgt It is much like one might experience
in a vast drama studio: its furnishings intentibnaparse and neutral, calculated to constrain
the audience member’s senses to the single pugiesene performance art. The stage itself
has been recently restructured, now with its fiede extended out to a centralised triangular
point, so that later, with chairs laid out, it idles into the audience, giving worshippers in
the front rows — overwhelmingly the teenage andhgoadult members — an englarged front-
and-sideways perspective on the stage act. Theciansj for now, merely stand idly waiting
for the technicians’ cues, at which point they retgarun through that morning’s songs.

On a given morning there may be a new Team mehdrerand there being
apprenticed through the system. Outside of SingredsMusicians, Journeyers’ volunteers are
not appointed according to the existing skillshaf individual, but the needs of the ongoing
tasks. Even then, the Team structure’s centralitgongregational life” here requires that
over-subscription is willfully met with over-appament. “We could probably do without
half the teams we have,” confides one of the sgrastors, spelling out the clear dilemma of
a “membership” status predicated on productiveigipetion.

Testimonies abound throughout the Teams that fif@ining the church and getting
“plugged in” they had nothing of the “skills” or flowledge” they now employ each Sunday
morning. Skills gained are a source of personatess; which is then owed to the church,
and in turn invoked by leaders as a key theme antbdstration of the church’s public
Charitable contribution, as well. For the pastarsjost commonly cited result is the rise in

“confidence” among young people who previously liilé. This on-the-job enhancement of
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“skills” — from music performance to computer pragmming, from visitor greeting to coffee-
making — is the labour tailored to the practicagamisation of what Journeyers presents as the
“culturally relevant” worship service. Moreover jstthrough this intentionally and highly
visible process that the worship service and gblibtic church events are experienced as
referents of a true (and truly relevant) “Christid@”: something less communicable to the
public without the assiduous translation as “celtur

Most of the technical team are male, but amidsit fiow-key toil, a young woman —
their own department leader — strides back anti foetween the platform and the stage
clutching a check-list, streaming French-accentedmands into a remote headset. She is
seemingly rather beset by the task, but as shedgptains, is simply “passionate” for the
role. On one occasion | ask the nearest persohppanother small gang of twenty-
somethings — | have been watching them strugglertmve several wheeled storage trunks
from behind a thick black curtain that shields stegge entrance — what | might do to help (or
perhaps justify my presence). After some thoughinldirected to a small storage room at
the side of the hall. It is adjacent to an enorngiuscture of heating units, which later on
warm the assembled worshippers. | can’'t help naegeral times during the Set-up that it
has not been turned on for these pre-service @gpas, leaving the cavernous hall
unpleasantly cold. But | hear no complaints at all.

With a small luggage trolley | begin removing &of plastic chairs. Together with
the others — the rank-and-file of that morning’othke Team”, charged with the “Set up,
Pack down” of the Main Event Hall for Sunday wogshil lay them out in rows across the
hall, fashioning three outlays of seating separhtetivo wide aisles at third intervals, each
one roughly in line with one of the two sets of deudoors opening at the rear of the hall to
the designated “Atrium” next door: where from abourte-thirty people arriving for the
service began to gather. Most of the arrivals lagedemographic equivalent of the Team
members that have been preparing for their arglfahorning: casual but well-dressed,
smiling, and supremely at ease with the unbouretaction that then ensues in the expanse
of this vast open-plan chamber. Here appear soder attendees, very few without partners,
some the parents of core team members; but a trettesing of elderly faces — none
appearing the least unfamiliar with the venue pbeple, nor the regular schedule of events
that unfolds. Within about half an hour, before plogp music amplifying the room is turned
down and a youthful voice requests everyone's mavero the Main Event Hall for “this

morning’s service,” between one and two hundrecjeebave gathered.
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Upon arriving, most have swiftly inclined towarasow of collapsable tables at the
opposite side of the Atrium, where three or fourmbers of the “Hosting and Catering” team
poured coffees, teas and fruit juices,galituit. Even from the pre-filled vaccuum flasks there
is always a choice of different blends. | find mfsather easily settling in at this point,
easily distracted by the trivial comfort of pondgriwhich coffee | might prefer, while
muttering inanely at the patient smiling serversd@nly then, one is in familiar surrounds,
as if at any regular non-religious public gatherfiagwhich the catering profession was
designed. Or perhaps — to stretch the analogy sbatewas if one has stopped by a high
street coffee shop in the midst of some other aoesist errands. For this is more than the
complimentary instant brew laid on at the paristirch service, but something to be
pondered over angerved toyou the treasured clientele. There is yet furthedewnce of
overindulged “consumer choice” thinking here. Preably for those accustomed to more
extravagent tastes, a mobile barista bar stanttie @tdjecent wall, where microfoamed and
flavoured coffees can be acquired, this time f8R2&0 charge. There is nothing like the
gueue here that graces the main tables, and theybarista” Team member looks on
expectantly.

Whilst | loiter in the dark of the Main Event Halladmiring the gathering musical
cohesion of the rehearsing worship band, and thelelaf electric instruments beneath the
illuminations that warm upon the stage — anotherdezen volunteers organise throughout
the rest of the venue. The final, smaller thirdhaf warehouse unit (after the Main Event Hall
and the Atrium) is divided into five rooms, namedabprimary colour scheme: the “Red
Place,” the “Green Place,” the “Yellow Place,” asalon. In the Blue Place, the largest of the
five, a small group of “Kids Team” members plan aeldearse the morning’s entertainment
for Journeyers’ youngest attendees. The two Teadehs here are a very young husband and
wife partnership, as are many of the leadershigsseeing departments of direct
congregational contact. They run through song amte moves from a moveable stage, a
small replica of the Main Event Hall's, completealwseveral raised structures. It becomes
apparent watching this, and hearing the lyrichayg tehearsed, that a programme of
beginners’ charismatic worship is in store. Meangtother members sit cheerfully
arranging the teaching aids for the morning, méstiem the members’ own designs: for
example, small notes cut out and stacked bearimgsafoom biblical passages, which the
children would later be challenged to put togethethe room behind, yet more musicians

rehearse, preparing for the evening service’s pmidace.

108



Back in the Atrium and the two or three smallems leading off it, members of the
“First Impressions Team,” or “FIT” — identifiableytthe Journeyers-branded yellow t-shirts
they all wear — consult on their own plan of actionthe morning. The First Impressions
Team is designed to be the friendly face, armsheamdis of Journeyers on a Sunday, before,
during and after each service. These arms reachéeyond the physical building. FIT’'s
members first appear to approaching visitors a leoophundred yards beyond the
warehouse’s entrance, ushering motorists to ampgudpace from the street. They are visible
by the retroflective glow of high-viz jackets (sugmented with hand-held flourescent
torches in the darker winter months). The needHhisrcomponent of the FIT team seemed
clear enough. The church’s property extends onffasas the forecourt. Well before the start
of service this soon fills with vehicles, and FI'Bstdoors attendants have been directing
arrivals to one of two overflow parking areas taehhthe church has been granted use by
neighbouring businesses: one nearly opposite thechts unit, the other a couple of minute’s
walk further down the culd-de-sac street. The lehthis second off-site car park has only
recently been hailed to the congregation with spmience by the lead pastor. On
Journeyer’s busiest events, such as the Christeraic8, and occasionally in larger Sunday
service turnouts, visitors have been directed ¢oetitate’s sidestreets, at even further distance
from the church entrance.

There is something significant to be said for¢heous procedure experienced here.
To be ushered by teenagers robed in officialisiraiginia more redolent of festival stewards
than junior churchwardens is to forget that onedrased for “church” at all. As one walks
from parked car to church entrance, this feelingisforced by the harsh landscape of its
industrial location; brightened only by the enthdisidelloes” of the young stewards, who
gambol distractedly in the open air as the flovapproaching cars begins to slow at the
approach of ten o'clock.

This is the real significance of the Car Park Teand the others inside: as part of a
“service culture” design to permeated the expegemut of the existing member, but of the
new visitorandpotentialconvert. It appears clear that these young peaple heen in no
way resigned to the role of all-weather parkingvstel, but affect a relish for it: visible as an
occasionally nervous, often stridently confidentt &lways distinctlyanticipativepresence
before someone they do not yet know — but whoepaing to enter their “community of
Christ’s design”; this fleeting interaction, theesping shot of the church’s grand challenge,
which is to make sure a recipient comes back tmel®pafter. The stewards’ engineered

responsiveness soon commingles with the similatrirent one receives at the main
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entrance, then beyond it, in the Atrium, then entgthe Main Hall for the service, and
leaving it afterwards. At each point, fleeting geet of assistance — a door opened, a chair
pulled out, a “welcome” beckoned — constitute ilied experience of the “culture” that the
church’s members have, throughout, been insistinge constitute Journeyers the “brand.”
The responsibility of showing visitors where tolparay thus have seemed insignificant, but
it differs only in degree, not in kind, from theskarequired of FIT’s indoor members, who
approach and engage with arrivals immediately thinahe door, paying special attention to
those on their own or possible first-timers. Theelaindeed is my personal experience every
week: the attention beginning to reduce only whamlrecognised by enough members.

The resonant effect of all this is that beforech#tag the congregational throng inside,
one has likely been looked at, welcomed, and palis@u by up to seven or eight different
people. This experience does not go unnoticed dytm-convert “seeker” any more than it
does to the Christian free agent, brought herénbybssibility or promise of an “experience
with God” that is new, more vibrant, and more “gel than that provided by other
churches they might have been involved with.

The worship service itself takes place in the M4l between 10 and 11:30 am and
again between 6 and 7:30 pm. It is an audio-visoaibast: A blackened hall, a piercingly-lit
stage, a big screen, an eight to twelve-strong lbdhdndsome young performers, and
beginning each time with about thirty minutes aofywieud electrified music. The only thing
here not unigue among Folkfield's other neochart@rservices are the musical numbers
themselves. These are drawn from a global catalofjt@ontemporary Worship Music” —
the most widely played material produced and liednsy Hillsong Church’s own global
label — that has become become extremely populangmontemporary Christians; not to
say lucrative. The Christian music genre has beerighed its own category at America’s
yearly Grammy Awards ceremony.

Journeyers’ worship service, not unlike the boaleg periods of socialisation that
precede and follow on, is itself a tightly-schedu$equence of events, repeated week on
week. Each section of the service is accordednts @uration of time, monitered by the
Production Team from their computerised statiortb@tear of the hall, and streamed to
inconspicuous digital display timers at the sid¢hef stage, in view of preachers and

performers, but obscured from the sight of the enct (though not overcarefudy. It

35 One twenty-something member, who joined the chugzn moving from Yorkshire in the late
2000s, cited these digital timers to me as an odlojegerturbance to him when he first joined the
church. Still, as he explained it, an understandintieirfunctionin the broader objectives of
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begins with half an hour of devotional music, simd fast numbers, but all performed to a
near-professional standard by a Singers and Musidi@am with all the stylistic appearance
and muchof the self-conscious stage presence afeawlar popular music troupe. Indeed,
even as | became accustomed to the spectacleatiieally distinguishes them were the
inexhaustible, sky-gazing smiles of the singers;ftactically unceasing raised extension of
a free arm and hand to the upper reaches of thaistgthe other hand clutching a wireless
microphone to the mouth); and the trademark arrofi-atist clapping that follows every
song, primed for the audience’s imitation. As demtlve ascription of behavioural roles to
individual worshippers — as per those members vdmmbr their obligation to “perform” in
the way expected — the instrumental mode for Jg@nséworship was not interiorized
contemplation, but exteriorized effervescences lhtended most importantly to sheerly
evince— that is, without complication, intellectual aherwise — the sensory impression of an
atmosphere qualitatively greater than likely artyeot a “naturally supernatural, and
supernaturally natural” one, to furnish the rhetafi the church’s leadership. The impression
it leaves is of a flash mob for furnishing whatyttwall “the presence of God in the House.”

At the conclusion of the opening worship secticgfobe the main “preach” or
“message,” comes the offering: in which an assegaistor — often the individual employed
full time as Journeyers’ business manager — wowdlenan extended appeal for donations
from the audience; never without stating that ‘8tire visiting us today, just switch off for
this bit — you are not obliged to give!” That reguimembersre so obliged is a proposition
not constrained to this weekly five minute addréss,flourished as a persistent narrative of
its own in “the life of our church.” The ten pemtdithe traditionally made in Bible-believing
congregations is explicitly rejected by Journeyé&aters. Instead, they favour a discourse
that encourages giving as much money as onewanrthis traditional amount: for “going
beyond expectations,” another rhetoricised pledgefembers to bear and internalise.

This is articulated as a narrative of open-endexdl o behalf othis church,this
organisation. This serves the rather ambiguousltadg of the self-described “renaissance
church” — that is, not recognisably premillenarérall, but conventionally short-termist as a
company pursuingrowth Financial contributions are relentlessly solidjtbut Journeyers’

leaders maintain an account that promotes the bhitgelf as the central beneficiary; less

Journeyers Church — that is, as a necessary irgrteti the growth-focussed church and its events —
quelled his concerns. The result was that the #itysi- indeed theationality — by which he had
cause to question their use in a religious sefvé&fere has been appropriately restructured. He has
since become a committed core member of the charehmarried there.
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they as individuals as the beneficiaries of Godes$ing in direct exchange for cash (though
this idea was of course far from absent; just caraf@d in practic¥). Simultaneously of
course, “the church” is ensconced in discoasthe generous believers themselves,
collectively: so in essence, it is more urgent thatmembers first of all invest their trust and
belief in the institutional vision, not in their oviortunes. This appears to work very
effectively indeed on the intellects of the corenmbers.

Turning to the actual realities of financing, thrganisation was not a low-priced
affair. The annual expenditure for the charity ‘thmyers,” according to the church’s most
recent available accouritéotals over £469,000. Almost 96 per cent of thimternal costs;
only some four per cent of the charity’s outgoiegmprise grants and donations to other
organisations. These yearly internal costs inchatae £101,648 in lease and renovation
costs for The Place; £138,055 in salaries, wagégansions among an average five
employees — over £58,000 of which is paid as sataBastor Roy and his wife; and up to
£33,185 in mortgage and other costs for PastorsRayd his wife’s home — “the Manse” — a
couple of miles outside the city in one of Folkdial quiet leafy environs. The house, itself
valued at over £378,000, was “bought by the chin@008 for the purpose of housing the
Senior Ministers and for them to be able to hosttings and guest speakers for the church.”

Year on year, income to the church roughly equatgangs, both rising by a few
thousand each year between 2008 and 2012; thegtateth of The Place’s conference
business marks a more considerable increase ahtiieh’s revenues (see the next section
for more on The Place’s role). Generally speakivayyever, over the four years for which
financial records are available, the church’s daslis maintain a pretty consistent course: a
small rise in some areas, a small fall in othersttp much evening out. A few percentage
figures are interesting, however. From 2008 to 20diile the church’s yearly incomings
(almost entirely from members’ tithes, donationd &ift Aid returns) remained the same (at
about £370,000 a year — actually falling a littlesiothis time), premises costs and outgoing

donations and grants by the church bi¢lereasedby three per cent on average, while wages

36 Altogether more “measured,” it might suffice tysa discourse, generally sourced to stage
pronouncements in pastoral monologues (and indeetbffering preach” itself), was routinely
invoked to address people’s material and profeasidesires: job applications, university places,
babies, for example; these profane wants were gatefpromised” to members, but in exchange
for their “generosity” in a sense again modifiedJoyrneyers’ owieultural program — a program
necessarily separated from any straightforwardimiis one, to be discussed in the last sectiohisf t
chapter.

37 All figures were taken from the church’s annuabficial reports, as prepared for the Charity
Commission.
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and salariesoseby over eleven per cent. Staff numbers remainegdme. Over the same
period, the percentage of incomings put toward=iral costs rose from 92 to 96 per cent,
against a total expenditure increase of 7 per @éis. included a salary increase for Pastor
Roy of 18 per cent over four years to 2011; hiargahcreasing again the year after, the last
for which records were publically available at tee of the study.

As several members remarked — separately and Jagastrikingly similar locutions
—“money is important because the more moneyhaug the more stuff you cato’:
referring here to the doings of the organisatiopedectly fine logic of course. The objection
occurs to the outsider that what the organisatamesdictually “do” is not clearly explicated
by its hosts. As it was communicated to me, all oeeded to do was look around “the
church” — not the physical building, but the pedhlat comprised it — to see “how many lives
are changing” for the better. The “change” hypottextto be taking place among individual
members was understood by this point to constihgelefining purpose of Journeyers. This
was hardly a revelation for an institution of claratic fellowship, | would agree; and
furthermore, it is not for any outside observeqtestion the sincerity of countless
respondent members whtl second that claim, and doing so at least impficgference the
“spiritual” explanation that purports to lay at fiteart. But the implicit reference is not
enough to disguise the evident “cultural,” i.earteed, prosaic, human power-brokered
aspects that secure a socio-institutional “impactindividuals. | will turn to this in the last

section.

It is important to appreciate that the worship seritself is intended to be a continuation of
the experience that begins with the parking of srar. It is part of the same performance
package; the central event in a linear sequenegeasfts engineered by these Christian
labourers as a whole with which to secure the wordind subsequent return — of unchecked
visitors. Of course, this is not to suggest attat existing, conversant worshippers at
Journeyers — presumed to be all the Team partitspplus other fairweather members who
were not fully “plugged in” — were in any way nattered for, or that their “experience of
God” was anything less than they claimed it to be.

That is to say, of course, | presumed the “spifitegperiences at a Journeyers
service to be as bona fide as they were in any @hgstian meeting. One former member of
the church, who had been present in Dr. Georgeis &ind saw through its transition under
Pastor Roy before deciding to leave, did, howefesl, obliged to address this rather sensitive

issue. He left Pastor Roy’s ministry somewhat acrirously. He was not shy of confronting
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in our interview numerous dubeities that he pereiv the young executive and associate
pastors’ early “leadership” forays under Pastor'BRgyidance, after leaving John Crane’s
premises. (The young leadership’s first missiorfait, was to create Journeyers’ first
evening services, which were to be explicitly taedeat Folkfield's youth.) He commented
thoughtfully on the internal conflict he experiertbhere, disapproving of the organisational
aspects of the neocharismatic institution, whiléaliging its claim to be “church” as he'd

always known it as a charismatic believer:

How did itchang® It was interesting, because from God’s pointiefw | felt that he (God)
was really in the same sort of place... iceatain place, and it would be—you would go to
church and you would go to God separately in a way—how explain it... Like, | still felt
and experienced Gat church which is why | was thinking, ‘Well, he must bedensing
this, so | must be wrong’; and so, | thought, thaiteresting, but... |, thank God, | didn’t

make the association that [Pastor Roy] and co wesay wayspeaking for God.

“This,” he explained, was what cleadid happen to a friend who also left Pastor Roy’s

church:

When she left Journeyers she also left her relsitipnwith God, and associated all the bad
things [that had happened] at Journeyers, and thiougll, God'’s just bundled in with all
that.

This seems to be his attempt to rationalise agx@érience of (perhaps even a bad
model foy church — leadership, congregation, and whateger@ a human nature within it —
without throwing the broader enterprise into dolfdeemed understandable that to these
Christians, “God’s reality” preceded and exceedEbaman offices — came to one
“separately,” as he tried to articulate it.

In any case this actually alights upon a potenti@itky issue for those local mainline
Christians and leaders who are given to criticithrgoverblown revelry of the Hillsong-style
church —or indeed the personal qualities of the self-directedcharismatic leader, who — as
Pastor Roy may well have demonstrated — has eegssary legal avenue open with which
to establish a church, grow a loyal congregation, iastitutionalise a “theological” agenda
all from nothing, constrained only by the laws ld fand. Are traditionalists and other critics,
in admonishing the “shallow” style of such serviceshead hominendeficiences of

“apostolic” leaders, advancing a claim that the §H8pirit” does not make itself present at
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the latter's events — that the congregation’s evol@s are a sham, in other words? Not at all,
perhaps; so if not, how then would they warranir thesition to criticise such churches at

all? On esoteric “theological” grounds of cours®, dne38 But clearly these tensions and
objections take to a new level of significance al,rpractical issue — when they are pitched at
a local church level with local church concernsittis, facing off a shrinking constituency of
practising Christians, a state of affairs nowhereiacerally witnessed as it is in one’s own

home city.

“Culture Points”

The culture of our church, the way in which we kimgs, is no accident but flows from our passion
for God and His kingdom. It is our desire to intenally and deliberately create a culture thateet
the Kingdom of God.

— “Our Culture,” Journeyers website.

1: The Place

Naturally, Journeyers’ pastors are clear about thishes for the church to be recognised in

the local sphere firmly within the terms of thetawt which they advance of themselves:

| wouldn’t want to look at goals, | wouldn’t ward put too much on it, but you know I'm
part of a church which | believe is going to gromdarow. That's thelesire Because growth
means reaching people. So | want to be part ofiecbhwhich continues to stretch the
boundaries of church culture, if you like: justekig into the culture of our city, really. So |
want to be a part dhat, that conversation in the city | want to be pdrtitss good for the

church to build a name for itself as a place oéland acceptance.

The impassioned vagueness with which this pastimuéates his ambitions for the church is
highly typical of leaders’ accounts. But so tothis curious confusion of the traditional goal
of conversionism with a kind of secular corporatég#ion — which often idealises

Journeyers as some kind of public service enterpris

38 See examples in the literature, see Percy (198&8)Arthur (1993).
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[We want to have an impact on mass culture], btjust in Folkfield, beyond that as well. In
the city is where we go and decide to specificdtiythings; but Hillsong is phenomenal in a
sense because it's got a kind of worldwide chuettown, if you like. But in the cities that
we're a part of, in Folkfield, I'd like to see tipeofile of what we do raised so that people go,
“Yeah, we know those guys at Journeyers,” whethey go to Journeyers or not, “We know
those guys, they're the good guys up there, ifryeed anything you should go there”... [so
that] when the city is looking to do things theinth“Well actually, we should speak to
someone at Journeyers about this, they’ll haveoa gerspective, they'll have an

understanding.”

I understand that the references to “Journeyersémarks like these is a reference to
a company of people: that is, a people of extexgaticharacter, knowledge, and ability, but
necessarily “standardised” in a commercial senag if-one could say, with a consumer’s
confidence,You know what you'll get with a Journeyers memibeen of course, this
narrative stipulates some imagined recipients. Gumbers, when automatically refuting
the charge of self-absorption amid Team participatare fond of saying “It's not about what
you can do foyou, but forotherpeople”; similarly of the Sunday service, “It'strghatyou
take away from it, but what you can give to otheogle.” They would typically be speaking
as individuals seeking out other individuals inmdutheseaccounts are microsocial
narratives, evidencing (interior) conversionistiotives clothed in (exterior) altruistic
behaviour. The longer quotes above, however —g@itas they were at the corporate level;
spoken from the pastors’ eye-view — invoke quitadly “the city” itself, and seeme to
allude, apparently very approachingly, to the asfaif “Folkfield City” as something to
which Journeyers could offer some answer.

Again, examples of specific action are seldomhimrining; these utterances typically
segue effortlessly to the familiar phrases. “Iis thiay, we will be a church of influence, a
large church, the church where people are conreetitn God all the time” — which in any
caseare the objectives to which the leaders refer, botltidigally andgenerally —
encapsulating the futility of obtaining any eassigit here.

The executive pastor, however, does pronouncerative of personal ambition for

the church. He wants to be

right at the centre of that... I'm not saying at thp of the pile, but | want to be right at the
heart of everything, | want to be part of makingtthappen, | want to seeyfriends and

family here in church, and a place where other fgecgn bring theirs in. | just want — you
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know, it's about building the Kingdom you know, aseking peopladdedto the Kingdom of
God.

The sense of this ambition became more pronoumcedriconversations as time went on.
He says that Pastor Roy had explicated his plares ieadership succession when he retired,
perhaps within ten years. The executive pastobkas tipped to take over, and he is clearly
advancing his own thinking for the church movintpithe future. And a considerable portion
of this thinking communicates something of the éblbusiness model” inferred above.

Remarks like “reaching into the culture of the/tipeak of some general need
among the leadership to substantiate foroffgmnisationthe “relevance” that is routinely
invoked for theeligion they advance. (Recall though that neocharismagimbers, perhaps
especially in Journeyers, never usedwioed “religion” in reference to their own activities.)
One could speculate at will what precisely is these of “culture” implied here of “the city”
that the church wants to connect with, or be kntaytbut in any case, that would mean
going beyond what is understood by “relevance’hia tontext: and this | did not have cause
to complicate beyond the actions observed of Jgensécorporate planners as they set up
shop at The Place. | will move then to an accofithis.

A church seeking growth among the mainstream détéfa society — as Journeyers
does — would be expected to construct an ideologtydonforms to the doctrines of the
dominant economic paradigm. Any socialistic impslsethe church’s institutional
programmes, for example, would reckon with theadualer public profile to some extent.
Both the description already given of Journeyeosigregational programme, and the popular
theological critiques that follow neocharismaticanegachurch movements assert this more
or less explicitly. At its most forceful this assen begets judgement about institutionalised
attitudes to money, commonly voiced by those simpscof any church of the growth-
focussed variety: especially of Journeyers andsbtily, then, which practically open the
worship service with a direct appeal for cash. Wiheomes to obtaining revenue from
members, Journeyers’ pastoral discourses attengaini®olidate a central theme: How to
“manage one’s finances” in the context of a lifeed in and for the church. Journeyers’
acquisition of The Place in 2010, however, enableddditional, secular source of revenue:
from “conference room” hire.

This is an income that obviously does not demanydbéblical justification before its
clients. Hire of The Place to local organisatiomstheir own purposes is a form of “non-

primary purpose” trading for Journeyers Church uratharity and tax law; at the time of my
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visitations with the group, income from the bussibad grown to about £50,000 a year. This
is not enough revenue for The Place to requirerparation as a separate trading subsidiary,
and thus all the revenue from the The Place —ffoee any corporation tax — is money for
the church. Legal requirments being satisfied, gfoyromotion of The Place as a local
business requires some strategic moral decisioringdly the church leadership. “The
Place” isnot “Journeyers Church,” leaders are keen to emphasigét does exist to advance
it financially. The leadership is morally boundri@ke known this purpose for The Place.
But at the same time, the church recognises thafpiération of a successful local business —
one whose “product,” moreover, serves the busiobether organisations — is an
opportunity to promote Journeyers in the seculealloealm. Journeyers, in this way, can be
a participant in the local economy, not just anote#gious organisation.

The pastors — particularly the young executivégasvho was to be the primary
“public face” for The Place in its local promotierunderstands that the secular business and
non-profit sectors share expectations for whatallmstitutional service body should
provide the social socio-economic realm. Respontiirtbis, the acquisition and
development of The Place as a business was, itssgemformulated as itself an expression
of the leaders’ re-conceptualising of “the localieth.” To them, warehouse and multi-
roomed premises could be made more than a circaoestz# contemporary large church
organisation, which of course does not possessttidings erected for the purpose in former
times. The Place connects the church to the realitons of the local domain on terms they
— Journeyers — are comfortable with. In their effavith The Place, both as a local business
and as a headquarters for neocharismatic actti¢ychurch was to acknowledge the secular
local economy and its expectations for what any enedsocially-conscious private
organisation should provide, “Christian” or not.

Before the building’s procurement The Place wassaged as an asset for revenue
generation for the church. This was not a novehoigation in Folkfield. City Life Church, to
be discussed in the next chapter, has been magktdinity centre premises to local
companies for several years already as “conferfaudities” for hire. | myself, during an
unsatisfying year-long stint working for a locasimance company, attended a staff training
event in CLC’s worship hall several years ago;d bame and gone that day with no idea
that the premises was the headquarters to onelkfféfd's largest evangelical Christian
groups, such was the professionalism of their djmeranot to mention the pastel neutrality
of the building and its interiors. Journeyers, thismmerely following a very modern, but

already well-tested economic organisational modette large local church.
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Any newly-founded Christian congregation, not eftbugh to have inherited a
premises from congregational forbears, desiremits “home.” Realising this ambition is not
dependent upon establishing a subsequent “worlprerhises, though — it is the income
from congregational tithing that determines thenpat which a church can move from its
rented Sunday accommodation (for example a schabldr a hotel suite, or even a cinema
as in one case | came across) to a building oveshwhhas its own control.

The size and type of the building procured, howgigea pretty reliable indicator of
the leadership’s expectations or pretensions. fges acquired that can host many more
people than the congregation currently numbersestggomething about the degree of
“prophetic insight” at work among its leaders andecmembership. From this reason alone
then it can be adduced that contemporary churaetsacommon public refrain upon
moving — “We’ve outgrown our old premises!” — istho be taken at face value. There is,
naturally, an indispensable prophetic edge to susignificant event in the life of a
charismatic church which pretends to an “early chtipattern of congregational growth —
from house, to hall, to “All the nations.” Moneyigentified with God’s “blessing” fothis
church and its aims, which is thence inferred s of imminent growth and advancement.

Of course, the intensity of this prophetic intetation is not the same across
churches, but depends upon many factors, all spégif given church, its history, and its
imagined future. For example, a Charismatic grougssex whose members number several
of my own family itself recently moved to its ownllf/-leased premises, a former church
building. This congregation, still no more thantyostrong, had been renting its worship
space fothirty years its recent move was thence narrated, in the ljoes, as a well-earned
and well-suffered reward for local Christian seevigVitness this long-established, respected
local church that has “finally found” its own horatter thirty years serving a city and a loyal
congregation. But theirs was never invisaged aareative of “growth” in the exponential
sense. Journeyers, by contrast, planned from #énefet “massive growth” and “awesome”
spectacle. Subsequently, the institutional “visibete had to be incommensurable with
reliance on exernal providers, for premises asifiything else.

The “prophetic” discourse in any case then, isafyesin underlying rationality: the
taken-for-granted possession of supernatural lnigssid divine encouragement for one’s
church, regardless of any other details — for Iptagrams, for example. But this in turn
satisfies the logic by which a church and its leski¢ canembark upon whatever
institutional strategies it sees fit to embark ugooluding those driven by the most profane

economic logics, and developing the core discoafslkee church accordingly. This discourse
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may then be critiqued as “bad theology,” “not kibll' or otherwise “worrisome” by its

(local) religious peers, always “traditionalists/ efinition on this account. But as far as the

LNTH

“awesome,” “innovative” church is concerned, itside mandate was self-evident before it
even launched, and on precisely the same proptatiimality that sustains New Testament
churches of far more modest ambition.

The “official opening” of The Place, in 2011, wascalated in local press releases by
the lead and executive pastors, as notice of tiidiEld church’s “new venue,” done to
publicise a new facilities for business conferegcifihis comprised some interesting public
communications as the pastors naturally were sgekimarket Journeyers Church alongside
their commercial product. Accordingly, the “operytlat The Place was not a business-only
affair, but included “a host of fun activities falt the family, from The Place Giant Scalextric
Challenge and an F1 Simulator to a pamper room fnétlhmassage for all” (Folkfield
Evening News). | was not present at the eventasaat comment from observation.
However, conversations with the The Place’s submeitjpappointed “Centre Manager”,
Claire, indicate that the leaders have no partiquidicy on promoting the church through
The Place. She claims that she and other the menagesite neveoffer to reveal The
Place’s erstwhile identity to paying clients; bt there is no need to do so — for the topic
routinely arises without prompting. Clients and gamies — “guests,” as they are called by
Church members in their Centre Manager guises € wastly brought to The Place by word
of mouth in these earlier days (the business wemglvan by Christian church leaders, not
professional marketeers). Secular clients’ curyosit arrival, over the building, its
unadorned facilities and its sparse and persoa#] stsily induce conversations about its
origins, says Claire. Friendly and softly-spokam] amployed several days a week as
manager, receptionist, website editor, greetercaffée-maker all in one for The Place’s
slowly-accumulating client base, she gladly revélils actually a church on Sunday” to the
surprise and, she likes to say, the positive ingigf guests.

Claire is no evangelist, but a hard-working chetio resigned her old job when the
pastors offered her a paid role at The Place. &blethe job for no reason other than that she
felt she would be advancing the church and thegdspdoing so, on much the same terms |
had become familiar with from the lead pastors thelres. Providing “service” to people

who needed it, politely, graciously, non-judgeméytdhat is to say, there were no
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publicised conditions on the kind of “guests” adeeff) is, for Claire, to demonstrate
without reproach the kind of Christians they are the kind of church they advance to the
world. For her, every opportunity to serve thertoislemonstrate Christ's love, and every
chance to share The Place’s full story with themvislence of God's favour over the
enterprise.

The leaders are keenly aware of the institutignalal capital to be earned by
promoting The Place locally. The church’s leadeescareful to emphasise the provision that
The Place’s facilities offers to all “groups” in lkfield — not just those of the private sector.

The local Christian press had earlier reported that

Folkfield church Journeyers is opening the doora fifrmer retail warehouse which it has
transformed into a church facility and confereneetre — for use by local businesses and
organisations.

With several bookings already under its belt, Tlee®, on R— Road, promises to
become a key conference and meeting venue foetiienr and prospective hirers can look
around at an open day with a difference on April 14

The Place was officially opened in January ancis available for hire. Thursday
April 14 has been named as an open day where Isgsamel community leaders, people
involved in charity and vountary sectors and anyelse interested in taking a look, can visit

The Place to see the facilities and spaces avaifabhire.

“Senior Minister” Pastor Roy spoke up then the@ation of “flexible space that we believe
will become a real asset to our city,” and thaytivere “looking forward to hosting a huge
variety of events” there. The mainstream local gréso, received notice from the church of
its launch, reporting its account similarly — buthwnoticeably less of an outright

endorsement;

People have had their first look around a formerelvause which has been developed for use
by community groups and business in Folkfield bynhers of a church.

The Journeyers Church used to hold its servicéseiiR— hotel, but has renovated
the former F— Warehouse, on R— Road [...] to createva venue known as The Place

which can hold up to 500 people.

3% This was her intimation only, of course. One cauridy wonder what would be their reaction if,
say, Norwich Gay Pride sought to book a conferenoe at The Place.
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The Place, which was developed by the church agwbere large to host its Sunday
services, is made up of a series of flexible spaoescan be used as a venue for other groups
and businesses [...]

P— B—, centre manager, said in addition to makomgething that worked for the
members of the church they also wanted to createwatere that would work for most

businesses, charities and community organisations.

The spokesman identified as “centre manager” wasally Journeyers’ executive
pastor, who commented that “We feel we're offersagnething a little bit different and
appreciate how people have responded. It was admpt Thequality of public response
was evidently of significant concern to The Plaadgsigners; even though for them there
was in principle no religious rationalisation tqégitly declare upon the church’s “business”
enterprise. Had there been of course — and, intfathe extent that there was in
conversations, because | pressed it — it wouldslimed, have arisen from the fact of there
being a profit-making enterprise “attached” to arch. Cash revenue for Journeyers the
church (in law, the “charitable company”) is Thad¢¥'sraison d'étre of course, even
though the pastors express a willingness to leskities to local charities free of charge,
and | believe do so on occasion.

In respect of that, | had wondered about the gtlatthe church may find it
necessary to ereapainstpro bono use of the premises, by prospective dlietio perhaps
would recognise in Journeyers the local Christlaurch as physical “shelter,” for whatever
purpose. This, to my knowledge, has not been dgmbAside from the fact of the premises’
obscure outer city location, | might assume thibeéalue to the existing nature of Journeyers’
status as a Christian group — as existed pridstadquisition of a permanent physical
premises, at which point, of course, a weekly-nmgegipostolic congregation would be
transformed into something for which the appellatimcal church” was greatly
substantiated.

As it turned out, the executive pastor is quitaclthat Journeyers’ organisational
identity is not even to be misconstrued as denatorge kind of welfare provider in the usual

sense:

We’'re not about to become a local charity instefaal local church. There’s a difference, you

know. We're a community of people, engaged, andwaet to help and support, but we are
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not, you know, a homeless shelter. We migperatea homeless shelter, but we are not a

homeless shelter.

This comment angered a local Anglican vicar to whHdater spoke — no traditionalist
herself, but a Fresh Expressions “pioneer priéstivho retorted to me of Journeyers, “Yes,
well, the thing is, thewre a charity, aren’t they?” The point is well tak&ut | believe it
ultimately only to re-emphasise the conflict in palinderstanding running through
“charity,” through to “Christian charity,” throudio “the local church,” that inevitabhyill
arise as neocharismatic groups — legally incorpdranh the same “charitable” definitional
basis as has stood for religion in Britain for saveenturies — institute the kinds of social
and economic practices that are seen and deferated h

Journeyers’ executive pastor’s pointed distincbetween “operating” a homeless
shelter and “becoming” a homeless shelter is isterg. It is further evidence, along with
The Place itself, that a concept of atomistic “BarVis in the process of being publically
engaged in Journeyers’ conceptualising of the rerégmatic church body. “Public service,”
as “charitable” service, becomes private servitmnrscribed to the neoliberal language of
“enterprise.” Financial profit from a “business ddike The Place is approved because the
profits’ destinatioris the church (Journeyers). Logically all titauld ever need defending,
then, is the church itself and its societal beaeBut the entity is divine in its participants’
eyes; more than that, its leaders solemnly imply lie a more legitimate expression of
God'’s vision for the human world than anything {sidne Church of England has ever
constructed. The church-as-cultural-entity more thestifies its own existence in the eyes of
its leaders and members: anything beythadis beyond the point.

Nonetheless, a conceptual frame of reference arnt@nghurch’s leadership for its
activities outside of religious worship, teachiagd conversion — in short all those things that
came not under “Journeyers” but under “The Placedrnot be pretermitted, because, after
all, there is a secular local public to presenata communicate with. It is worth noting here,
as well, that most of what follows really is thealirsive concern of the leadership only.
Time and again, | have asked regular members wkgtknow of The Place; time and again,
they recognise the concept as something beyoniuiteing in which we were stood, but can
offer up only the bare outlines of the pastorsll*faccount. Frequently they profess “not to

know much about it,” or to not really being “inveld in that” — the understanding here,

40 See www.freshexpressions.org.uk.
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however, being that there is so muolie involved in in “the life of the church,” andwis
all to the same cause. Several have commentedsbgihily more informedly, that “I know
it's a social enterprise.” This lack of connecttwithe Place beyond the physical church
event space is not surprising, however. The Pladédta business is tied up with Journeyers’
legal status as a charitable company: in shortd-wdrile much of the building’s internal
renovation in preparation for its business tradingccomplished with the voluntary labour of
the congregation — there is simply no particulasom for members of the church to possess
knowledge about it. For they are not enfranchideteoision-making power on any matters
concerning the institution they serve and finaratkethat is “agreed upon” is the grand vision,
articulated among members on the vaguest but ratistagtory religious terms.

Further warrant is laid bare in the pastors’ ekpmws of the business. The Place’s

website indeed describes it as a “Social Enterftisgect”; a

facility that provides space to businesses, comtpgnoups and organisations for training,
conferences, seminars workshogis][ presentations, launches, exhibitions and mote. O
clients include local councils, local business flSBMESs to large national and multi-national
corporations, local and national charities anditlector organisations etc.

Social Enterprise U.K. states that the use oféhm t'social enterprise” by charities to
designate their commercial trading interests isrfomn as increasing numbers of charities
are moving away from traditional models of fundiragsand becoming more businesslike in
order to ensure their sustainabilitit. The government has recognised this too, of coarss,
in recent years has altered the legislation inrot@ellow charities to operate trading
subsidiaries on the condition that the revenuesein@ested accordingly, i.e. into the pursuit
of the groups’ charitable aims and objectives; ¢halsjectives have been already clarified
upon their incorporation as charities in the fplstce.

To deduce then that conversionist evangelicaldfes too are “becoming more
businesslike in order to ensure their sustaingbidiight logically to prompt some inquiry
into the actual nature of their “charitable” works mentioned, these are beyond any legal
dispute as charity definitions stand. The only tégiublic legitimacy facing the Christian

church —anyChristian church basically recognised as one -tésiafor “public benefit,”

4! http://socialenterprise.org.uk/about/about-soetzterprise/FAQs#legal.
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which actually resolves to the issue of the avditgitof public access to its (long pre-
defined) “charitable” services.

For Journeyers, of course, this is satisfiedtbypen services and events, “advancing
religion” and “relieving hardship”: the standardifpary objectives” of the religion-based
charity. To effect any change in the latter, theauld be to review the State’s own
fundamental definition and sanction for “religioafid its “advancement,” unchanged in
common law for several centuries; these are nehded for state review any time soon
either, as their unchanged enshrinement in theifB¥saAct 2006 most recently confirmed. It
is the intended the role of legislation coveringaised charity toegulateinstitutions — in
their financial accounting, centrally; not, thattis question underlying definitions of “public
charity.”

The characterisation of The Place as a “soci@rprise” was first offered to me by
the executive pastor. The extensive explanatichefsocial enterprise” label and its
employment that | expected to follow, however, ddd. Instead, he and the other pastors
have offered what | have come to understand islgithe minimum accountequiredof a
charitable organisation seeking to maximise itsine through non-primary trade. This
account is minimal indeed: the legal sanction farhstrading by a charity stands regardless,
and Journeyers satisfies its requirements withgsutd. What really arises here, then, is the
church leadership’s self-authored rationale for leryipg the discourse of “social enterprise”
at all, given that there in fact existe formal requirement for.ifThe Charity Commission’s
published guidelines on charity trading, for exagnplo not mention the words “social” or
“enterprise” once? clearly, there has been no obligation to self-des@ndpubliciseThe
Place on these terms.

When pressing the executive pastor on the isssiegesponses are more generous than

perhaps | would have expected. He is clear enongh®“moral” case:

Forus,in the simplest sense this [The Place] is a setitdrprise because first and foremost
it's going to generate income for our church. Whikhotreally to be considered as a profit
because we're a charitable company, do you know Wn@an, so anything that it generates
is going to be instantly reinvested in whaado in the community: so thatakest a social

enterprise -nstantly...

42 SeeTrustess trading and tax: How charities may lawfuthde published 1 April 2007.
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These sentiments, again, merely illustrate the [ge@egrained public understanding of
“church” as “charity,” just as readily present meersionist neocharismatics. Of course
though, this does not explain their cho@desuch a discourse. Definitions alone again refer
ultimately to more advanced discussion about whietberneyers’ activities — “whatedo in
the community,” as | would take it from the pagtere —shouldstand up, on a normative
moral-philosophical argument, as “publically benigdi’ actions — and of course justified of
their legal recognition and public subsidy.

However, he does not gloss over the subject aditehof discourse” as political

strategy; in fact, openly supplementing the moaaleavith it:

But then also, choosing to operate in—to usentiraenclaturef a Social Enterprise, it gives
you a point of engagement to other people, if thates sense. Like, if | just said, “Oh, this is
our church” and just let [rent] it [The Place] otltat’s a different thing to me saying, you
know, we operate a Social Enterprise. So in tefneapcommunity engagement, it makes a

lot more sense.

Here then is a more explicit acknowledgement of tteategy, but not for disguising
anything about the kind of church Journeyers wagmiess the “religion” it seeks to
advance. Reflecting my own prejudices, | initidlysumed here to have revealed certain
manoeuvres by the leadership. That is not an atecimi@rpretation of their intentions, in
fact.

The concern of the leadership is maintaining thraroercial appeal of the building as
a highly modern, technological facility despitdéing owned and operated by “a church”:
which to them, under such conditions, has beenerenida vexatious term by denominational
history, and potentially damaging to what are comuiaéobjectives. And because, at the
same time, thegire a church: as far as they are concerned, a mostvaet’ one, not an
improvement on the historic institution, not a mod@ipdating” of it, but the revolutionary
entity from the New Testament that has nédweenrealised until now. They have no desire to
underplay Journeyers Church in their advancememhefPlace; they are “not ashamed,” as
Eric said. The Place (the business) has a spégifiion, but its function is a legitimate
expression of “the thing that it is we’re tryinghaild here” — to quote one of the pastors
from quite another context of discussion, but enaieg the very same ideological point:
That the whole of their endeavours is far greatand-more meaningful — than any of its

parts.
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This is to be publically communicatedmehowthen. Speaking as Journeyers, they
write that “The Place is our brand that helps dients realise that when they hire a room her
[siq it is nothing like hiring a traditional church lh&This claim is an expression of the kind
seen in the quote above: the leaders ruefully itagithe outdated connotations of “church,”
while believing themselves to be advancing to puktiowledge the “true” institution, one
perfectly adept at contributing to the modern bessneconomy as much as the social one.

More interesting, then, is the discourse enjoitzetthis, one introduced by the
church’s leadership to articulate Journeyemshinterest in the facilities afforded by The
Place. This constitutes tipesitivecharacterisation of “the church” — and “the lodalich” —
on their part, reimagined as a place of creatidestry and professional skill among
members of an “organisation”: not explicitly a “cbbh” here, then, but a company of local
socio-economic provision.

On the one hand, in their public guise as manaafersconference premises the
pastors explain that “[w]hen developing a placeusito use for our Sunday events, we
wanted to make sure that the spaces were fulligedilduring the week as well.”
Consequently then, goes this account, they desiteetflexible spaces” that could be hired
out: The warehouse was acquired for worship ses\ft®unday events” as they preferred it,
not so inaccurately) and “The Place” was develagsed subsidiary for the benefit of the
local commercial realm.

On the other hand, though, the managers (pastave) stated that,

[w]e use the facility as an opportunity to help pleogain and develop skills for work and
gain experience in a professional environment. Yégassionate about doing our bit to help

tackle youth unemployment.

Included in this statement, in fact, is a direéerence to the church service (and church
events) — or more precisely, to everything | haite@gsed taking place before the service,
during it, and after that wasot worship ritual: young people, preparing the phgkic
premises, directing traffic, chaperoning visitaperating machinery, performing a live
music show, educating children, preparing food duicks. In short, everythinthat
constitutes the running of the church event is icamed “skills for work,” and the
environment of the church event itself is claimégprafessional” one by virtue of these
activities. It is also, of course, a reflectiontloé “professionalism” directly requested of

Team members by their leaders when fulfilling tiegirvice roles. This is evidently very
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effective. On one occasion | have been presemeimgénts’ toilets pre-service as three Team
members arrive to clean them, going about thewitte a sense of purpose (and humour) not
commonly observed of such a task. What is undedsbychem, when questioned, are the
reasondor ensuring clean and well-sanitised facilitiebey explain that it is something
people expected, arsthouldexpect (i.e. of a serious public organisation};ibalso
communicatefo anyone using these toilets the foundational litjeg” of JourneyersOn
any conventional reading these “qualities” havehimgf to do with the religious identity of
the church. And in fact they are almost never irebln talk as specifically “Christian”
qualities besides. In short, they are expresseatlyapecific of any belief system: they are
“our principles,” the outcomes of our “culture ptEri “the things that define us.” These
objects are associated with “being motivated byctinese of Christ,” “being like Christ” and
S0 on; the basic ease of such association revetiisig so much as a strategy in language.

The reference to “tackling youth unemploymentaisextension of this; another
rhetorical refrain for raising the institutionalcsal capital they covet. During my time with
the group there has been one young member acerafyoyed, part-time, through a youth
training scheme in partnership with the local cakihat this post was created as temporary,
and not immediately to be renewed with anotheapfiears, in fact, to be an arrangement
borne of compassion from the leaders over the patstircumstances of the young man in
question. This emerged during the period of “phlease construction at The Place, when the
church began to erect the internal partitions Waild create the smaller rooms at the rear
end of the unit, to be rented out as smaller mgetimd conference rooms. | would arrive at
The Place during the week to find the young marhemw | take to have minor learning
difficulties — engaged in all manner of generaktakers’ tasks, from sweeping the forecourt,
to painting the walls, to clearing mounds of gramaiside the entrance that had accumulated
prior to their moving in. He would proudly repoatine his daily seven a.m. arrival at The
Place; upon my reaction to this, he would followwith more detail of his commitment:
revealing that he lived some two miles away, andld/avalk it every morning, and that he
usually worked through until nightfall doing whaeevthe managers asked. His efforts were
his own contribution to the building works, anddhearly felt tremendous pride in them. As a
member of the church, he could articulate well giothe “Vision,” occasionally delivering
the rote-learned statements about “Jesus’s chamth™the kingdom of god” that had
become so familiar.

Privately, | have found myself quite uncomfortabi¢h these conditions, though the

young man'’s enthusiasm for his role in “building thurch” cannot be dampened. It turned
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out that he has been travelling to the church amdkiwg on the building and grounds
voluntarily for some time, and the pastors arrartedpartial hours training scheme as a
result of his commitment. He has also explaineahéothat he, his mother and sibling were
expelled from their previous church, for unsuresoees, but evidently relating to a poor social
regard held for the family by the church’s pastéfis. inexhaustable regard for his new
church home — Journeyers — on account of the wedeaxtended to him and his mother is a
strong response to that experience.

The conceptualisation here of “church” as an fustin for personal development is,
then, often quite overtly phrased in terms okitenomicvalue to individuals and to society.
These are utimately matters of terminology to apdrtant degree — strategically for the
church, that is. The promotion of The Place asdjportunity to help people gain and
develop skills”is a commercial promotion of the church but was obsfipa subtle one, too;
a basically experimental one from the perspecthitsdeaders — not only in regard to the
“ecclesial” model being fashioned here, but als@orount of the sheer inexperience of the
young associate pastors, launching their own catieerontemporary “Christian leadership”
with an institutional model of largely their owngign. They are plainly unsure of what
exactly is to come of it down the line. One formimgurance in this regard is their
acknowledgement aiftherchurches of similar natures — the same profesgiosupd in a
different “firm.”

The nature of their inexperience is interestinglteerve in other regards —in
particular, how the young leaders understand theitdy roles as pioneers of what is, to my
eyes, a most unusual enterprise altogether. Therpasnderstanding of the church’s legal
identity and structures, and the application oséhim the daily running of The Place is
generally understated, and substantive only texttent that the practicalities of managing a
company require such knowledge. They are, in otleeds, all “learning on the job.” “We’re
not as professional as we might look,” remarked afrtbe pastors; “but we're getting more
and morestrategicall the time.”

This altogether communicates a subtle but pereassistance to forcing a New
Testament “ministry model” into thdiscursivedomain of any public (i.e. secular) rationality,
regardless of the concrete activities going on @natquite obviously not religiously-sourced.
Anything taking place that cannot be claimed t&3oel-approved and God-ledon the terms
explicated in Pastor Roy’s “vision* is naturally problematic, and perhaps this sefito
explain the overall sparseness of activity to beeobed at The Place most of the days | have

spent there; but it also explains the general disiation of the church’s leaders to extend
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their congregational resources to external domavasy, as the executive pastor has
intimated, to submit to the conditions of exteraetiors whose “goals” are not Journeyers’
“goals.” Constrained to the environment of The BJat least, this could never be of issue,
could never threaten their ideological well-beiAgzolunteer from the church preparing the
catering for a conference client, for example, waallvays be an example &urneyers

doing what it did, to “our own design and of ourroimtention,” as they liked to put it.

Culture 2: from “Structures” to “LoveFolkfield”

[As an institution], there’s those three thingslttyou on Sunday that came rattling off my
tongue. ‘Create culture’—no, um, ‘influence cultirbuild future,” and there’s a third one...

| can't... I'll probably have to have a look on mygte. But these things are an outward
expression of, | guess, what happens and whate®insa service. Because if you're looking
at a service and you're going, ‘How are we reackimgmmunity?,’ that would be one of the
expressions, but it's far broader than that.

How do you ‘influence culture,” how do you ‘buildtbire,” how do yowo all that?
Language. If you look at biology,alture, in a crucible or something like that, depending o
what the temperature is, the kind of atmospheg,dhlture will grow or it will die off. And
what we see about creating that atmosphere, isitids of things we do in the service. So
that atmosphere, you'll see it in the lights, ybsde it in the videos, you'll see it in the guys

with the yellow t-shirts. We're very specific abauhat we do, veryntentional..

This statement of Archie’s — a (voluntary) seniassistant pastor,” orginally from South
Africa, who has been with Journeyers since its timéer Dr. George — is highly
representative of the accounts offered by leadsidang-term members alike. This included,
as seen here, the quite frequent fudging of rheibdevices that are elsewhere enshrined in
the church'’s official communications and literatueger in the conversation, Archie
remarked that he was “gonna get shot” for forggttlourneyers’ five “Culture Points” in our
interview#3

What is more generally interesting about such sgerthe appareitreadthof
objects that such remarks and phrases as thesgended to cover — to explain, to warrant,

to rationalise. The primary lexical object “Joureey Church” is referentially diffused in

43 These were listed in official communications asotMated by the cause of Christ,” “Servanthood,”
“Generosity,” “Learning to Flow Together,” and “TRairsuit of Excellence.”
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senior members’ talk to prescribe any number oftwal, moral, social, even economic
imperatives: from “community service,” to orderiage’s private life, to evolving the social
ethic of an organised Culture, to entrepreneutigiriess modelling: all these are warranted
as real artifacts of Journeyers’ unique industny arganisation.

In other words, they are enthusiastically preskasfactualtestimonies of the
church’s ongoing achievements. It is hardly to ca®& surprise if the self-notified
empirical achievements of a church organisation awt to be largely ethereal by objective
standards, given their “internal” nature — thatrighe heads of their members. This would
seem especially true, then, of nondenominationafismatic domains, given their distinctive
emphasis on “human-divine” relations — and a pastal notion of human amelioration that
is, in an important respect, impossible to verifie case account so far, though, has
presented evidence of Journeyers’ intention toredidt such a presumption — a presumption
that, as mentioned earlier, draws upon knowledgsafismatic Christian cohorts sourced
almost exclusively in “religious” histories. Jouyees’ witnessable social and economic
industry through the first decade of Pastor Roy&naissance church” vision is indeed
striking. This combines in ethnographic observatidth the heavily pronounced Culture
narrative. What makes their institutional discowrsgous, then, after one has spent enough
time looking over the group’s actual, recordablévies, is the very empirical nature of the
evidence obtainable for its support. | must contbas | was, for some time, so intrigued by
the wholly unexpectedynamic spectacle of the church’s internal openatie so much of
which was basically rhetorically constituted — thaio have often neglected this aspect.

At a general level, of course, the implicit functiof such talk as Archie’s above is
the normative moral incorporation of Journeyera ascial institution. After all, everyone |
have spoken with on these terms is by definitisnfficiently indoctrinated core member of
the group. In turn, such accounts typically functadso as stories about a respondent’s own
membership, and (in effect) a justification oftitis further defines a concerted and
seemingly well-orchestrated effort to conceptudllzmirneyers Church” in terms plainly
unfamiliar to the non-Christian outsider. It is fesm incidental, that is, that members are so
apt at narrating the events of their own inductido the church, as well as the details of
their spiritual conversion experience (when theetatoincides with the former). For most
neocharismatic members, thage the principal empirical referents for everythirgré
discussed; and thus are the most real to themthamost profound, and for many also the
most orienting of a social outlook more generallyonditioned in turn, of course, by the

ideas absorbed in church.
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As a result, the moral warrant for Journeyers ‘giblic actor” cannot really be
articulated with reference to non-members — thallpopulation — in anything but the most
superficial terms: not just negatively in the sethsg empirical accounts of the church’s
“impact in the city” are sparse, but because member the most part, warrant of
themselves — self-consciousy “the church” — little more than a prospective clama
structured agency for deeply personal transformatio

The nature or the “content” of this transformati®iso much more than an experience
of internal conversion, but is constituted far mtgecurely” in one’s organised, structured,
continuous andbservableparticipation in Journeyers Church — specificatiyts “servant”
Teams, as discussed. If the post-denominational thwrch — as eommunity of believers
is “God'’s plan for mankind,” the community of Joagrers must be held to be “God’s plan
for Folkfield.” It follows logically from this thamembers theorise the church in the most
encompassing terms, as indeed they do. It follde that the delineation of members’
identities aslourneyersChristians is something that could not be lefthance, but requires
socially directive procedures to ensure its endlitab

In members’ talk, this mean articulating Journeyeran institutional agency (an
“ecclesiogical” one, butnorethan that as it suited) for whatsoever common humasuits
and services — “public” or “private” — happen torbetorically identified for attention in and
to the life of this community — in and to “the liéé our church,” idiomatically speaking. As
empiricalobjects, meanwhile, these human pursuits and ssrviember whatever could be
understood as observable practical outcomes, rgstigiained and “differences made” to
local people. But their identity depends on thdaheal account in the first instance. The fact
is that for Journeyers, local people — the locéitype feature very little in its discourse
beyond superficial allusions to “reaching commusitj in turn, they feature little in the
church’s practical strategies.

Any such “outcomes” are selected for rhetorical kagis, in church discourse, with
much the same “pragmatic” imperative as has be@ukated earlier in regard to the group’s
selected legal identity — serving, that is, notribeds of any group or population, but the
personal aims of the church’s architects. PastgriiRs of course made this clear enough
with his willingness to disband the existing corggréon of Dr. George’s church and “grow”
his own. Just like the privileging of particulabli¢al doctrines, then, the identity of real
human outcomes is determined by the church’s Isaated senior members — quite
inextricably indeed, for everything | am discussige has taken place within the social

institution that is lived out in the physical build on a Sunday, in wid-week small groups, in
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other social gatherings. What identifies each eséhphysical domains is their being co-
extensive with “the life of our church.” That ismaevealed in this analysis as the indexical
name for any conceivable social situation in whtod authoritative discourse of the church
leadership is to preside over actions and conviersat

This depends on certain members — or at leasticdditads of member — being
actually present in any such situation. The leddpnefers to these procedures under the
generally term of “accountability.” This is judged important to the institution of Journeyers
that it is codified via one of the church'’s fiveulfure Points,” as “Learning to Flow
Together.” This is the only one of the church’sffRoints (see note 21) to clearly explicate a
socialnorm. It prescribes “submission to one anothdgarhing to flow together
rhythmically and easily,” “flowing together in ttiear of God... and making a conscious
effort to ‘get on with others’ and build a dynansgam that is so strong that nothing will pull
it down.” It is effectively, then, “Shepherding” amhorizontal form. Except unlike the
(vertical) “Shepherding” practices instituted ire tharliest British neocharismatic churches,
for Journeyers procedures of “accountability” arevitably embedded in any nhumber of
social situations that are pre-ordained with litheert “religious” or “spiritualistic” character:
including, crucially, in the physical environment of the ¢da where, as described, so many

regularly occuring activities are anything bittialistic in the traditional religious sense.

For a case-based investigation of Journeyers paldi¢ institution” this merely re-confirms
a necessary emphasis on the role of internal soeidtolsoverthat of external group
opportunities: not because opportunities for trstitimtional public advancement of the
church are not forthcoming from external sources rather because any social situation in
which (by definition) the conversionistic aims b&tchurch are to be served or advanced
have to be accessible to the leadership througbssadly more concrete channels, plainly
manifesting a prosaic account of social power. I@ndccasions, for example, when Pastor
Roy has proclaimed — typically from the stage - thide don’t wantthis...in the life of our
church,” it is usually an explicitly corrective am, an obligated response to some empirical
transgression picked up (perhaps only during tegipus week) by himself or by another
leader. For instance, one monologue concernednzenebers’ comments on social media.
Pastor Roy was compelled to instruct the congregdhiatany “negative tone” in personal
“status updates” on Facebook was damaging to (8€&f) church. A members’ recent early
morning status update that they “can’t be bothéoddy...” was seized upon by the lead

pastor as an example of the kind of “communicatiorthe world outside the church that
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real Christians had to avoid. Another concerned cadisgaragement of some celebrity
figure; again, this was declared poisonous botheégublic image of individual Christian
charactet* and to its private self-understanding by the memiblee “teaching point” here
(this discussion, as all others, was the conteatrefgular Sunday sermon) was not biblically
referential in any respect. Theessagerather — explicted only towards the end of thérass

— was a directive to, at all costs, keep such neg#toughts to oneself. It was an exclusively
social dictum: as easily apprehended as any spaidan could be, and understood by its
receivers there with no detectable objection.

The mere fact that such directives resonate sogly among those members that
have been sufficiently embedded in the social lifdhe church naturally calls up more
questions about the social structures conscioushtiited by leaders for individual-level
“development.” The social fact of an individual'siémbership” of Journeyers is disputed by
some leaders at the same time that it is, ofteh sdtme enthusiasm, explained by others.
Ultimately this dependd on the line of questionb@ing advanced: and the accounts received
have, in any case, been demonstrative of the ibataliscourse favoured by the respondent.
The executive pastor frustratedly called out myafshe term “member” at one point,
correcting that “We don’t wamhemberswe want followers of Jesus.” Meanwhile, another
assistant pastor explains that “we have structureplace for encouraging the right “growth”
among newcomers. He begins his account, indeel thét functionality of the worship

service event:

If you've got somebody that comes in from anotherrch, they’'ve got another kind—
they've got a different culture, a different kinfidialect if you like, a [different kind of]
expressiorof what a day-to-day Christian life might be, ahdre might be a lot akligious
stuffhappening in there. We won't have particular teilmgour service, because we're
wanting to reach out to people. [For example,] veaivhave a microphone up front allowing
just anyone to talk, because number one, whahasegonna say, and number two, where are
they coming from: can we trust them? We've a veguSsed expression.

In the connect groups there’s a lot more freeduoenet to chat, make one on one
connections, just chat with the people, there’sdoen there to express a faith in those
contexts. But when you're saying ‘reach people,’deehat in the service. But we doottly

do that in the service. We've got various charitidoveFolkfield, out of that we reach out to

44 It was understood by Pastor Roy that Facebooklpsagasily expressed the Christian identity of
the profile-holder; this itself, of course, revehtbe extent of cultural-technological knowledge
acquired by the neocharismatic pastor.
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old age people, homeless, prisoners. We've gosabss arm in the Place. What is the

Place? It's excellence. It's generosity...

Archie’s resort at the end of this passege tgatiton of the church’s “Culture
Points” is significant as to its position in thatsiment, which mirrors the situation that
obtained in general discourse. Journeyers’ exténtedests and organisations — its social
provisions outside the explicitly religious realnare typically invoked as the explanans,
where the church’s institutional self — articulatedhe prominently-placed series of “Culture
Points” — stands as the explananduneolild, of course, be turned the other way round: That

” o

is to say, the church could employ the conceptge@ferosity,” “excellence” and
“servanthood” to explain its more empirically-atidsle public activities; rather than — as it
does — invoking the latter’s (concrete) existemcexplicate the abstract categories with
which it leads its own public profile.

To do it the formealternativeway, however, would necessitate a significantly
alternate position to be taken by Journeyers ag@orate commercial entity. Now it will be
recalled from the previous section that an inspeatif the church’s commercial profile as (so
to speak) its own profit-making subsidiary — asé&Tlace, a Social Enterprise for Folkfield”
— reveals, through interviews with leaders, thatimpractical and rhetorical strategising
there has concerned ways in which they should @iegudourneyers Church” from public
account. Pretty rational “pragmatic” reasons haaenboffered for this by the church’s
leaders: overtly commercial ones, but, | suggestedper ones too, evidencing interesting
shifts in (corporate) Christian self-identificaticas conversionist religious actors expand an
economic portfolio in the local realm.

This narrative reveals a process of “compartmesattdn” upon the church (upon the
charity, formally speaking) by which its “fundraigi subsidiary” is separated from the self-
consciously religious institution on the assumptiéthe pastors that potential clients would
recoil from an association with “church” or “Chiam” actors. From this view it is an
interesting consequence that the church’s leadensriethelesstegrates the Place and its
Social Enterprise into the normative discourselJfmrrneyers Church. Interesting but not
surprising, of course, given the fact that the tdeyers” the object in discourse is pre-
prepared for potentially any superficial associatidrchie’s comment above is an explicit
reminder that the church’s corporate discourse frincipal capacious enough to recruit any

of Journeyers’ institutional offspring — formallydorporated or not — to the task of advancing
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its rhetorical account of the church as “reachiagge,” “influencing culture” and so on;
naturally indeed, for the rhetorical account isigiesd for this very purpose.

Archie cites “various charities” that Journeyeng$” alongside the worship service
with which to “reach a community.” Restricting ayaze to the local realf the church has
only one, going by the name “LoveFolkfield.” “Lovelkfield” is not a charitable
organisation, so not a “subsidiary” of Journeyehnsi€h in any formal sense. It has a
website, and a “Project Manager” in one of the A&ste Pastors, but the “charity” actually
exists only as a name, under which several locgnammes and “initiatives,” run by church
volunteers, arpublically designated and promoted. These local initiatieesprise the total
(so far) of Journeyers’ secularly social provisiorolkfield.

There are three distinct local schemes underhéirical aegis of “LoveFolkfield.”
One is an approximately bi-monthly visitation to RNFolkfield by five to ten of the
church’s worship and music team for a charismagiwise in the prison’s chapel. A dozen or
so mostly older inmates regularly attend. Thewersainly no evidence that Journeyers’
distinct cultural properties have made any advamcthe spiritual-seekers of the prison
population, whose access to Christian experienoaires under the mediation of
denominational chaplains, with a traditionalist Acgn at the helm. The prison also employs
a Pentecostal chaplain, whose son is a membeudfidgers. | made efforts to interview him,
alas to no avail.

HMP Folkfield houses about 760 category B andi€opers, and is noted for its
Elderly Prisoners unit — the only one in the coyrtwhich houses old men serving mostly
life sentences. However, the prison also has twealDischarge Units, which have been
many times referred to by Journeyers’ associat®aduring exchanges on the subject of

local “social outreach” by the churéhSure enough, the executive pastor claims of the

4 The church “affiliates” itself with other interranal missionary charities and organisations as it
wishes. These efforts comprise of regular promotiorganisations — leaflets and other literature o
display in The Place on Sundays — and annual gfamish seldom ran into more than the hundreds
of pounds; compare for example an £1,800 grantito2012 to a small anti-poverty and Christian
mission charity for Riga, Latvia, founded by oneJofirneyers’ own members, with £9,600 given to
Sunday “visiting speakers”). A more substantialitesas been recently achieved through the
church’s association with Compassion, an internafi€hristian mission agency that seeks to
“release [children] from their spiritual, economsocial and physical poverty and enable them to
become responsible and fulfilled Christian adu{t&e www.compassionuk.org): The pastors have
told me that “about 80” individual child sponsorshhad been solicited following their Sunday
promotion of the charity.

46 A subject which | have come to apprehend in lesidiiscourse as an acknowledgement of the
church’s public “expectations” — as understood myrdeyers’ entrepreneurial pastors. This took
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church — or at least intimates — to have receintnlpastoral care a number of outgoing
inmates, amidst habitual references to the churetisk with the prison.” According to
LoveFolkfield’s communications, the church has jed “mentors” for inmates
approaching release, their agents receiving trgifdnthis from Caring For Ex-Offenders, a
small but nationally-active charity that partnelignocal Christian churches in order to
encourage contact between outgoing offenders dradiétal church community.” | have not
been able to empirically verify LoveFolkfield's afas, and in fact neither does the church.
LoveFolkfield merely requests through its webditat tanyone who “knows someone
returning to Folkfield on their release and [whajuld benefit from this support” contact
them to discuss the service — “them,” of courses really Journeyers’ associate pastor,
“project manager” of LoveFolkfield, as identifiegt the email contact provided.

There is, however, a third more recent elemedbtoneyers’ involvement with the
prison. One of the church’s senior members haswedred himself for work with the
Shannon Trust, a secular national charity thah$raolunteers in one-on-one literacy
coaching with prison inmates. This developmenttieen recent and small enough that it is
not yet listed by LoveFolkfield under its “projeabdhort. | suspect, however, that it may not
necessarily be so in any case. The Shannon Trityaseems to confirm something, that
has not been explicitly articulated by the assequstors (specifically the executive pastor,
who compared to his colleagues, appears consigenadrie informed of, and personally
invested in, matters concerning Journeyers’ sqeialision). It is that the actually
substantive efforts in local social outreach —idlifft, involved, time-consuming,
bureaucratically-laden affairs — are in fact catioeit by a very small coterie of core and
senior members working of their own accordotwith the institutional backing of
Journeyers the church or charity.

This appears to be the case specifically withrdeyers’ prison “mentoring” schemes
— the exception, then, being the mobile worshipiser Even here, though, the evident
necessityf a delegatory contact between these two pubdititutions — the independent
church and the State prison — reveals subtle coditige not only around physical access but
also normative legitimacy. That is, access by thmér to the latter, but legitimaoyf the

former once it moves beyond its explicitly “religi&’ remit of public action.

some time, ethnographically speaking, and | hamsestthroughout that the leaders’ understandings,
also, are in a state of continual evolution on sueltters.
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The organiser of the church’s prison worship s&wiis not any member of the
regular worship team or the associate pastoratey lmng-time member who has long been
involved with prisoner outreach in a personal cépd¢ He, in fact, is the liaiser, who has
worked on behalf of his church Journeyers to sethaie access to HMP Folkfield for
charismatic outreach (i.e., services of worshig)vidusly this programme, once underway,
has been properly the work of thleurch The other emerging social provisions (end-of-term
and post-release “mentoring” and literacy coachihgyever, are not so clearly the church’s
work. Or rather: they could not legitimately tescribedas such until a sufficient number of
Journeyers’ members could be volunteered to jaisdlefforts. At such a time, the church
itself could publically “claim” them within its owportfolio of social action.

But this then raises the questidihy“LoveFolkfield”? Why this institutional
creation with which to collectively designate tloeial welfare outreach of Journeyers
Church? In leaders’ accounts, there is no quebetbad. LoveFolkfield is “our charity” for
“serving the people of Folkfield.” As such, thenisiproffered as a separate entity. Its official
profile — its website, comprised of a blog, a titprojects,” a list of external sponsors, and
an email contact — confirms this presentation. &li®no mention here at all of Journeyers
Church. “LoveFolkfield” has been commercially imgorated in these communications as a
local volunteer army. Its website is a place foblfmally indexing the social provision
activities of Journeyers’ young members under tarrative public guise: one indeed created
for this task, exactly as it has been with The @l&xcept, where the latter serves to generate
finance for the formal charitable entity, LoveFd#d is an engine focultural capital.

Just as they are in their Sunday morning servilgsythe agents for this capital are
visually “branded”: here, in purple t-shirts begrithe “LoveFolkfield” logo; a single image
on the site’s main page capturing an industriotmodoof uniformed teenage volunteers,

shifting mounds of earth as part of the renovatiba local park. This image was actually

47 This gentleman was employed as General Managetaafal Tesco supermarket. By some
coincidence, the branch he managed was my localswgrket at the time | began this study. It was
not until a year later, when | began regular ethaplic visits with Journeyers Church — two miles
across the city — that | recognised several emp®yé that Tesco branch to be members of the
church; including one of the well-respected volap&ssistant pastors (who had moved to Folkfield
from Northern Ireland in the mid-1990s to attend George’s Bible College, around the time
Journeyers Church was founded).

It was to my regret that | was not able to ascesdoether the General Manager had
evangelised his existing employéesadditionto employing his existing church friends (eviddigta
the case with the assistant pastor just mentiofhaps so, perhaps not. It is worth noting dlab t
the branch in question was situated within Folkfiektudent district, and inevitably some of the
shop’s casual employees — and Journeyers’ atterdeese students: the church’s specialist
demographic, of course.
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taken during a “project” summoned by a local couassociation, which has employed
LoveFolkfield’s physical labours on several occasisince its “launch” by the church in
2011. This, then, is Journeyers’ strategy for dya@h: contracting its members for
conspicuous acts of public service, whilst furtbeculturating the social youth body of the
congregation. Of course it must be noted thatsarch events are more or less frequent
depending only on the availabilitf a volunteer cohort; thus identifying the conveniso
religious “body” (voluntaristically-constituted &H) with its secular social counterpart.

The two specified LoveFolkfield “projects” justsdussed — summarised by the
church as “Caring for ex-offenders” and “Servolatig8 respectively — have been
empirically accounted for in my fieldwork rathebdrarily, through inconsistent events that
are entirely dependent, again, on the organisdtiapacities of the leadership and their core
member cohorts. The church — in its “LoveFolkfietiliise — does have a few pre-scheduled
engagements each year. For instance, a “Servdluignreach is held each Easter weekend,
in preparation for which the church contacts Iq@aluding council) agencies to see where
they might make use of a mass of young arms andshamilarly, during the summer,
Journeyers provides a team for stewardship dutiaa annual local fete held in the deprived
ward of Metre Crow (the following chapter will disgs Metre Crow some more, incidentally,
in respect to City Life Church’s own more advantetsence” there). The point here,
however, was that these two general “projects” aimhere in any core operation or
programme.

The third of LoveFolkfield's “projects,” howevess a little different. This project
involves the running dbhine an educational programme for teenage girls deeeldy a
group of counsellers and psychologists from Hilts@hurch in AustraliaShine— together
with a male-targeted counterpart calfengti® — is not a programme of explicit Christian

proselytism, but is designed as a “group mentat@adf’ for use bychurches in secular

48 The etymology of this word, like countless othierthe “Christianese” lexicon, is quite impossible
to trace; however, theonceptit professed to delineate for Journeyers appedns imost closely
associated with Healing Place Church, a 6,000-gtneagachurch in Baton Rouge, Louisiania.
“Servolution” was the name of a book written by teirch’s founders. By way of an abstract:

“A Servolution is not an event; it is a culturefusing this culture into the DNA of your
church will change the view of the world and yoergpective of the needs of those around you. This
movement is rumbling throughout the body of Christrevolutionary army of people ready to take
up this mandate. We are actively pursuing the tbstforgotten, and the poor to show them a God
who is passionately in love with them. We standiyeaith one heart, saying, “I will serve others and
show them the hope they can have in Jesus.”

49 The church intends to launch “Strength” locallg,tbut this is proving difficult to get off the
ground; females volunteers, it seemed at least@rsiderably more numerous than male ones.
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educational environments, specifically schools ymath charities. Its authors describe them

as:

unique personal development and group mentorinlg that use an inspirational practical
and experiential approach to learning... foundedhenpremise that every life counts and has

intrinsic value and fosters an awareness of tHisfod

“As a result,” they continue, “individuals are epgped to become effective global citizens for
the future.” Both the written and performative anitof the course — its literary materials
and group activities — are Biblically creationistictheir tone, as seen in the excerpt above.
The “ultimate goal” of the programme is the inctiloa of “a greater level of understanding
about [one’s] personal identity, purpose and dioector [one’s] life,” by developing
“holistic personal problem solving skills... improvednfidence... enhanced social support
networks... increased self-awareness... [and] undetfstgrof intrinsic value.” The
persistent Christian reference to “intrinsic valagt “the uniqueness of one’s design”
notwithstanding, the programme is marketed to divn@sed social providers as if a
structured course of psychotherapy: Indeed, thgrarome’s authors cited Cognitive
Behavioural Therapy in their own presentation -eftdly but confusingly noting that CBT
was to be understood as “an approach employed dmetadapted” by the programme.
Journeyers’ involvement with tt&hineprogramme has, like “LoveFolkfield” itself,
begun relatively recently: but in the space of apte of years, the programme has become
relatively prominent in the “social action” portiolof the church. Using the faciliators’
handbook (purchasable from the online Hillsong €hustore for £128), the church has
“trained” enough of its volunteers to run two oreth lunchtime courses a year in Folkfield,
and further afield in the county, at at least thdiéferent school venues. A course has
recently been completed for the first time at The,B youth charity centre on the grounds
of a local Folkfield high school. The B— had forryebeen a Barnardo’s project for local
migrants; three years previously the funding haghbended, and the decision was made to
turn the centre into a dedicated local youth chalitwas, in fact, sorely needed: Folkfield is
the only city council in the country to have remdves Children and Youth Services in their
entirety as a result of the Coalition governmeatenomic austerity policies. The B— is

managed by “Marie,” a youth worker with fifteen yggprofessional experience in the city.

50 From “Shine and Strength Promotional Portfoliojliséng CityCare (2001).
51 Alternatively, a church provider could sign anioal“user licence” for £50 per month.
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The high school that hosts the charity on its gdsuis not its formal affiliate, and the charity
depends upon its own fundraising to operate. Bsuiplies The B— with a continual stream
of problematic youngsters for the attentions of iand her support staff. Many of the
teenagers referred there have been suspendeddssonk for aggressive behaviour; a
possible majority of them are girls.

Journeyers ran a six-we&kineprogramme at The B—, for which Marie selected a
dozen girls, most of whom had been censured bgdheol’'s administrators for bullying, and
whom she felt were especially afflicted by “selfntboissues.” Marie observed all tBaine
sessions that took place, and has declared theymsuecessful: three-quarters of the girls
selected for the programme have completed allélsisns, she says, and some of those have
been recorded as displaying marked improvemertdin behaviour; one has even begun
volunteering herself at The B—. Maybe, Marie s&kinehas had a lot to do with that,
maybe it has not; but in any case, the youth wohnksrbeen most impressed with
programme’s content, and its execution by Jourrggyetunteers.

The programme has a specifically unique emphaatsdistinguishes it from other

similar “wellbeing” counselling courses, she says:

It's all about self-esteem and self-confidence wiitese [kinds of] course... but wighine
there’s an emphasis on se#lug which is not something you tend to get [with othe

courses].

Marie gives the example of one participant, a ndbedly” of other girls at the school. Marie
tells of how she nominated the girl fBhineafter judging her behaviour to be indicative not
of low self-confidence, but an absence of “selfuegl “She’d put value oothers” the youth
worker suggests, “on her friends, on witeywere doing,” but not on herself and her own
interests; th&hinecourse, however, “enabled her to do that” — t@siif rather well, | noted,
to the aims articulated by the programme’s charignaathors.

This all speaks very highly both of Hillsong’s gramme and Journeyers’ volunteer
deliverers. Marie — who is not a Christian hersatiti speaks frankly of her displeasure at
overtChristian provision in secular youth care — knevthef programme’s Christian
authorship when we spoke. She was not blind, eithehe course literatures’ theological-
moral devices: on the contrary, its talk of “inginvalue” and so on was, for Marie, exactly
what certain girls needed to hear, and be tauglthad been the very impetus for her taking

the programme on at The B—. In fact, Marie’s gehattitude to the presence of “faith”

141



materials in youth charity was a clear and reaslenatoduct of the reality of her profession.
A significant amoung of her time was spent at “camity network meetings,” at which, she
claimed, a majority of institutional representasiyesent would be from the churches — at
any given council-convened meeting, “we must get fr six vicars, ... Youth for Christ,
other church workers... the most in attendance aehirch groups.”

It became clear in the course of our conversatibowever, that Marie was
completely unfamiliar with any distinction to be desbetween denominational and
nondenominational Christian groups: more so, indaagdistinctions of the kind upon
which the present study — and my inquires — hastede Marie spoke at length about her
local experiences with Christian actors in youthrdly provision — including occasions upon
which she had been “prayed over” by Christian yautinkers, much to her professional
disquiet — but there was no apprehension of angrgéndistinction at the theological or
religious organisational level, the kinds of distions that identify the conversionist from the
non-conversionist believer amuturn the institutions which have developed in recent
decades. This was no surprise in the broader cooteur exchange, in which Marie spoke
only of “faith,” never “religion” or “Christianity. Hers was a normative view only upon the
generalised subject of (Christian) “faith sharingdt “conversion,” and therefore upon
nothing of the institutional account presently eéxpt — of the “neocharismatic,” the “post-
denominational” and so on.

Here is where the account becomes interestingvi&ote had never heard of
Journeyers Church. She explained that a young weri@arla” — had gotten in contact with
The B—, and with her, to introduce tBaineprogramme and to ask if they would be
interested in running it there. Carla, Marie s&d mental health nurse from Folkfield's H—
Hospital, whereShinewas then “being run two or three times a week.F sidbsequent
contact with Carla — who had promptly supplied Maxith the course materials to look over
— was supplemented with visits from two of Carleddieagues, who arrived also from the
hospital to liaise with the youth workers in preggaon for the programme’s introduction. To
this point, Marie believe&hineto be a programme that was endorsed by mentahheal
agencies. After all, its promoters to her were rakein¢alth professionals, and its aims, so
communicated in the materials from which | havetgdpreinforced such an “officialising”

insignia:

Carla came and spoke to me face to face, and teldlnabout her work as a mental health

worker, buthevermentioned [Journeyers Church]... | just assumedshefwas associated
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with the programme] as a mental health worker,taatiShinewas about creating good
mental health among young people. So | took ihasvalue... [and] that she was just doing

it from her professional background [alone]..

Carla was indeed a mental health nurse. She hagpdseto be the wife of
Journeyers’ lead Youth Pastor. Marie’s responghisoknowledge, as | revealed it to her,
was magnanimous. “It's nice, then,” she said, “beeathat’s the first one I've met in a long
time who’s come from that background, and nevertioead it.” For Marie, Carla’s
disregard in mentioning her own Christian identitin the context of promoting this
Christian-based youth programme to her — beamntsmagnanimity. But this response does
not address the fact of Carla’s complete quiethendentity — indeed the existence — of her
church Journeyers, which was the actual institutionakiea of theShineprogramme. My
own perspective was somewhat differently positiometthis exchange with Marie, as she
was quickly aware. She conceded thad she been made aware of the source institution for
Shinein Folkfield, and of its facilitators — not H— Haigal, she now understood, but
Journeyers Church — she “would have looked intoritnyself” before signing up. What,
then,did she know of the programme’s local origins, beyis@&ndorsement by a trio of
mental health nurses? | asked Marie if she hadlese@rd of Journeyers Church; she had not.
| asked then if she had ever heard of LoveFolkfi&lih yes,” she replied, “that’s their
funders.”

This confirms the formal instrumentalisation ofoiteFolkfield,” and its evident
effectiveness before an audience of welfare prafeats. Incidentally, Marie has had no
contact with LoveFolkfield’s “project manager” —estthe church’s associate pastorate. This
surely reflects nothing so much as the structufarimality of a charitable sponsor that is
neither “charity” nor “sponsor” in any factual senst is no insignificant detail, to be sure,
but evidently a strategy well enough advanced lbynkyers’ leaders for the purposes of
advancing th&hineprogramme to the local community — to quote thé&rci's associate
pastor, to “significantly expand our capacity taru courses and reach more high schools
within the city to deliver this important message.”

Interestingly, had Marie looked into “LoveFolkiiglitself, she may have uncovered
an article in the local mainstream press that €tdkas had been advanced in regard to The
Place’s new “conference facility” two years earlierevealed the church’s enthusiasm for
public attention whenever secular economic patremeas received. An April 2012 article on

the Folkfield Daily News website reported that LBakfield, a “charity” and “community
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initiative” run by “Folkfield-based church, Jourreg” — accompanied by a photograph of
Pastor Roy addressing the congregation — had ext@£10,000 donation from the
Santander Foundation “to fund a part-time projeahager for its self-esteem course.” As
with the promotional pieces for The Place, thigchatis essentially a press release by the
church: one that also serves the public accoutitaif (perhaps slightly unwitting) corporate
grant-givers. In this case a multinational bankpséhPR management, on awarding the
grant, honoured the Foundation’s support for “disaiaged people” through “education and
training projects,” adding that they were “delighte have been able to support this project
and hope that it has a positive impact on many lp&ofives.”

Beneath the online version of the article areguseven comments: Six of these — all
who | know to be Journeyers members, all postedidlyeof publication, five credited with
their posters’ full names — commend “LoveFolkfiefdt its introduction of the “great
scheme” to “the women and girls of Folkfield... mgnjwhom)] are so critical of
[themselves] and lack self-esteem,” a problem ‘tmatdern society often only adds to.” The
first-posted entry expresses concern that “extrgméherable women are being targeted by
the bible bashers, who let’s face it, find it almiospossible to resist spouting their
nonsense.” It is, of these seven, the only oneitegtb a pseudonymous author. The

neocharismatic online commenters, by contrastuacencerned with anonymity.

Reflection: some emerging difficulties

In chapter 3, | considered a broad finding frompheposed ethnographic case study of local
neocharismatic groups. This concerned the podyiliilat a fully situated, methodologically
“open” approach to their socio-economic activitiesew to the academic literature, |
maintain — cannot presuppose the empirical substimbe attached their leaders’ and core
members’ increasingly cohesielimsof public action and involvement. Recall that the
theoretical approach outlined in chapter 1 propasetescribe and explain neocharismatic
organisations “advancing a social and theologiolilice to the wider public,” but that this
culture was to be examined in a context of condraresmission: namely through the
emerging institutions of an evolving British volany/third sector, a distinctive empirical
domain as identified in recent scholarship.

In the literature review of chapter 2 it was seehmerely that the activities internal

to contemporary neocharismatic churches are litebonstitute a distinctive culture in
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theoretical regard, but that this culture has iddaeen the focus in (American) investigations
thus far. As | suggested there, it has been clexiaet! by a degree of analytic superficiality,
often troubled by an implicit religious analysisdaoverall inconsistency following
Ellingson’s recent review (2010). The churches'esph ofexternalactivity, however — in a
dual mode of “public engagement” institutions cahgiin local political-religious ecologies

— has remained unexplicated even there.

Nevertheless | advanced the general hypothesiStitain’s own (and still less
qualitatively surveyed) neocharismatic constituescire seeking to advance themselves
through equivalent state-supported channels. litiaddo this, though, | proposed a
comparative case study design with which to expitorghis design actually presupposed a
minimal level of conformance in the descriptivedheatical natures of the sub-units selected
for detailed analysis (in this study between the, tWourneyers” and “City Life Church”).
The presupposition present here, in short, wakese two church companies working locally
in pursuit of a broadly comparable repertoire dflpuengagement programmes; in
somethingmorethan ideal form, that is.

The investigation into Journeyers would, at thishevidence a generous
discrepancy between tlseggestivgroperties of substantive public engagement by that
church and its actual results. The account of Oy Church which will follow these
remarks demonstrates that the Newfrontiers netwddcal offices are proving significantly
more profitable in the areas for which this studyswlesigned to investigate. But even before
presenting the second case, the Journeyers findages some issues for the ensuing case
study overall, particularly its comparative elemgand, | suspect, not restricted to it). | shall
briefly address what appear the important points;henderstanding, of course, that a more
conclusive discussion must follow after the Citjel¢ase study, and contribute to a
concluding summary chapter.

The important points mainly follow from anotherlegtion on the criteria by which |
selected Journeyers Church (and CLC) as cases firshplace. My discussion in chapter 3
underplayed the presence back then of objectiveet@” employed, emphasising by contrast
the subjective field-based process through whichd selected groups for sustained
investigation. These, then, were decisions madritir rather impressionistic analyses;
“situated judgements” though, as per the wider sasgdy design. | was looking for what
would appear in my estimations to be the “signiftceongregations” of Folkfield at that

time. But this involved some potentially misleadirgrtors, some of which were
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demonstrably inappropriate, or at least tenuoushnectable to the research questions that
were also being (and continued to be) developed.

For example, a significant share of the data infognmy choice of best cases could
appear to reduce to the personal temperamentahbpplee sheeenthusiasmperhaps — of
individual members; namely Journeyers’, as of opitrturned out. More precisely, then,
case decisions rested partially on the (necesdaiiéy and fleeting) testimonials | received
from neocharismatic participants or their peeresBreports, as discussed in chapter 3, were
often as not unsolicited in these early days —siooa buttressed by my own knowledge
shortfalls, as noted; concerning not just religibus methodological functions, too, and
perhaps more seriously still. Clearly, one thingeaiculations could have been based more
explicitly on was a greater preliminary exploratigfithe empirical institutional properties of
the emerging church companies, on the lines inttedun chapter 1. This was not possible to
a significant extent though, again, because theareb problems were an object of
developmenin situ, and poorly formulated themselves at that time.

Yet it must also be reconsidered here that ond dgterion for the case selections
wasin force: as regards the churches’ fundamewgfs They were to be “neocharismatic,”
emphasising here tteharismati¢ and denominationally independent, signalled frethe
Grecian prefix. On a single-case perspective, Jyans’ description appears to reinforce the
church type as drawn (under varying monikers) ftbenAmerican research record —
approximating the description, reviewed at lengttier, of the independent, growth-
focussed “megachurch” institution. So in selectiogrneyers | was selecting, primarily, a
descriptive church type, an object of abstractedgmisation. But the stated objective of the
broader study is to investigate a sociopoliticarigral class of things” to be empirically and
theoretically specifiable to a local political aedonomic contextuality; an additional and
rather different affair. This all should serve ntgite reconfirm the danger of pre-selecting a
case sample on the advice of preconceived ided@elypharacteristics. In this sociological-
religious case, though, it is of particular notattthose characteristics refer almost entirely to
internal cultural factors (congregational habits, hieragshi‘consumerist logics” and so on),
and neither advance nor require anything of therastde: their external public
institutionalisms. The early sections of the litara review made that much quite clear.

It may be feared, at this point, that the conclug@mwhich | am headed in these
remarks is that possible alternative candidatethidtocal cross-case sample — alternative to
Journeyers, that is — had been wrongfully excluategrioristic descriptive-theoretical

grounds; more seriously, that their exclusion wetgidnined as a result of some notable
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contrariety in their internal cultural structurengpared to that pre-ordained by a
“neocharismatic” subject specification as articedbin chapters 1 and 2 (and drawn most
substantially from the U.S. record, thus presenfimther issues). If that were so, the
objection is self-evident: Then this thesis is astudy of “neocharismatic” constituencies,
but some other unexplicated Christian sector; bateis advancing a mandate of public
engagement — of renewed “social significance” thexmanners that were originally
hypothesised, but whose members donamessarilypossess all the cultural-theological
specifications of the nondenominational/megacherity.

This is a conclusion too far, of course, for thgyCife case is yet to be presented.
But as hinted already, the next chapter will cdntié a good deal more to tloeal account
so far, and enable a more coherent summary toafobba which | shall conclude with more
confidence the clearer directions for future resear

The speculations just made, however, are not witheecedent in the British
literature, and in fact have been expressed icentegublication by the Catholic Friar and
British expatriate, Peter Hocken (2009). At the ehd chapter reviewing recent accounts of
“New Churches” and networks (covering broadly tame material put forth in chapter 2’s
review), Hocken makes some intriguing remarks. besithat “the last 15 years have seen a
blurring of the boundaries of the charismatic moeatfi that for example, the “clear
adhesion to a definable” Spiritual baptism, and“#iregling out” of tongue-speaking have
“weakened” (Hocken 2009: 52). These trends arequéll-regarded in other work, as
discussed, in fact. But Hocken’s conclusions amdsight here are more interesting. For he
observes that at the same time, “many elementseofharismatic experience, such as
exuberant and demonstrative worship, healing atidedance ministry, have spread beyond

explicitly charismatic circles”:

As a result the distinction between charismatic @ma-charismatic congregations has
become less clear. So of the three ‘new Paradignthis’ studied by Donald Miller [1997]
only Vineyard would be called ‘charismatic’. But tiiree have been influenced by the same
Zeitgeist (Hocken 2009: 52.)

In his references to the “Zeitgeist,” Hocken is redding the “spirit of the age” — the
modern, secular age — as something with which “@od the Holy Spirit)” and their
followers are seriously challenged; the “significarof the new charismatic churches is not

easy to evaluate,” he remarks, articulating atstribeological concern (p. 50). However,
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and perhaps ever more appropriately given the sssiged in the presently, Hocken’s brief
analysis cannot but reflect the implications o$tlf changing institutional landscape. “The

primary points of fellowship for the new charisneatioday,” he suggests,

remain their fellows in the new churchasgmented by their more recent bonds with those
Evangelical-charismatics in the Protestant churché® are the most open to the new church

emphasegHocken 2009: 52; my emphasis.)

One might thus append a further speculation: carrgithe significance of other
Protestant churches with the potential to advaeckgpsvariably “charismatic” but
similarly orthodox Christian programmes locally.c8ichurches, thinking most obviously
here of charismatic-evangelical Anglican groupsy i@ less handsomely equipped for the
task on the more brutally economistic measuresltbatphasised in chapter 1 of
neocharismatic companies. But equally so, they bgagnore significant in respect to their
potentially long-existent social anchoragéthin local communities- standing as more
familiar parish-based entities, of course. In tiiney may be differently, as well, or even
better prepared to encourage forms of externalisuamgelical “fellowship” for longer-term

cultivation.
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Chapter 6. “City Life Church”

People often really struggle to understand the elyoaf a church being interested in
evangelism as well as being interested in doinglgocociety... People tend to assume that
you're either wanting to just help people, and yeuiot interested in any of those people
becoming Christians, or that you're just reallyenaisted in people becoming Christians and
all the other stuff isn't really true.

That's why we say, we're imitating a God who loyeople with no strings attached.
But, part of that is—there’s a desire in doing thait fheople would of their own free will by
seeing how much they've been loved, wéispond- in free will — and [will want]
relationship with God. So, we do genuinely wanétp them even if, you know, we don’t
get anything out of it, but equally we’d love teedaem come to know Jesus. And of course,
if they come to Jesus as well it's metlly a benefit to us because it creates more work. You

know, because you've got to support them, and kyaw, love themmore..

Dom and Sarah smiled and nodded in magnanimoustabsse last remarks of Phil, the
appointed manager of “community engagement” atfiedtks City Life Church (CLC), a
local “plant” of Newfrontiers, one of the originBlitish Restorationist movements formed in
the 1970s. | had arranged to meet with Dom andhSatrthe Life Venue, a “community
project” that CLC began in a Folkfield council éstan 2011.

Life Venue is the name given to the building —rayi-storey complex of rooms, at
the front centre of which is a large recreation fhah which we sat. It is the base for CLC’s
operations in the estate, though the physicaltinigin of the Life Venue presented as yet
little of any actuahctivitiesthrough which the church is planning — in theirgging — to
“engage with” and “improve the lives of” the logakidents. | travelled to the Life Venue
anticipating some significant live order of orgatussocial affairs to be in progress: a
reasonable expectation, | thought, given CLC’s fgesr “presence” on the estate; the last
two in the physical space of the Life Venue its€liese empirical expectations were not
immediately met, as there seemed not to be a desdiactually happening, at least on a daily
basis; though from the outside, the residency o @ere has been well sign-posted from the
off.

| have eventually learned this state of affairsyéweer, to be somewhat beside the
point of my inquiry. CLC’s “progress” among residehere — its “performance,” in the

language ascribed to the church’s social charititshgtate regulators — is to be understood
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more complexly: not from the empirical descriptmfrsocial activities alone, but by tracing
the narrative for “local impact” that is being diged and preserved within broader church
discourse, among its leaders and core members.igks hrave been expected from their
structure and worship style, this has pointed uqg&mental differences in CLC’s approach
to local evangelism and “growth” when compareddordeyers, despite the two churches
pursuing the same religious ends, and “serving’sdirae city and people, amid the same
local political constraints.

City Life Church was established in Folkfield iretearly 1990s. In 1997 the group
acquired a large building on Folkfield's K— Streietthe town centre of the city.

Historically well-known as a busy industrial thogihfare, K— Street has been gentrified in
recent years: some flats in the street's new rasimecourtyards reportedly approached
seven-figure valuations at the height of the laspprty boom. The property that CLC's
trustees secured there for the church was preyidbislhome of Folkfield’s “Lads’ Club,” a
recreational association established in 1918 fercity’s errant young males. The former
club is well-known in the region for producing sealegenerations of amateur boxing
champions, and had moved to the K—Street premistigei 1960s; it subsequently became a
popular entertainments venue as well. Pink Floydifaenously played there in 1971.

Known since 1997 as the Life Centre under CLC’s ewhip, this is the premises |
mentioned in the previous chapter: at which CLCabee the first neocharismatic-
evangelicial group in Folkfield to establish a ddiasy trade in “conferencing” facilities to
supplement its congregational income. This make8 €le earliest significant example of
neocharismatic organisation developed on the cowmialelowances of the Charitable
Company model. This commercial undertaking — ak ddurneyers — was envisaged through
the purchase by the church of a very large locainses, one far more extensive than the
needs of the existing congregation would have sstgdeo a non-Christian Growth observer:
indicative of a “prophetic” expectation of substahtuture growth for the church, but also,
as with Journeyers, the primary material symbdhefchurch’s tithers and other donors. The
Life Centre has advertised itself as “a qualityfeoence venue in the centre of Folkfield,
offering 14 different rooms available to hire totswour event; from 6 people to 650.” Sure
enough, CLC's secular commercial trading has caetirnto grow over those fifteen years,
now accounting for at some 32 per cent of the diigrannual £1 million-plus revenues — in
fact exactly matching the proportion of income edidy members’ tithes (not including Gift

Aid and “special offering” receipts, which rais additional £180,000 between them).
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Like at Journeyers’ The Place, the Life Centre’smaauditorium — the 650-seat space
featured on CLC’s own conference venue homepagssts lthe church’s Sunday worship
services. Between 200 and 400 people gather at Keetn a Sunday morning, a greater if
similarly inconsistent numb&rthan is withessed at The Place. At the Life Cerftogvever,
charismatic believers indulge their ritual amidstrékingly more subdued performance
environment. With no blackened surrounds, and eattital and musical stage effects, CLC
provides none of the blunt-force sensory traumBasftor Roy and co.’s stage show. With no
sense of captive enclosure — no service teamsgroeit in wait at the room’s edges, and no
dogmatic appeals for cash — CLC's effervescenecbite embodies a more free and serene
approach to charismatic experience. Most noticealdfter the near minute-by-minute
orchestration one observes at Journeyers — musgictibns in the service here are interrupted
with a series of short “Words” (Christian addre3sgghe microphone from members of the
congregation, something Pastor Roy and his deplhgidgproscribed (Pastor Roy had even
described such a feature as seeming to him likengarruption” to his services — as a
detracting practice). For all that, however, thgusmtial predetermination and orchestration
of services by CLC's leaders is as plainly evidegre as it is at The Place. For example, the
contributing Words just mentioned — members’ spatilic addresses, given over the
lowered rhythmic pulse of the band, timed to faeelgrayerful atmosphere — are obviously
sanctioned in advance. Pastor Roy’s subtley asgersimark about Newfrontiers’ supposed
preservation of unpredicable “tongues interpretegion their services — “they probably still
do that down there, don’t they?,” he said — iseuiistaken, in fact. There are to be no
surprises of the Pentecostal kind at CLC'’s puldithgrings. The worship services may have
been very different in their aesthetic, but manyhef same basic regulative structures are in
force throughout “the life of our church” here.

The building’s foyer — recalling Journeyers’ consted Atrium on a Sunday — has
been converted by the church into a café, wherat @ke Place, arrivals to the weekly
service socialise over coffee and cake before &irdthe event. While “seekers” and other
solo attendees will be chaperoned by core membagsin, | have personally attested to this,

repeatedly — this is done with little in the wayoofjanised rigour. There are no sartorially-

52 ike at Journeyers, the summer months see the sparsely-attended services. Journeyers, for
their part, put this down to the absence of lodaisian students, who go back to their own homes
(and own home churches) during the holidays. CLQld/tell me, rather, that “people were on
holiday” during August — when worshipper numbergpdenough that the church does not even open
its coffee bar for breakfast on a Sunday morning.
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designated “Teams” at work, for instance. Core mensbere are instead recognised by CLC
brand-stamped |.D. badges around the neck: morgépence delegate” than “summer camp
rep” next to Journeyers’ T-shirted Sunday stafféhe socio-ideological distinctives of
Newfrontiers’ worship service approach (so, inchgdits policies for “first contact” with
potential recruits) are evident, then, in theseeplations. But the human demographic at
CLC makes it plain that it is, after all else, citioths of practical feasibility — contained in

the human membership “grown” over the years witbirC’s cultural programme — that
determine the socialisation procedures here. Tueigregational demographic is markedly
different: no youthful majority, more families, antbre retired people. It is, in short, far
more “local church” in the prosaic sense.

This does not constitute a problem for the evangetirowth mandate of CLC, not
least because, unlike Journeyers, instances oicprditact do not so much depend on the
Sunday worship event alone. Alongside its providmthe “business community,” CLC’s
central city location on K— Street has enableddingrch to operate a regular hospitality
business under the commercial name “K—'s Coffeéefahe street). This means that CLC,
accessible on foot to anyone within the city cebands, is open to the public every day. Its
secular business notwithstanding, K—'s Coffee atltifie Centre comprises a well-
established “shopfront” for City Life Church its¢fomething Journeyers’ conference centre
is not at liberty to engineer, of course, speciyits services to the “business community”).

The café at K— Street employs several church mesnlaed several more volunteers.
Nathan, the church'’s lead Elder, keenly pointedeonbn-Christian server among the café’s
staff as we had sat and talked there: testameritiscmccount, to the café’s own non-
religious, workaday commission. K—'s Coffee is, unsisingly, the primary setting for
meetings (and it had turned out, research intesjevith senior CLC leaders. Looking
around the tables and soft chairs on a given wegHkelders and senior core members will
often be present discussing church business, beth@sting visitors and conference clients.
There are no interior fixtures here or anywhere &ghe publically-accessed halls of the
Life Centre for communicating the its hosts’ ratigé professions: except for, that is, the
familiar glossy leaflets, laid here and there oill slaelvings, and by a large sofa opposite the
centre’s reception desk: some notifying of upcomértgacurricular church events, some
promoting CLC community initiatives, even othersedising local charitable agencies with
some shared (e.qg., welfare) interest.

The café itself is to initial appearances a furthassidiary trading business for CLC,

and indeed it is legally speaking: it appears angany reports as a subsidiary revenue
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source alongside the conferencing business, “Isagetraining” (church leadership, internal
to Newfrontiers), and CLC’s book safé-However, it is more significant than that in the
abstractive institutional complex of the growthdesed religious entity. Financial reports
show that K—'s Coffee operated at an annual fir@lross. So while functioning as CLC the
charity ostensibly declared it to, as a sourcainfl§ “in furtherance of church objectives” —
charismatic religious growth — it generates no nanyesurplus for the church. Of course,
modern legislation for trading activities in whicharities can engage has in its essence
sought to “get away from the concept of profit aseaure of success or failure,” as the
concept of financial profit is “not appropriate’vgn that the State requirall a charity’s
funds to be directed to achieving its “charitabiigeatives”; notwithstanding, of course, the
nebulousness of centuries-old “advancement oficeligconcept in British law that is
unspecific of neocharismatic conversion and itx@sa

There ardinancially-prevalent definitions at work withingtsubsidiary trading area
at CLC: the conference business at the Life Centexorded in the charity’s accounts as
“hire of premises,” under the same subsidiary tistgion as K—s Coffee — generates
almost a quarter of a million pounds a year fordherch, against a mere £16,000 costs for
its running. K—s Coffee, on the other hand, costdhurch up to £20,000 more than it
actually made. The outcome of all this for the imgtere, of course, is that the café has to
be conceptualised differently as an object in thetesgic discourse of CLC’s leaders: Not as
a subsidiary “business,” if one presumes of thaibnca minimum of economic viability, but
instead as itself a social provision of City Lifeu@ch.

For the interests of charity regulators, the café formal subsidiary fundraiser. But
for its neocharismatic owners, it constitutes ajectb- and environment — for cultural
exposition of the church and its people. That isap it exists as an agency of greatest value
within thenormativeorganisational nexus of CLC. It employs socialhg antellectually
disadvantaged members, and provides a public pdysgiace for senior “apostolic” leaders

to inhabit in the regular working day; one thaméurally attuned with their “dressed-down”

53 The rear of the auditorium on Sunday morningslaE Gosts an extensive display of books, not
restricted to Newfrontiers’ own but from across sipectrum of Christian publishing, from Focus On
The Family’s fundamentalist James Dobson to theéorArchbishop Rowan Williams.
Newfrontiers’ own senior leaders naturally havertben publications available here, from church
growth manuals to Terry Virgo's autobiography. Demmational breadth aside, the most interesting
theme here is the “life spectrum” catered for: C&@3ookstore” offers Christian manuals on
everything from childrearing to teenagers, educatioarriage, masculinity, womanhood...
everything directed to living a “Christian life” fieed entirely by one’personal relationships
noticeably excluding politics and public life, sabjs which are absent in this library.
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style and approachability. Most significantly, hawg it provides to the local population a
demonstration of professional “excellence” in canst-oriented service. This indeed is
something that CLC's leaders, like Journeyers’oke/so very naturally as a core custom to
the contemporary local church. In reality, this stamtly fuzzies the line which separates the
neocharismatic institution’s sectarian religiouthopraxy from the State-defined objectives
of the public charitable economy, the latter of eththey were formerly a part (and without
which, on paper K—s Coffee could not have existethé form that it did, of course).

In the physical space of the Life Centre and K—§&&y the interior motivations of
charismatic evangelists are perfectly unencumbleyegssuming a business-hours guise as
coffee-shop managers. Here they can embody eifteose roles, directing the secular
hospitalities of the business premises whilst eimggtheir religious occupations as well.
They can do so with their colleagues on-site, &edt aproned Christian employees; but also
with new CLC attenders from the previous Sundayeipiial inductees returning to the
church for second look, a “follow-up” chat on a $day morning, to be introduced to the
structure and values of CLC by an Elder or appraaeé member, often over a café lunch.

It might be suggested that all these industriarésfare in vain should the Life
Centre, and K—s Coffee, nbe recognised day-by-dag a “Christian church” by the
passing public; that is, should CLC itself not sbowe receive a flow of external credibility
that it surely covets with the institution of thegaeblic utilities. But firstly, institutional
initiatives like K—s Coffee (as indeed the confarieg business, here and at Journeyers) are
really the “experimental industries” of the Britisrocharismatic realm, in any case. When
one of CLC’s senior members remarks of the Life M8a evangelism that the task of social
engagement for the church is simply a processedlitig one’s way,” he might well be
speaking as much about K—s Coffee. Once agairfothes of “entrepreneurial” action
particular to neocharismatic institution-building aever far from empirical account.

Secondly, it is important to the institution of ttleurch that its more profane
industries (i.e., the Life Centre and its tradeshbt publically aligned with the transcendent
religious ontology that it is the true businesshaf Centre’s managers — CLC’s
neocharismatic leaders — to institute and enlaris ontology — to them, the supernaturally
real “local church” — was a constitution of charétin faith membership alone: it was not to

be confused with the building or its businesses.

Dom and Sarah are core volunteers to CLC’s redésite suburban project, each giving a

couple of mornings a week at the Life Venue. Twargeon from the Venue's launch, Sarah
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has recently helped to set up an arts and craitsinlone of its rooms, while Dom has been
attempting to start a computer club and Intern& && residents of the council estate where
it is based. Sarah speaks very positively of tleeass so far of her enterprising venture: the
weekly club is “packed,” she says, with four wonfienm the estate and their children
regularly taking part. Dom’s computer project hasved difficult to get off the ground,
however. He has recently remarked — some montbsmaft introduction to the site, by now
conceding the project’'s imminent abandonment —ithdailure is because, he figures, kids
didn’t need computers for such a purpose now, s ah had internet access on their mobile
phones.

Like a substantial majority of the young marriedigies | have met across Folkfield’s
neocharismatic constituency, the pair had metetkiurch, and married soon after. The three
of us found some commonality in our Further Edwragxperiences. Sarah began (though
did not finish) a PhD in social work; while Dom hasquired a doctorate in mathematics — an
empirical investigation of the velocity of viscoliguids upon surfaces. Sarah jokes that
despite his best efforts, she cannot understan tireeabstract to his thesis.

| did request the presence of Phil, and he waseetliglsent to attend our interview at
the request of the church’s Elders. Phil is inlais twenties. | have seen him preaching at
CLC once or twice, but understood him not to b&kter. Although not having met him, he
had struck me as one of the church’s most ebultere members. His enthusiasm for the
worship, for the preach, and for his own recentlgtared role in the senior ranks of the
church — like many of the young neocharismatic éea@df my generation in Folkfield, he has
been “grown” from part-time volunteer to full-tinsurch employee over several years of his
early twenties — was notable on a Sunday mornieg @v that environment. It seems when
facing him during conversation that he is permalgesftecting a smile, and his hands and
limbs jerk and shift in short movements as he sgiegkive animation of his overflowing
excitement for anything that comes up church, JesuSLC-related.

He was not present that day for mere contributiothé discussion. He was there also
to monitor proceedings. My request to Dom and Sévahn interview about their roles at
the Life Venue had been immediately referred —heyrt — to one of the church’s leaders for
permission. The formality arose not due to my iniggi intothemand their lives as
Christians; CLC members with whom | have spokeruéBach matters are clearly generally
unencumbered in talking, and are every bit as gersesind graceful as Journeyers’
repondents. It was because | expressed an explieiest in the Life Venue itself, as an

emerging programme of local “outreach” by City L&&urch.
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Hi Bradley,

| spoke to Phil this morning who, as I think | tgldu, oversees the Life Venue activities at CLC. He
would like to also be part of the interview you i® carry out so could we possibly move the
interview to next Thursday morning at 11 as he tcda'this week?

Also, could you please send me some informatiomwtth@ interview? Do you have an information

sheet re consent, the questions asked, what yutNith the information, confidentiality etc?

Best wishes
Sarah

| supplied what they asked for and the intervieas\granted without any further
issue. These initial responses — speaking bothoad Bnd Sarah’s inclination to check with
their supervisor before speaking about the Ventle an outsider, and Phil’'s subsequent
formal requests — seem not to be unusual of CL{Lidge by what | had experienced a
couple of times already in the company of churédéslers. CLC, it seems, are cautious of
secular inquiries. The lead Elder, for exampleutfovery friendly, refused my request to
tape record our interview; and although other leadethe church have not, there seems
present a certain effort to control arrangementsttier ways. Another Elder, very slow to
respond to my asking, eventually requests that eetmot at the church but in a branch of
McDonalds, one evening, and at tea time — on tbedsion, inevitably turning my research
interview into a somewhat interruptive chat ovelkstiakes and hamburgers; pretty much his
intention, it susbsequently feels. (Incidentally,i@dentical offer of McDonalds as a suitable
place for an interview about local Christianity waade by another local neocharismatic
figure, John Crane, mentioned in Chapter 4; heteadly declined even his own offer, alas).
On another occasion, in the field, one of the chigrgouth leaders — one of the most
generous and intelligent contributors | encounteasdt happened — retained awareness of
my voice recorder running during an exchange betwese and promptly enjoined me
without qualm to turn it off as he turned to tatkane of his young converts. “Can you turn it
off now, this isn't relevant,” he matter-of-facttpmmanded. | was surprised by the
interjection: other neocharismatics elsewhere Iavact never paid such attention, or at
least are not so minded to keep aware of an ingsiinon-Christian presence around them.

I do not suggest that these are unreasonable tsqudhemselves — it is always

participants’ prerogative, of course — but theicuwrence at CLC particularly seems
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interesting. | have received some notice, in thes® of other interactions with local
Christians, of a history among Newfrontiers of stuist towards secular scrutiny. These
incidents are a reminder too of anecdotal repbeséxist about the founder and leader of the
movement, Terry Virgo. A few Christian journalistave for some years advanced of Virgo a
reputation for imperiousness when requested irgerwi It has been alleged, for example,
that he insists — like Phil did of me — advanceagodf questions; and even (by an allegation
arising inChristianity Todaymagazine) demanding editorial privilege over pidoe®re they
are published: something usually to be noted ofthi@most controversial public
institutionalists (and overly self-protective ceigpfigures). In any case, my non-believer’'s
trepidation at pursuing inquiries within FolkfieddNCE constituency, unqualified to begin

with, has abated only to a limited extent whera# kome to CLC.

For the irony of this account is that City Life @bl is unquestionably the most publically-
active post-denominational Charismatic church itkfed. It claims what is the largest
congregation of Sunday service attenders. In anfgitt raises from tithers and other donors
the greatest funds for its “Mission” in Folkfieldmost of it, like at Journeyers, needed to
cover the church’s extensive material operatingscdshas the widest geographical range of
activity across the city outside the denominatiamalrches, and possesses the highest total
financial procurement from local and national saceharities. Not least, it claims the most
fertile relations with Folkfield’'s local council I leaders, on a number of occasions — in
the very same terms with which Journeyers’ exeeytiastor has proclaimed it fois church
— have emphasised what “good standing” the chumghys with Folkfield City Council, and
how much they “like what we do.” Perhaps, then,daetion practised by CLC's leaders over
inquiries about its business is not really a soofdeony, but rather a positive reflection of
the church’s internal constitution. Evidence, tisabf an impressive robustness in this
constitution against ideological change within Neamtiers: something that would seem to
have characterised the movement in its growthtigtéar the biggest of the British New
Church networks.

Indeed, the network has gained sufficient tractiolocal church life in Britain that it
is commonly alluded to as a “denomination” its&ifi 27" May 2012, Newfrontiers’
founding church in Brighton hosted the BBC's spEtifentecost” episode @ongs of
Praise The hour-long programme featured music from thech’s own worship band, and

preaching from its lead pastor, Joel Virgo, sothefmovement’s founder.
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Metre Crow: first fruits of a “five church visionfor Folkfield

The Life Venue, where | met Dom and Sarabh, is rmtilding all its own, but a separate
complex of rooms attached to an older buildingezhthe Reginald Centre. The Reginald
Centre is located in Metre Crow, a well-known caliestate two miles north-west of CLC's
primary residence in the city centre. The mediunedibuilding, which retains the character
of its 1970s construction, is owned by FolkfieldyGCouncil (FCC), and functions as a
“leisure centre” for Metre Crow's residents. Inligathe Centre has been an outlet for more
than leisure provision. Alongside recreationahatiéis at discounted rates, the Centre has
been used to host both state and private chargebhealth services, employment agencies,
and educational courses. As testimony to the RibDentre’s need among the residents of
Metre Crow, it has attracted up to 120,000 totsitsifrom local residents per year.

The local council itself, however, has very littlieect involvement in the Reginald
Centre’s services. The premises’ general managdramacterful Liverpudlian who has
worked there for eight years after leaving a jola @epartment manager at Folkfield
University’'s sports centre, describes “us” — ha his local council employers — as
“landlords,” renting and leasing sections of thdding to whomever can pay — and of
course, can offer the residents of Metre Crow shingtthat FCC considers beneficial. The
Centre has hosted a range of regular sports aruyhadbbs and associations. The council is
keen to promote the Centre’s capacity for locairmss meetings as well — constituting an
additional income stream for its local state owrfesm the sale of “conference facilities”;
private clients like these did not receive the camity discount rates, of course. The
manager says that the Reginald Centre itself magsofit — it “never would” anyway, he
says, and indeed most of the days | have turnetilitipg the week, the Centre is quiet;
though he refers quite frequently to the finantigrest to the council of any regular
agencies operating there. He says that the FC@anaation in respect of the site and its
provision to the local estate had “improved no eindfiis time. Nonetheless, one’s general
impression is of a community centre that could néeeentirely secure in its future given its
purpose and location: speaking not just of theitddale social ends it was intended to serve
but, relatedly, the generally low socio-economindition of the estate it was built for, a
situation that has seen little improvement in salvéecades.

A local community sports and fithess charity thatlier occupied a structure adjacent
to the Reginald Centre — the structure that woeltbme CLC'’s Life Venue — had run out of

money, and been forced to pack up and leave. Oéigew/here in the Centre have met a
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similar fate in recent years. At the present tteeeehalf a dozen “tenants” — agencies — in
residence at the Reginald Centre. These include@ate nursery for local families; an
Adult Education IT service (this provided by theinty council); a Job Centre outreach
service (originally open all week, but now redutee weekly drop-in); a snacks and
refreshments bar, open six mornings a week; a gyailand fithess club; and, as of 2009,
City Life Church: who in four years have advancexhf renting the Centre’s main hall for
two hours’ worship service each Sunday, to nowrnmagin annual £9,500 lease for an entire
section of the Reginald Centre, which they havéstémed the Life Venue — retaining the
keys, and even installing their own security alagstem.

CLC, in its charity reports, professes to be “faing” its “local projects” in “two of
the highest areas of need” in Folkfield: the cigntre, and Metre Crow. This is accurate
enough; these are indeed the two locations initiiéncwhich CLC hold formal residences.
But this is not a reflective account of the chusdgligious growth processes nor, more
pointedly, the wider prospective ambitions of Qiffe Church. “Community projects” like
the Life Venue are not createdaganiseddeployments of social welfare to the (poorer)
districts of Folkfield. They are, rather, auxillagfforts to the central task of congregational
expansion.

In respect of CLC’s presence on the Metre Crowtesthe Life Venue has been
preceded for two years by a weekly congregatiorciarismatic worship which CLC’s
leaders had called Life Church Metre Crow. This wnesfirst institution (after the main city
centre church) of a “vision of five sites” intendedbe developed across the boroughs of
Folkfield. As the subject of a “prophetic announesii by the church’s Eldership a few
years ago, this constitutes the long-term instnal plan for CLC in Folkfield. By 2009, the
“prophecy” was declared to be on course as theelsagstablished the first of their additional
“sites,” at Metre Crow: to them, the first of Godlisliveries of CLC’s imminent expansion
within the city.

This “multi-site” plan for Folkfield has been dittal by the Elders within a narrative
of quite imperturbable supernatural assurance.‘f@welation” of CLC's five-site expansion
was initially revealed within the high-level enviroof a consultation between several
regional “apostolic” actors from Newfrontiers’ ratial (all-male) leadership body,
something that the movement has practised sinéeutgling: a highly officialised
environment of “supra-social” interaction (Woodhedd 2), in which God’s intention has in
this movement’s case, of course, been “revealed” feredtablishment of a post-

denominational landscape. The Elderships of Newieosichurches from across the country
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meet annually for week-long charismatic prayer ingst at which leaders receive spiritual
inspirations and “prophesy” to one another of wlatl wanted them to do in their respective
localities. It was within the context of these etgetinat one of CLC'’s Elders had exposited a
“vision” of five churches for Folkfield, anotherdoto follow the city centre congregation:
this foresight naturally framing the more broadtyaunced expectation of an eventual
“church of thousands” across the region.

The revelation of the five doe®t prescribe five “church plants,” it has been steedss
to me, but five “sites” of CLC Folkfield, to be oeen by the same six-man Eldership, and —
as per neocharismatic practice — to “raise leadeitslin them. The “prophecy” itself has not
been delivered in an instant, either. God’s comcation of his “intentions,” it is said, are
not so straightforward, but often cohere withiraarative of skillful decipherment, in turn
reflecting the true “apostolic” status of the reegi The Elder in the case of this particular
“prophecy,” it is claimed, had had a dream; anch theme other day (now whilst awake) he
had happened upon a map, along with some symlbeofumber 5; connecting the signs, he
prayed to God as to the clues’ veracity, beforeisgahe revelation with his fellow leaders. |
cannot be sure of the precise details of this tigergthe story being relayed anecdotally by
several of the more embedded members at diffeiraest But in any case, it is clear that the
five church “vision” is a regulative core of theganisational discourse at CLC. That is
merely to say it would be according to this “progyiethat the major institutional advances
of the church are to be rationalised: judged Gathiored and correct, or incorrect and
undetermined by God.

Such rulings — typically (and conveniently) retresfive in their evaluation — are a
phenomena of some general course among neochdddezaters at any level of institution-
building, it appears.. Divine mandates aside, cegational plants are thus paramount to
CLC's local church approach. At the level of ingtibnal leaderships, what distinguishes
CLC from Journeyers is not the leaderships’ givgpeetations of congregational expansion,
but their respective methodologies while pursuin@hese methodologies further refined the
apparently fundamentally contrasting policies fastituting the post-denominational church.
They revealed not just practical divergences —Jeggraphical, and so on — but
considerable differences in normative intent ad:wdetectable at the leadership-controlled
organisational level of course, but also among+ami-file members, upon whose voluntary
laborsome efforts (physical and financial) everg ofia leadership’s previsions depend for

its actual realisation.
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CLC is a growth-focussed church, and, as per emgnggocharismatic standards, its
leaders seek to operationalise and effect religieasusitment partly through the provision of
“social welfare” to the local sphere. (As mentiompedviously, this fact engenders no
comment on the sincerity of neocharismatic Chmstigocial outreach efforts, but simply
readies an explanatory account of NCE social octrea one laden — by their own admission
— with religious Christian ambition). At CLC, “social welfare” isgentified by name as an
active pursuit of the church in its local minisioats. The question follows, then, what are the
implications of such a pursuit — assuming “socialfare” is to be used by church leaders in
the usual public sense — within the religious gfefaicussed organisation? This is
preliminarily answered in the present case by #mdifacts of a multi-site expansion
programme. At CLC, locally-targeted community ergragnt appropriating forms of welfare
is idealised in consistency with charismatic Chaisprovision: incurring the extension to
local recipients of opportunities to “experiencedGdirectly for themselves — perhaps
beginning with the spontaneous offering of prayaidst some other social activity, but
following with the integration into a local congedpn. Accordingly, weekly access to a
worship environment (and to the care of CLC's Etig) is of fundamentally greater
importance at CLC than could be met, as in Joumségase, with a free bus service to their
warehouse on the edge of town. CLC, honouring thader practices of Newfrontiers,
desires for itself aembeddegbresence in the city and its boroughs, not aifigedr
occasional one, and this means furnishing locaplgewith alocally-accessible
congregation: each congregation fully “City Life @bh,” but ostensibly determined in the
details of its organisation by the generalisab@a@onditions of the community location it
is marketed to “serve.” Metre Crow is the firsttloése additional sites.

Nathan, the recently-installed lead Elder Of CLGkReld, has confirmed to me — his
arms flung wide — that CLC “absolutely” is concedrabove all else to make new Christians
and grow the church. Like Journeyers, CLC’s (and/ientiers’) emphasis on an
“apostolic” model for church life imagines a worlidi® “family of churches,” faithful to the
New Testament model and forged at each locationt jpyi “spiritually gifted leaders.” CLC
is particularly advocative — more so than Journeyeof “spiritual gifts” among its regular
membership, presenting (for example, in its smalupg teaching) systematic approaches for
“discovering” each member’'s supernaturally-saneapecial skill — “distinguished... from
natural talents,” they are clear. Altogether tkiam Acts-based “biblical” constitution every

bit as seriously-minded as that advanced by P&sigrand his senior associates.
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Under CLC's leadership, however, it is calibratedydifferently. The most
substantial reflection of this is precisely in theerpersonal practices advanced by leaders
and core members among local non-believers thateayepractically determined by the
church’s embedded “multi-site” model for local egatism: encompassing “whole”
neighbourhoods and estates, and extending the disnofinegulative oversight across several
local church groups. This is made practically felesby CLC’s six-man Eldership, in a way
not possible for any other local neocharismati@argation, moreover.

But the much longer-term local expansion “visiogiy pursued here is pre-
warranted by Newfrontiers’ routinised pastoral stybo, rendering of CLC an agency for
church growth that is — in neocharismatic languageore focussed on Christian “depth”
than numerical advance, as compared with Journeyetsis. The point here is that CLC's
“multi-site” approach causally determines an ingespnal pastoral engagement among non-
religious populations (informing the church’s itgtional evangelical mission at every
subsequent level, in turn) that necessarily departsach interactional instance, from an
understanding of local (i.e. estate-based) conaanddssues. The depth of the understanding
on the part of evangelical actors obviously mayyhut a generalisation of the area would
was always a good first approximation, and perlsafiécient. These local concerns and
issues might be presumed always to manifest iatsitos of social suffering, especially
given the charitable Christian context. CLC’s fichbice for secondary location — Metre

Crow — is a pretty comprehensive demonstratiomist t

The Metre Crow estate was built in the early 1920s] was Folkfield's first development of
social housing. The area was created along withyrotivers in the country following the
Housing Act of 1919, which legislated for local oails to provide affordable, government-
subsidised housing for the first time in Britais:@f 2011, 42 per cent of Metre Crow’s
dwellings remained council-owned, against just @8qent nation-widé*

Metre Crow has long been the recipient of casugihthg from Folkfield’s more
affluent residents. | had learned from my own eigreres, long prior to this research, that the
estate was locally cast as an area characterisebleynce, drug-taking, poor life prospects
and general “roughness.” Much of this, inevitalidynot based on fact. The estate has some

recorded rates of crime that are lower than theasierage. | have my own anecdotal

54 The figures that follow were obtained from the 2@thtional census and other government-
commissioned statistical sources, including antBlet Division report from 2012, and a Health and
Wellbeing study commission by the local counciii 3.
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evidence — from before and during the present reseathat Metre Crow is, for many
residents, nothing like the city’s stereotypes; moal said that in twenty years she had never
witnessed crime herself, and was immensely proudeofrea’s community spirit. This last
remark was well-attested elsewhere, and honoursstage’s historical course. The estate was
designed almost a century ago by a team of lochiitacts as a self-functioning community,
with its own schools, neighbourhood centres, pakirary, and — of course — its own
church (built in 1933 and now a Grade Il listedldinig; it still houses a small Anglican
congregation). Metre Crow is rich with a much olt&tory, too, compiled in recent years by
local medievalists and history aficiondos. The tessachildhood education levels are about
level with the city’s, even better in some arehsugh noticeably poorer at university level —
27.7 per cent of Folkfield’s residents reach dedgeel or higher, but this figure is only 16.6
per cent for Metre Crow — a reflection of wherengrtionally, much of the estate
population’s troubles lay.

The lack of publically visible strife notwithstamdj, the area is indeed deprived.
According to the government’s Index of Deprivatidetre Crow is the second poorest ward
in the city, and in the bottom ten per cent natiolev\When compared with Folkfield overall,
the estate has at least a 70 per cent higher giopaf working-age benefit and income
support claims. Only 15 per cent of Metre Crowdesis have been judged to be “healthy,”
compared to 45 per cent for the county. Many ofdsidents have long-term health
problems, and the life expectancy for men and woaliée is at least five years shorter than
the city’s average. Although anti-social behavimudecreasing, over half of Metre Crow
residents report feeling “unsafe” walking the ameaight. The population of the estate is
markedly younger than the county average: 28.&@et of residents are young adults (aged
16 — 29), against just 16.8 per cent for the caufitye estate has a significantly higher
proportion of children, too: at least 22 per centesidents are under 17, against 16 per cent
for Folkfield. Inevitably, the most startling défta poverty referred to children: 41.7 per cent

of Metre Crow’s youngsters are judged to be affébtlgincome deprivation.

“Life Centre Community Initiative Folkfield”

CLC’s own summation of Metre Crow as a “target” coumity for charitable
intervention is not inaccurate:
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Metre Crow is a community built mostly around exted families. Most of the need is
hidden behind closed doors, within these familytsirs a rule, adults are disengaged from
organised community activity; but children are r&xu. our work there focuses on families,

often with children as ourpoint of connection.

In fact, these are not the recorded remarks of IGfeyChurch per se — that is the charity for
the “advancement of religion” — but of CLC’s “commity work” subsidiary: incorporated by
CLC’s leaders in 2008 as a separate charitable apynpalled “Life Centre Community
Initiative Folkfield” (henceforth the “Initiative”)

In its official account, the LCC Initiative existis “support people in & around
Folkfield who find themselves trapped in povertybecome everything they were made to
be.” As the concluding words here suggest, théalive does not have to conceal a
fundamental conversionist warrant. It is of coutsevery same church leaders directing the
Initiative as lead CLC. The Initiative’s registergdstees are not the church’s leaders, and
their roles appear to be functionary; my inquiabsut CLC’s community projects (as
mentioned earlier) are passed not to the Initisgitreistees but to rising preacher Phil — listed
as “project manager” in the Initiative’s financraports. The Initiative’s legal constitution,
however, compels the restraining of any explicéitsgted “church growth” objective. The
language of the subsidiary’s official correspondeEnshow that its directors’ underlying
neocharismatic rationality is not going to be sesped, and evidently neither is it compelled
to be, despite The Initiative’'s formally non-retigis objectives. The Christian vocabulary
remains, but the texts are only suggestive of diffeends. These ends are articulated at the
surface, at the level of official documentation.céringly, the organisation LCC Initiative
professes in its charitable-legal identity whateiguired publically of an organisation created

not to raise local Christians, but to fight localvprty:

[The Initiative exits] to advance in life and heglpung people through the provision of
recreational and leisure time activities providedhe interest of social welfare, designed to
improve their conditions of life and by providingpport and activities which develop their
skills, capacities and capabilities to enable themparticipate in society as mature and
responsible individuals. (Point 1 of the Initiatv&Objectives and activities,” as codified by

the charity’s trustees.)
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A one-sentence preamble states that these aini®dre pursued in accordance with
Christian values” — a concept worthy of its owntdrieal account, though not for here alas.

The charity has been created in order that CLQ&r@sts outside explicitly proselytic
domains can be publically operationalised indepetigef the church. In the first instance
this allows CLC to separate its financial accolween affairs of “(evangelical) church”
and affairs of “local outreach” — this, as expegisdhe account given by the church’s
leaders and by familiarised core members. (Memaergienerally better informed of such
matters at CLC than they are at Journeyers; urisingi think, given the other
contextualising factors — specifically the appdsegteater “maturity” of the religious body
here). But the creation of the LCC Initiative ciyagubsidiary clearly is intended, also, to
lend a more capacious public legitimacy to Cityel@hurch in Folkfield. The most
substantial benefit in this regard is that by pnésg itself in an alternate formal guise — as
something other than a religion-advancing Chrisgiesup — the church can compete more
openly and competitively for support and spons@rétam the widest range of charitable and
grant-giving bodies.

This recalls evidence from the previous case studyhich Journeyers’ executive
pastor articulates his suspicions about the ingtniaiity of the noun “church” in commercial
business; his reasons for suppressing referenbe whurch when marketing The Place
alleged of the concept a probable disrepute amoogppctive business clients. In CLC's
case, the theory is basically the same stheationdifferent. Here, the church’s social
services evidently warrant similar protection agathe likely presuppositions of secular
patrons; though quite clearly, implications are saimat more pronounced in the latter case,
CLC’s community work being directed at the “wellbgi of individual people: in their own
words, to “develop the capacity and skills” of “meens of the socially and economically
disadvantaged,” rendered so due to “their youtb, adirmity or disability.” The church’s
inclusion here of “youth” alongside “age” (presuryalmld age”) as itself a cause for social
and economic “disadvantage” is interesting. | ssgtg®ough that it is far from of
inexplicable when one considers again the preodmrpwith errant “youth culture” held in
common among NcE churches generally.

Accordingly, the Charitable Objectives codifiedGhC’s subsidiary company with
the Charity Commission mention nothing about religor Christianity, but advocate “the
prevention or relief of poverty” and “economic/commity development/employment” to

“the general public and mankind,” by providing “hamresources, buildings, facilities,
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services, advocacy, advice and information.” Imeof its material resources CLC is well-
equipped to provide all of the above.

At an initial summation, the corporate arrangensr@LC, presenting to public
account a proselytic religious organisation withdtvn functionally noftonversionist
(perhaps, “nominally Christian”) subsidiary for s&dgrovision, is but one collective
manifestation of what Journeyers’ leaders havaegatkscribed as a “pragmatic” approach to
contemporary independent church incorporation. eesithere, as we saw, have not been shy
of articulating the need to consider strategictily appropriate legal identity and structure
with which to publically incorporate one’s growtbelissed church, in order to maximise
controls over congregational governance and finanbést earnestly enjoining any formal
incorporative instruments to the vague but unimpahbte mission of “doing good” for
“community and society.” The explicit task of reiting Christian converts, when raised to
secular inquiry, is warranted “off the back” ofgtsuperficial latter account — a matter of
necessity, perhaps, for neocharismatic leaders! faite any measure of non-religious
inquiry (which, in Britain, is potentially everywhea presence outside the churches’ own
social environments).

Empirically evidenced at Journeyers, this presisetf as a plausible hypothesis for
the general structure of CLC; but the latter’s empl record takes a different course, as the
Metre Crow narrative alone indicates. In additioo,such explanation as | received at
Journeyers has been articulated by CLC’s leadecsrarmembers. Here, the existence of a
legally-incorporated welfare subsidiary is ratiosedl — particularly by Phil, its designated
“project manager” — as a natural subdivision of/Cife Church, as redolent of no particular
“strategy” at all: perhaps most significantly, asexpression of rational planning by an
apostolic movement thambodiesan ethos of local social welfare. In her own exjas of

the Life Venue, Sarah articulates this in a vemgpeal way:

I've [only] come to Metre Crow, never the city censervice except maybe once... so my
heart ishere We very rarely go to [CLC] city centre becausedwse't have a car, and even
getting to meetings is very difficult for us... so imgart is very much here... I'm not really
caught up in the higher-up [church institutionaihg, its more the day-to-day stuff for me...
| think what drew me here was the heart for theroomity here.

For a long time | went to [a local evangelical Aingh church], which was very
middle-class, which was great for me [then] becausade a lot of Christian friends around

my age. But then there came a point when | reatisadmy heart was more for living and
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going to a church where they were based more iodh@munity.. not one where everyone
drivesto it. Which actually happens more [at CLC] cignére, but my heart is for a church
where people walk to it and people from the estéifecome to it.

This is to be evidenced more directly when onedgdrack and observes the division of
“projects” contained within the Initiative, and thistorical order of their developmesihce
CLC's (relatively recent) institution at the Lifee@tre. But also — in the final part of this

chapter — as hinted above of Sarah, in respect6f @re members who are themselves

living in Metre Crow: some of whom are not thereretg incidentally.

As a registered charity, the Life Centre Commuiiftiative evidences a procedure not
undertaken by Journeyers, whose equivalent orgéonisaf community outreach —
LoveFolkfield — is onlyreferredto as a “charity”: in fact being no more than afiree
identity — “a brand,” as they would otherwise déseit — used to incorporate that church’s
greatly less-developed programme of community eeggmt. LoveFolkfield's institutional
ethereality reflects the apparent distrust of exkfunding streams that Journeyers’
executive pastor has intimated of his church: sarganised engagement with outside
agencies, he has avered, provoke “distraction” feochurch’s core aims because you end up
“working to someone else’s” aims instead of oneis; done’s own, of course, being
Journeyersinstitutional rationale, as established by thsecatudy). He even — without my
prompting — pointed up CLC and Newfrontiers as gXasof what he meant (though
without proffering any actual details, | noted).i§ httitude is contradicted somewhat by
LoveFolkfield’s own recent acquisitions of exterspbnsorship.

In any case, in the light of an examination of C @tactices, the executive pastor’s
remarks appear to have been not just an aspemsierternal financial patronage — regardless
of donors’ own intentions — but a virtual dispanagat of CLC’s broader ecclesial model:
That is, his comments carry a necessary referenC&€’s social provisionist undertakings,
these being (on this emerging account) a core eleafeCLC’s evangelical institutionalism

generally?s As | would suspect it, the suggestion by Jourr@ymrecutive is that CLC —

55 One is tempted to see the pastor’s comments &@idDtas comments on the Newfrontiers
movement, of course: which they probably are, leubaps presumptively on his part. Journeyers’
executive pastor, for example, had only recentiyvested to the faith when Pastor Roy found him at
FU’s Christian Union, and it was likely that hisdwledge of other neocharismatic movements was
not great, indeed so if conversations with his pbéave been anything to go by also.
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particularly under the lesser evangelical guisthefinitiative just discussed — undermined
religious growth for religious growth’s sake: thid,course, hints at just the kind of
fundamental distinction in neocharismatic institntl thinking just mentioned, and
referenced earlier in the essay as a discourse@pust-denominational Christian leaders
opposing “numerical” to “spiritual” growth within adern evangelical churches.

Examining recent records, some 87 per cent offtitiative’s income is in revenue
grants, received from an impressive rangsemfularlocal and national trusts. These have
ranged from charitable funds allocated by locahldgms, to nationally-regarded bodies like
BBC Children in Need, Comic Relief and the Fundiegwork. A substantial amount of
CLC’s community work funding has come through the-lCommunity Foundation. This is
a regional charity — now one of 46 similar bodie®ritairP® — set up in 2007 with the aim of
generating from corporate and philanthropic dorossistainable long-term endowment fund
for allocation to county-specific causes: manyt thaillustrative of entrenched socio-
economic ills at local (sub)urban levels, suchhascase of Metre Crow well supplies.
Several of the Initiative’s individual grant-givenave registered themselves with the N—
Community Foundation, and it appears to be thrabghcollective body that CLC has
acquired much of its community funding. A signifitgortion of this funding, as articulated
in CLC’s applications for it, indeed focusses amproving the lives of young people.”
Again, the social profile of Metre Crow satisfiesry well the kind of qualitative “poverty
criteria” — especially for troublesome youth elertsen that social grant-givers like the N—
Community Foundation have been looking for.

This may explain something, too, about the sudaehextraordinary threefold
increase in grant monies for community provisioraeded to the Initiative between 2011 and
2012. In that single year, CLC'’s (that is, theatiite’s) year-end social work sponsorship
leaps from £29,362 to £98,203. The Initiative'dieat available accounts show that
incoming grants had stood at £24,574 for 2009 addced to £20,700 for 2010, so there was
no incremental rise in progress. (For 2013, thp tEtinues, with £119,250 coming in.) As
mentioned, 2010 was the church’s first full yeaSahday residences in the Reginald

Centre’s main hall, and in September 2011 the ¢hwas offered the use of the rooms that

One of CLC’s younger leaders has suggested thaemdchristians “cannot recognise the
distinctiveness of one’s movement” without crossingr from one to another (as he had done from
the Church of England to Newfrontiers, in his cadelrneyers’ young assistant leaders were, in the
main, Pastor Roy’s protegees from the start of $eious Christian lives.

56 The concept is an American one — see http://ukeonityfoundations.org/about/history.
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would become the Life Venue. It would appear, thkat the church’s acquisition of
premises in Metre Crow indeed has had an immedigiact on their eligibility for wider
social sponsorship, something which the churchréalésed to tremendous financial effect.

To give a flavour of the project proposals fieldsdCLC through the Initiative
following the church’s expansion to Metre Crow. T®eunty Council press-released details
of the N— Community Foundation’s £150,000 “Youtimdéwation Fund” in May 2012,
£5,000 of which was awarded to “Life Centre Comrtiitiative ... to pilot a new post to
increase engagement with young people in the Matoev area of Folkfield.” Of course | did
not (unfortunately) have access to the church’atgrpplications, but their typical content
may be supposed as reflecting the “increase engagélause seen in the statement above.
Throughout this period and continuing on at presmiost of the church’s pitches to external
funders are of course necessarily prospective:qaalp for “initiatives” that CLC had yet to
launch, or field test anywhere; that is assumirag such proposals have been really
substantive in their content. There is little evide to suggest they have, or even could have
been, given the church’s inexperience in admirigesocial provision in an estate like
Metre Crow.

That is not necessarily to cast particular judgneenthe church, but | think reflects
jst as much on contemporary emphases on “entrepriafiem” as a catalyst to social action
— and most importantly to ifsinding at the institutional core of which is the “social
enterprise” model itself — which of course can lmved, at least through the agency of
certain dispensers, to stimulate some kind of ma@bnciliation of private capitalism with
public social welfare. Evidence from the Journey&se — namely the executive pastors’
discourse — demonstrates the plasticity of thegb&oiterprise concept and how it can be
“claimed” and advanced with minimal substanceaiet:fin that case, furnishing us with
some knowledge about contemporary Christians wadaarfrom unsettied by their (and
their churches’) place in the neoliberal paradigng positively embrace it. The
neocharismatics of Newfrontiers appear to diffenewhat on this score — at the very least,
CLC has little of Journeyers’ spokattitudefor the topic. Perhaps interesting when one
considers the former’s proven aptitude for grawjuésition: perhaps, however, merely
evidence of CLC's advanced strategic thinking dl@irneyers as a Charitable Company.

The third sector’'s emerging “enterprise” rubricgimed an event in March 2011 that
demonstrated CLC's increasing willingness to steqy publically outside its religious
identity zone and into the guise of a non-profitiabprovider in order to secure grants. The

N—Community Foundation and the Funding Network ostad a “Dragon’s Den-style
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event” in the city centre — in a building just avfdoors up from CLC'’s city centre premises,
incidentally — which concluded with a “final rouné®aturing five local “community groups”
who had “[won] their way through to face the Foditdi public [the evening's seated
audience] as the ‘dragons’ to vote for the bestifaising cause.” The five “finalists” were a
community sports foundation, a charity supportiocal bereaved children, a carers’ trust, a
local youth dance group, and the Life Centre Comitgunitiative, which was presented
simply as a “community group” running “a range ofigties in the heart of Metre Crow.” In
the days previous, the Initiative’s appointed mamand trainee preacher Phil, and CLC'’s
lead Elder were alternately photographed by th&fleddl Daily News and presented as the
“directors” of the Initiative — rather, that is ah the charity'saactualtrustees, who as
mentioned, are not among the senior leaders aftthech. These official trustees were thus
not candidates for advancing the public faces efcthurch’s community engagement. These
were roles reserved for the church leaders: natehier,asnamed leaders of Folkfield's
principal evangelical church, but simply as lodaGty organisers alongside other secular
competitors.

Between 2009 and 2013 the Initiative has solicitagtnue grants of nearly
£300,0007 in furtherance of its poverty-relieving objectii@agparate to the nearly £5 million
received from religious donors by the church’sgielis corporation, the City Life Centre,
over the same period). About half this has covénedvages for the Initiative’s employees in
this time (one person, rising to three people by3A0the great majority of the rest has
covered property leases, equipment maintenancgemetal consumables. Throughout this
period, the church’s weekday residency at MetreaCenmd with it the local impact the
leaders have envisioned achieving through the pldife Venue (much of their deeper
conviction riding, recall, upon the five-site exgam “prophecy”) largely stalled until
September 2013, two yeaafter the church had been offered the use of the RebiDahtre’s
adjacent rooms by Folkfield City Council, and tlover two years after its leaders had begun
securing revenue grants to fund their promisedeaistr. In fact, it took the better part of that
first year for the Council owners to hand overkkgs to the building: | have sensed,
speaking with them on Sunday mornings, the frusimadf the nascent Venue’s leaders and
volunteers, as they waited many months for thel lomancil to surrender the full access to

the building they had been promised.

57 This figure includes both restricted and unrestdaonations and grants.
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The impression, of course, is that CLC was unwglfio expand its full time and
resources to the Metre Crow venture until it hdtldontrol of the proposed space. The
council was felt to be dragging its feet; that \washaps not unrelated to the fact, though, that
the church seemed to have no concrete plans t& sp&dth respect to their use of the site at
that time. The longer one spends in the companlyeo€hurch’s teams, however, the less
important it seems that could even be to them.éXeitement of “starting things up” at the
site has been everywhere expressed but littleyreabstantiatedCLC has the money, and
the will — theirs and of course God'’s — but no #jeexpertise, and no point of contact with
the estate beyond the Reginald Centre. On thipeetise, the institution of the Initiative
was supposed to effect (alongside the corporatefit@mentioned already) some
concretisation of the church’s stored abilitieshie area of social welfare. The official
general statement of the charity’s objectives —cWhis articulated largely in the promise
simply to “provide activities” — is not capable@mmunicating many. But, on the other
hand, there is scarcefgorecapability to be expressed here than is offeredffigially
religion-advancing charities: most of whom — esplgichurches, and including CLC —
incorporate the very same “poverty-relieving” loaahs, only prefaced them with an extra,
primary objective of “advancing the Christian faitifiewed this way, between the charity “
neocharismatic church” and the charity “communityiative (of xneocharismatic church),”
CLC and the Initiative together demonstrate thiéfecences only on paper.

It is important to understand then that this isaotflection on the personal abilities
of the community project’s designated volunteersebms rather to be an indication of what
really are the pre-defined limitations upon a metominational group — however “modern,”
“culturally-engaged” and “financially blessed” & + in actually achieving significant “local
impact” outside direct religious-evangelical adies (like street evangelism, say —
something well off the menu of respectable optilmnghe strategising neocharismatic church
of today). In this respect, one thing that distisges Journeyers’ leadership discourse from
CLC’s is that in the former, the leaders merghgakwith more profane abandon about their
church’s wish to be an institution of “general irdhce” in the public sphere, as if not “just” a
church with a worshipfully-committed congregatidwit, ultimately, were none the wiser on
whatthis is to manifest in. Whatever else, the rhetofithe church leaderships certainly
outstrip the church’s observable achievements ih bases.

Nonetheless, once the council’s delays had emdedther agencies resident at the
Reginald Centre have such ownership of space as@o€, nor have any proceeded to

“brand stamp” the Centre as CLC has done. The héfe Venue” logo soon labelled
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relevant exterior walls of the Centre, in the sdorg style as found at CLC city centre and in
the church’s in-house literature and website. CLi@&dency at the Centre has been
publically formalised further with the council’sestion of new exterior graphic signs,
displaying to visitors the Centre’s long-term ledsmants” including “Life Venue, run by
City Life Church.”

Folkfield City Council’s official public (online ahleafleted) profiles of the Reginald
Centre, between resumeés for the Centre’s dailyeeashop and a listing of some of the
Centre’s regular recreations (bowls, an after-sthdacation club, junior martial arts, table
tennis and others), feature brief summaries offiages based at the centre”: the nursery, a
regular NHS walk-in, the council’s IT centre, amdb Lentre Plus. With top billing, though,
is the Life Venue, which the Council promotes agldfing] various activities aiming to
bring benefit to those living in the Metre Crow afeThe council cannot publicise any
specific services as the provision of the Life VenGLC, in securing the rolling lease of a
whole section of the building, has been given feggn to use the space as it wishes. Thisis a
unique situation at the Reginald Centre, of couesery other social and commerical service
can be specified in Council publicity materialsitfiermore, their residency at the Centre
could be easily associated with Metre Crow andeit®gnised social and economic needs.
This could not be the case with a church tenantiagr from another part of the city.

The council’s profile of the Centre does, howeveature publicity for City Life
Church, which the Council notes “meets at The Radientre every Sunday from 10.45am
to 12.45pm. There’s something for all ages andyarex is welcome”: this is followed with
an email address to contact someone from CLC’'séMetow operation; a telephone number
and Facebook address for CLC city centre; and aieelink for “life-venue.com.” At the
time of writing, that website remains non-existexérhaps giving a further clue as to the

Venue's (and CLC’s) slower-than-anticipated progres the Metre Crow estate.

Community engagement at CLC: from the city to Hiate

As addressed, CLC’s secondary base at Metre Chafjrst of four to come in the
suburban environs of Folkfield according to thede&d vaunted prophecy, began as a new
local congregation: a scaled-down replication of0&._city centre services, organising
charismatic worship for a locally-maligned residehgestate. Because a thriving Life Centre
congregation was the desired outcome of CLC’s éietsvin Metre Crow, the church site

obviously had to be secured as a first coursetidracThe leaders had approached the
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Reginald Centre early on to inquire about using tmain hall for a service of Sunday
worship; they also asked the Metre Crow primaryostiif they could use theirs. Both said
no; the Reginald Centre’s objection, | was toldngeon the grounds that there were no staff
present on a Sunday to open the building and ogétseise. One of the Centre’s regular
receptionists — not a Christian herself — offelediork the extra shift: CLC was more than
happy to pay her to do so, thereby extinguishingmactical objections from Folkfield City
Council.

From the beginning then, the prospect of estalnigshibase for social provision to the
estate outside the weekly congregational domainrealy something allied to the larger
intention of “sharing the good news” with the resits of a conscripted local area. An
evangelical narrative preserves the belief amonginees that the church’s presence in Metre
Crow is providence from God. This is always suéfitias an agreement among charismatic
friends, but the corporate institution of City Lihurch was required to prepare, from this
sectarian religious discourse, an account that dveatisfy external audiences: not limited to
State regulative ones, but construed in that im@berch leaders, through the guise of the
Life Centre Community Initiative, said they werefwinced that the answer to poverty in
our city is empowering those in need to overconeetiings that are holding them back.” A
discourse of individual change — a changpefonhoodxplicitly announced in one’s
conversion to a charismatic faith — grows very relty upon these principles. Absenting the
religious element however, this discourse satigfigte easily the rhetorical expectations of
philanthropists and welfare grant agencies lookindonate to “grassroots” causes.
Evidently, then, it has allowed the growth-focuseedcharismatic church the room it needs
to pursue its proselytic aims alongside ostensimeial change” initiatives. It seems also
that agencies dispensing small grants are notimahit offollowing upon the progress of
their beneficieries. CLC, like other local chastitnas developed a practice of applying for
many small grants, not few large ones. This igi@ton that has been inevitably enhanced
by the growth of third sector industries in thet &g decades, and looks set to grow further
into the future with the success of collective avgte funding — such as precisely that being
pioneered by the N— Community Foundation, for exiemp

Newfrontiers, in its long experience, knows thegedures by which a church or
congregation can be “parachuted” into a new aré&LAC, this has involved identifying and
inveigling core members from the original congrégato comprise a small team of pioneers

to the new site, whereupon they watch and wait goivs; as it has done quite slowly at
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Metre Crow, not exceeding forty regular attendegind my time there: many of whom, as
mentioned, are pre-existing CLC members.

Of course, the revelators of CLC's five-church esi- none of whom are younger
than their late thirties, some of whom are muclegldnd most of whom have been involved
in Restorationist Christian leadership for manyrgeacarry this stock of knowledge within
them. In person, they conduct themselves mucholilkewould expect of men so completely
indoctrinated to such a well-travelled institutiaways hopeful of their movement's
progress, but closely alert to the corruption tteeed by advancing public exposure (and not
to say — of the movements’ older stalwarts spedlific- very well-exercised by the
experience of forty years’ British “New Church” grth, and the many churches and leaders
that have crashed to the wayside in that time).

Pastor Roy’s experience in church leadership angWth” may outstrip all that of
CLC’s Elders in its sheer colour and geographieaiety, but he is a leader unto himself, and
has not learned his “apostolic” profession withiytaing like the tightly-guarded
institutional structure of a quasi-denominatiorelikewfrontiers. The institution of senior
leadership roles among a cabal of young rookie ma@matics, as Pastor Roy has effected
at Journeyers, is not so much unthinkable at acthlike CLC asunfeasiblein all respects.
There is no provision for such a personality-driteiman agency in the Newfrontiers church,
and thus none of the entrepreneurally-suffusedabaaid theo-political structures that (as
witnessed at Journeyers) are prepared to flow ftoAlthough the two churches have
followed a similar time scale as cases of “neodmaaitic church in Folkfield” — both
Journeyers and CLC establishing in the city inedy nineties — it was plain to see the great
instability that was inherent to an “apostolic” gpothat lacked wider institutional support,
guidance, and restraint, as Journeyers has dormutde, as | have detailed, Journeyers’
course has effected a complete transition folloviiedounder’s early death. (Dr. George
died the same year that CLC upgraded to its permanity centre premises, coincidentally.)
Had Newfrontiers’ charismatic founder Terry Virged a few years into his job leading the
incipient Newfrontiers, there is reason not to déedi thathis movement would have
continued the course it has, or that CLC would énere existed.

Still it is clear at least from the example of Ctt@t Newfrontiers fully intends its
local offices to be determined not just by the Idgixal predilections of their charismatic
leaders, but also by external local circumstantes general approach very likely matches a
recent decision by an ageing Terry Virgo — onlyamrced late during my time in the field —

that is set to effect potentially seismic changthtomovement itself, namely through the
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demise of Newfrontiers the singular movement, todpdaced by a nation-wide spread of
regionally-appointed “apostolic spheres” — new aotoous networks each led by an
“apostolic leader” chosen by Virgo. The changethtomovement at its highest levels has not
intended to effect the local churches themselved igthus not of particular relevance to the

local study at this time; clearly in the futurestisituation could change.

CLC likes to warrant its headquartered presenckdrcity centre as an expression of the
church’s wish to attend to the “needs of the citgfpngsidestate and secular human support
services. The church’s choice of main premise#fitssto its leaders’ original institutional
expectations. On a map, the City Life Centre bodditands right in the bullseye of
Folkfield's city centre environs: the only NcE cbhrin Folkfield not to be based either in the
suburban outlays or further afield (as was JounsegteThe Place, of course — at a distance
from suburban neighbourhoods). In other words, GlLaioice of location stands for its
members as a message to the city of its willingtegngage with the conditions of the urban
landscape (and Folkfield City at its commercial @adnomic core). The city centre is, they
say, a “key point for vulnerable and isolated asfultthe main demographic to which CLC’s
social change discourse is observably directeds iBha striking contrast to Journeyers, and
not simply in respect of spoken institutional disse: it appears that CLC has backed up a
much more vocalised “serve the poor” rhetoric bygitally basing itself in the urban centre
of the city, where — the expensive environs oKits Street residency notwithstanding — the
indices for Folkfield’s social deprivation is mdremediately visible, and accessible; with
vagrancy and homelessness the most conspicuohesd,tas might be expected.

This locational narrative indeed determined CLI8® organised, separately-funded
programme of “welfare provision.” In 2002, someefiyears after the church’s acquisition of
its large city centre premises, the church laun¢iiEty Care,” a “drop-in service” for local
rough-sleepers and other wayward city residents.aldzount as | received it was that back in
2000, the church’s members wished to be “doing theit” in serving the needs of
Folkfield's urban transient population, and laureti@ity Care after finding that there were
no feeding and clothing services open in Folkfi@hda Sunday, presenting a suitable window
for the church’s provisions.. This narrative, thereserved a claim that the programme’s
envisioning had followed the normative Christiantivetions of CLC’s leaders, while its
practical institution had its origins in some degod consultation with secular social

providers.
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At the centre of the service, which ran for two tsoevery Sunday afternoon, was a
hot two-course meal prepared by a team of halfzenl@ore members in the kitchen of
CLC'’s building. The church had also purchased abemof washing machines, which
recipients were encouraged to use for their clothed a shower was made available if they
needed it. Recipients — “guests” and “clients’tia members’ talk (recall the same
appellatives at Journeyers, too) — were also affeezond-hand clothing. The church more
recently has done its own small research on thplpébhosts, confirming much of what is
witnessable of City Care’s recipients on any giweekend. They are overwhelmingly male
(up to 91 per cent), and a majority — nearly 70qeert — are aged between 35 and 54. Only
two in ten are young adults: confirming that mdsthose returning to CLC for the weekly
drop-in are beset long-term (even life-long) byitsecial and economic problems. Many,
inevitably, have mental health illnesses, learnimgairments, or substance addictions. Most
in fact are not actively homeless, but live in eghsocial housing; and in turn the church also
receives some referrals from local social hous®naies, including the local YMCA, which
is in the course of developing its own social hngsiomplex nearby (and whose leadership,
I have found, is also infused with a perhaps irgirgdy neocharismatic presence — this for a
case study elsewhere, perhaps).

Each Sunday, while the CLC worship service takaselnside the main conference
hall, men begin to arrive outside the wood-panedigié doors of the building. By two
o’clock — by which time most of the morning’s woirgbers have left — a small crowd gathers
there: to be queued and let in not through thedfisiwell-kept foyer, but directly to its
catering rooms where the meals are served. Befmwing the doors, the City Care team
gather around the main serving table and prayadddtor God’s blessing on that afternoon’s
Care service.

To that specific end — evangelism of the City Qssers — the programme is rather
restricted in its abilities. In my own bluster Ichanticipated some kind of organised
proselytism perhaps, but this has not been predeltieng meal time to my eyes; nor
without the users’ consent. There is no kind ofgaied praying, for example, and no
impromptu preaching, as is sometimes reportednoifai schemes in other churches. In-
house literature — from CLC, from Newfrontiers,rfréhe Bible — is displayed on nearby
shelves, and a little on the tables themselvesitByspears well understood by the church
members present that most of City Care’s regulgpients are not easily distracted by any
of their evangelical overtures. It is very cleahg food they come for; | suspect not least

because the food is very good, in fact. While sisgjsn the City Care kitchen myself —
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stirring through an enormous pan of caramel for dlag’s dessert of sticky toffee pudding —
and have been struck by the variety and the quafli§LC’s offerings to clients, a
considerable advance on what one might expect. fialk@mparison, say, Folkfield’s

central United Reform Church, which permanentlypldigs a sign on its forecourt advertising
a “SIMPLE MEAL” to visitors every Sunday.

CLC, by contrast, does not advertise City Carerdlieno expenditure laid out for
promoting the service publically. And in fact, thiesence of any public announcement for the
programme reflects the officially non-religious @tionality of the scheme, which is always
advanced in members’ discourse as a service oftiped’ provision to the city’s “homeless
and vulnerably housed residents.” The demand fsedlhnas, however, grown each year,
evidently through word of mouth on the street:hte point where up to 60 individuals
regularly arrive for a free meal each Sunday, &eddity Care volunteers have to cater for
them with several time-limited sittings. The Citar@ service has, in short, become strongly
routinised within the bounds of its orginative posp — the “practical” bounds it has
professed to share with the city’s weekday homegesgiders.

This persistent growth in uptake has of coursededyressure not just on the
catering itself, but upon the evangelistic effatshe volunteers. City Care’s method for
“sharing Jesus” with these recipients has beenloesd through what they call a
“befriending” approach. Volunteers are requestetitowith individual recipients (with
those who were willing or able to welcome the adednThey are encouraged to engage over
the long term, getting to know them personallyri@gg their stories; an example of the
“relational” emphasis in “discipling” favoured iecent years by the Newfrontiers movement.
Week on week, inevitably, certain individuals beeowell known to the team, and in doing
so are configured as candidates for invitation theochurch. In 2011, the CLC extended this
programme by hosting mid-week events at the Lifett@eat which selected City Care users
would be “mentored” by church volunteers. As a ltesfuisome of these interactions, trust
was fomented enough that some users receivedag=ssn their travails outside the church;
some City Care volunteers, for example, helpingr tentacts in housing or job application
processes.

Alas few, it appears, have joined the church andrifl Christ.” But then, such
examples of material assistance and “befriending8ide the church are relatively seldom
themselves, because they depend entirely uporothatary contribution of motivated
church members to the cause. The actual size ofsQh&sonal mentoring volunteer force is

very small — a handful of volunteers, negligibleagsroportion of the church’s 470-strong
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formal membership. The church leaders have preferot to address the shortfall directly.
Of course whahasbeenachieved — the stories recorded of a City Care fisging a job

after six months’ friendship with the team, or ailihg their drug use, or finding
accommodation — are justly celebrated. But theentidtruggle of leaders to engage more
regular church members in the programme — for nighipe and mission — is a not
unmentionable fact, and indeed underscores thetldisappointment of City Care’s “greater
purpose” for CLC.

This greater purpose, importantly, has not beeplgithe making of more Christians.
Project leaders are perfectly conscious of sontityfCare users’ disruptive natures, and
erratic behaviours, and this has provided thapthgramme was never to be a
straightforward source of new converts; even lessuace of new CLC members, given what
could be clients’ unpredictable responses in thtrotled social environments of the
church’s worship services and small groups. (Indeedry year the City Care managers have
to ban certain individuals from the lunch servittegether; usually to be allowed
readmittance after a stipulated period.)

The impulse to “change lives” in this social domaithe domain of the economically
disenfranchised, the mentally unhealthy, the addicthe unhomed —presents to a small team
of church volunteers a largely insurmountable taskhey are quite aware; members of the
team profess an understanding that the “differéntey make to individual lives are “often
very small,” and this fact is attested by the tearthe profoundly disadvantageous condition
of many of their “guests.” But it is important Beagain, to interpret this challenge on terms
that are appropriate to the motivation and the Yielia of City Care’s neocharismatic
operators — not, say, to their equivalents in gwikar welfare sector. In many ways City
Care presents its own case study of “poverty fetiefarticulated within a neocharismatic
religious realm, and the first requirement her®iacknowledge the conceptual limits to the
notion of “poverty relief’ that is particular this organisation — not as a “welfare project,”
but asthis church At the point of use, “City Care” is only a nanits; operators always core
members of CLC. Their rationalisation of the wodnd here each Sunday does not flow
from any secular social work manual, but from thlevant normative discourses that sustain
their moral membership of the church.

An idea of how CLC has operationalised City Carectfirally, and indeed its “care
of the poor and needy” more generally, could bevdrtom its presentation of the

1w

programmes’ “achievements and performance” in tife Church Community Initiative

trustees’ report. Here, City Care’s project managistinguish the service’s purposes
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between “Meeting Needs”; “Being Friends”; the afoentioned “Opportunities to explore

the Christian faith”; and lastly, “Becoming everiyth they were made to be.” Of these, only
the first obviously concerns the practical servioefeeding, washing and clothing — over
which CLC professed to have consulted with Folkffielocal social providers before City
Care’s launch. The rest — and the devices to witielscheme’s managers and volunteers are
evidently most committed as a charity, to judgerfrihe far greater word space given to their
explication — are the church’s own innovations,isiest for the “emotional,” “psychological”
and “spiritual” benefit of users, and promotingyQRare’s achievements in “building

” o

relationships with guests,” “recognis[ing] that tireatest thing we can give them is
friendship.” These published categories match tlaogSeulated in members’ spoken accounts
to me, but also more significantly in their frequegports to the wider congregation, in
conversations and in-house publications — as repibrat is, to the wider religious body of
what this “community of disciples” was been achigyian evident source of pride to CLC’s
regular members in conversation, regardless ofveneghey have personally contributed.
Wherever possible, reports detail theangelicaimpact of members’ efforts: not
numerically substantial but always expressive ehggualitative achievement; and in doing
so, they communicate afresh an indigenously-advhfemmplementarity” between pursuits

of prosaic social improvement and activities punéua a Charismatic Christian life:

One guest who'd been sleeping rough for years @aentg to the Alpha course and was
‘pleasantly surprised’ by it. He continued for tlest of the course. We caught up with him

later in the year to find that he’'d been able tbegb and was looking at houses to rent.

We met another young man in September 2012 whesleaping rough and sofa surfing. In
September he took a Bible away with him. In Octdiewent to the God Story [a short talk
offered to City Care users after the lunch servitceDecember he joined [the theatre group]
and performed in their Christmas show. In Januargttended church. In March we gave him
the reference that enabled him to get into the Emsnaammunity in Bedfordshire. In May he
had his first holiday, during which he came totvis to thank us for our help and generally
catch up. We would now genuinely describe him &igead much more than a client. This is

exactly what we’re trying to achieve.

These, then, are the actual outcomes of City Garenore, of course, than a shower
and a free meal. As reportable charitable welfateames for the Initiative, they are subject

to limited quantifiability: interestingly, thouglthis is emphasised only by the project
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managers’ efforts tdo just that. The Initiative each year recordsrtheber of “different
people” it serves, the hot meals it cookes, thddaz laundry it washes, the showers it
provides, and the sets of clothes it has giventbetmost recent reports claim an impressive
650 recipients in one year, and 2,500 hot meals.

But the charity offers one other quantificatioraofarea of City Care — that is
“opportunities to explore the Christian faith.” Btaes here record “6 guests” taking away a
Bible, “5 guests” attending an Alpha course, and ffgople” being prayed for. Now the
relative paucity of these figures would appeardartore than enough to evidence the
realities of CLC's flagship social welfare schenseagprogramme for evangelical religious
gain. The reality, then, would be that City Caradssuch programme, regardless of its
members’ hopes. It is a practical service to féed‘poor and needy” of Folkfield on the one
day of the week on which no other local agencypsnp as to the proselytic activities
provided by the church’s team to City Care’s ustrsse are to be expected as the inevitable
ministrations of charismatic Christian individuaise regular “God Story” presentation, for
example, an exteriorised outcome of some men’sriatenotivations as conversion-seeking
Christians, but not, after over a decade’s runriejeved to constitute particular strategic
returns for the growing church.

But this ignores the institutional account thatliso somewhere present.
Notwithstanding the Initiative trustees’ inclusiohannual figures for Bible hand-outs, the
proselytic utility of City Care is not measuredthg church in conversions gained. Nor for
that matter, though, is City Care’s “performancg”agpublic charity initiative measured in
job applications made, addictions beaten, or resiele secured among its users, as perhaps it
could be. On this view it appears less the cageGita Care “underperforms” on any long-
term objectives (religious or otherwise), and ssggeather that outcomes for the scheme’s
users are, in any case, only a secondary issuealsrcan, and will, be fed, clothed and
counselled; each meal an end in itself on the ¢tsierspective, and one for very simple
replication (and record) at the same time each wEe&se ends, for all their usefulness to
recipients and to the cif{,are not commensurate with timstitutional advancements
envisions by CLC for itself; advancements which @egnly of primary importance to the

church even through the ostensibly welfare-focusggmhcy of the Initiative.

58 One recipient praised City Care because it meatidian’t have to steal for food”; a comment
subsequently reproduced by the Initiative in itfgrenance reports.
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The emprical evidence for this is that City Camgration does itself feed the
church’s concurrently evolving institutional growghactices: for the weekly scheme has
been invested in recent years as a vehicle formarmabership “training” as well. The
numerous facets of the programme, from cateringefdending roles, are incorporated into
the church’s “members manual” as a live resourcedgular CLC members, who are
constantly encouraged by their group leaders towgn their lives as Christians” by
volunteering themselves to the church’s programi@ég.Care, for obvious reasons,
presents to the leadership of CLC a most appr@peavironment for ministering to “the
poor and needy” — as they are actually generaliséshders’ discourse, upholding those
archaic biblical designations. This objectificatimithe Initiative’s recipients — articulated in
fact not just of City Care’s homeless and vulnerdtdused clients, but of all the Initiative’s
prospective beneficiaries — is intended by the widbgious institution to speak up for the
sovereign moral dispensation of CLC’s corpus ofi€lan volunteers: all of whom, of
course, are parties to the “Great Commission.” ioeal designation of the Initiative’s
beneficiaries as “the poor and needy” evidencepthpositional attitude of neocharismatic
members; apparently no different to their denoniama forebears, which should not
surprise given neocharismatics’ doctrinal conséwatBut the practical institution of
“training” for members in how to “do” Christian séce (though as CLC's leaders determine
it, of course) is a site of action-orientation, amg very significant to an account of the
conservative post-denominational church gschnologicallymodernised actor.
Technologies themselves are something that ageofths state economy can relate to and
approve of, assuming that the more contentiousgsitipnal attitudes of church actors —
their conservative social dogmas — remain obscuvhith they very easily are: kept, in fact,
at the level of close interpersonal communicatione, and thus difficult for the outside
observer to access.

| have felt some unease at a refrain heard setieres from members in the
neocharismatic field and during City Care’s eveaaotthe effect that “there will always be the
poor”: that they are a God-supplied presence ifeggas if instrumental to the mature
Christian’s labours as “the hands and feet” of &twibody in the social moral order. This
narrative is empirically evidenced by the existeaEmembership “training” structures like
those observed at CLC through City Care. Howevieedame clearer through this
participative experience that “the poor” — the boadigishevelled individuals | have watched
arriving, eating, fooling, and leaving between & dmo’clock each Sunday — are

operationalised plainigon-politicallyin this way. The physical social environment ofyCit
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Care appears to secular eyes as an environmeendsroriented social service, but is
something more under the moral codes that gov€inristian’s contact with such
individuals.

It is perhaps in response to these practical camdithat CLC has recently made
attempts to operationalise their recipient cohasterscientifically by designing short
guestionnaires and keeping short case study acs@mthat they can get to “better
understand the needs” of their “guests.” In 20X8ltiie Church Community Initiative’s
trustees conducted a survey of forty of those miteseCity Care on a Sunday afternoon. The
survey took a quantitative approach to generalittieg'needs” of City Care users and the
“solutions” they favoured. What actually transpidhis small sample, however, was an
attempt by CLC'’s leaders to extract an accountlud homeless and vulnerably housed
people” of Folkfield that enforced a traditionadistotype of the (Biblically) needful poor;
while noticeably over-emphasising their psycholagieficiencies, and thusly tleenotional
— read holistic, spirituateligious— needs of individuals. This readied the subjémts
charismatic evangelical “engagement.”

Respondents were asked, “What hurts the most?,0Hiackd eight (increasingly
dejectful) options: “Broken Relationships,” “Hury bthers,” “Bereavement,” “Feeling
stuck/helpless/unable to change situation,” “Losdis ficl/feeling unwanted,” “Bad things
happening to others,” and “Relationships (romaritionly one among these referred directly
to corporeal matters: “Material poverty” — this igpt then supplemented (presupposing a less
than literate respondent) with “life is hard.” Resdents answered pretty evenly across these
options, but “Material poverty” was less opted tlean all the others except loneliness. This
may have been preparing a very agreeable resiuthéaneocharismatic inquirers as they
presented the follow-up question, “What helps?gaia with a choice of several answers, the
last two this time aggrandising the specificallyht{Stian” ministrations provided by the
Initiative and the City Care team: “Catering,” “Ster” and “Laundry”; but then “Love and
friendship (includes welcome, care, support, talkiistening, counselling),” and “Giving
hope.” Alas, a considerable majority opted for ‘€atg” — CLC’s hot two-course lunch, of
course — as the most helpful gesture to their hitaa‘Giving hope” was barely attended by
respondents: perhaps explained by that notiont®erdhed Christian reference, likely to have
been quite unregistered among the cohort for timeey.

The larger minority of City Care’s respondentshe survey did indeed cite “Love
and friendship” as the most welcome gift of therchis weekly programme, and this was

sufficient enough for the Initiative, in its nexh&ity Commission report, to present the
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research as answers that “did not surprise us. @befirmed,” claimed the charity, “the need
to continue offering a combination of meeting bageds, building friendships, and
providing emotional/psychological/spiritual benéfithich is the reason we provide
opportunities to explore the Christian faith).”

It is tempting to ask why a charity registeringlegally-sanctioned “religious
objectives” would expend the effort articulatingt®secular regulators whatever small
religious gains it does make. It is less confusmgssume, however, that such an expenditure
is, whatever else, an exercising of City Life Chsaunderstanding of itself as a “charitable”
public actor: and to view this as a modern, tecbgiskd notion, manifesting in procedures of
organisation — the church’s “training” schemes,dgample — more than anything relating to

moral propositionality, such is the nature of tekgious institution.

Back to Metre Crow

Life Centre Community Initiative Folkfield was agb in 2008 as a separate Charitable
Company to house the City Care Fund, an accoumtenpky the church to solicit donations
to City Care. The City Care Fund was, at that pdire sole restricted fund within the
Initiative. The Initiative, therefore, was creataiginally to publically incorporate CLC'’s
“service to the poor and needy” of the city, buthACity Care at that time its sole agency.
The Initiative was set out, then, very much aspitespectivanstitution for “social

provision” — a predictor of its future expansiomat is — within the corporation of City Life
Church.

This prospectivity was expressed in the creatidhiwithe Initiative of an unrestricted
“general fund” alongside the City Care account (amal additional restricted accounts that
would both be established four years later in 28d®e discussed shortly). The general fund
was designated for the purpose of covering the-tdagay operations” of the Charitable
Company of the Initiative (mostly in consumablesurance, and clerical supplies). When
the time came, however, it would become the prinsaryrce for the church’s venture in
Metre Crow. During my time, the £9,500 yearly le&methe Life Venue at the Reginald
Centre has been provided for from this general fasds everything else — equipment,
renovation, consumbles, and so on — needed tosfsem” the empty rooms of the estate’s
community centre into a permanent CLC-run agenby Use of the charity’s general fund
for financing CLC’s Metre Crow project is easilypained: as annrestrictedfund — the

central fund stream, common to most charitiescarit be accessed for whatever scheme the
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church is to devise for advancing the effectivertddbe Life Venue and its programmes.
The City Care Fund remains the largest accounheriritiative’s books, of course. Recall
that it has over 600 people per year to feed eagkand, but this is kept at a relatively low
expense in fact, between food and kitchen upkesptlean £20,000 a year, about half the
City Care budget; the other half paying a full-tissary to the project manager. A general
impression of the sheer rapidity with which CLC ha®n able to enhance the Initiative’s
general fund, however, can be gleaned from viewéwgnue growth as percentages between
2009 and 2013. During this time, incoming finanfaesCity Care have increased by an
impressive 94 per cent. For the general fund <ctiffely the Life Venue Metre Crow fund as
of 2011 — the increase in grant and donor reveimasather more impressive 1,500 per cent
over four years; by 2013 the Metre Crow fund Hesaaly matched the annual financial
support that City Care’s homeless service — thenstituting the Initiative altogether — has
attracted in nearly twice that length of time.

It seems then, that CLC'’s initial expansion outghicity centre has achieved in its
establishment as a secularly-fundable affair s@sgnony to the high official regard in
which public charitable organisation through therazy of a Christian church continues to be
held. It is not this simple, of course, as | haxpl@ned here. It introduces us in this inquiry
to a view upon the organising procedures enactezbhgervative post-denominational actors
specifically; who in an anthropological regard aretivated not by a response to observable
social repression, but by an idealised culturabvief and for themselves, one made
propositionally irrefutable by each of one’s expatial “relationships” with a supernatural
god — buthennormatively projected upon the whole of societyassult of a particular
doctrinal commitment, namely the New Testament &adriptured command to “go into the
world” and recruit new believers (and, subsequemperiencers of the same mould). As
CLC (and Journeyers) has suggested it, the exeasition-orientation that exteriorises such
profoundly obscure internal states of belief — &gixirised” on the present perspective not as
behaviours alone, but as economic assets (buildngsnesses, and contacts in the local
political economy) is readily distinguishable frahe propositional contents of conservative
Biblicism: contents that traditionally draw muchtbéir own critique from secular domains,
but can now continue to do sdilst their bearers advance themselves as corporate soci
economic actors simply by following the provisiasfghe neoliberal economy.

It will have been noticed, given all this, thatave attended very little to what specific
ministrations therare at Metre Crow and the Life Venue. As the dates inaatl have

indicated, much of the development taking placéwiCLC that has addressed the questions
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posed by this study just happen to have done goreeently, much of it during the period of
my fieldwork in Folkfield, and of course extendiimginteresting new ways beyond that
period — and throughout the time of writing. | webulot hesitate to venture, then, that many
of the points raised in this chapter — as withgrevious one, its case subject marked by
similar temporal conditions — will warrant new (aitds hope, more informed) inquiry in the
years ahead.

At the time of my engagement, the Life Venue hanbwolding small, sparsely
attended social clubs three or four mornings a wealboard games club, a coffee club, and
the crafts and internet clubs mentioned earlieeséthave been conceived and overseen by
the Life Venue’'s local volunteers, many of whom é&een part of the original team that
constituted the “new” congregation for Life Centletre Crow in the Reginald Centre’s
main hall since 2009. The congregation is led by @hCLC’s city centre Elders, of course.
But as mentioned earlier, the Metre Crourchhas not been “pioneered” without
consideration of its prospective members’ “lifaugiions.” In the discourse of core members
to the project there is a well-articulated Bibligadrrant in force; Metre Crow, after all, is a
well known quanitity in Folkfield's social econonayd the public discourse associated with
this, and from that the project’s leaders havesexéd whatever suffices their shared sense of
prophetic moral warrant for the extension of thes@® to this “troubled” and “needful”
district of the city.

This is enacted, however, in a process that inyasgaks actively to reproduce the
New Testament narrative, of evangelicals minisgefiequently and directly to a local
population. The contemporary evangelical churchipteocedure often entails a full work
and life migration by a new group of planters -id¢gfly a husband and wife pastorship —to a
(God-) chosen new city, where they may build a cegation from scratch, often in their
own home at first; alone in their labours but fog support (moral, at least) of their original
church. In Metre Crow, CLC has professed not tépenting” but “expanding” — a perfectly
accurate summation in the sense that the new NIgbw church is not independently
administered at all, beyond the small logisticdbde that determine the actual holding the
worship services. (For example, Life Centre MetrevCbegan as a “café style” church
service, with tables arranged around the hall:iafofmal” design intended to put new
attendees at ease while enabling a small-grouprpatf interaction (usually with each table
occupied by at least one core member to encouragel €onstrain — conversation: this is
precisely how Alpha course meetings are structufBail of course consumed a great deal

more space than an arrangement of chairs alonasloriginally explained to me that a more
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conventional arrangement of rowed chairs wouldnisétuted when the church grew to a
sufficient number that a more condensed (and patipit) worship service arrangement was
warranted. But after a few months — with regulambers still only in the two dozen or so — |
arrived one morning to find the chairs arrangethenconventional rows. The decision had
been taken, and no explanation was given beyondd&ealed this was better.” However, the
“multi-site” model that the leaders had prophecik®dvas not to be administered from the
distance of the city centre base.

Alongside the institution of Life Centre Metre Crewong-preceding the adjacent
Life Venue project — the Elders had selected meswbiom they thought potentially
amenable to resettlement in the estate, placing #imaong CLC'’s new target locality.
Several have, on the encouragement of the Eldergedninto the estate; others are looking
for properties and plan to do the same. All of gheembers, of course, are to be
subsequently closely involved in the Life Centragr@gation there, and some took up
organisational roles with the Life Venue when tlvas founded. One such is Dom,
mentioned earlier, who had moved into a house eresitate a year or so before, and is now
devoting his non-work hours to “feeling [his] waydugh” the project. (He met his wife at
the Metre Crow church.) He explains how he had tzggmoached by CLC's lead Elder
while worshipping at the city centre, and been motéel an invitation to consider relocating to
help lead the church’s new project at Metre Crown> recollection of the exchanges is
quite profound: he had been asked if it might baetbing “on his heart” to move to the
estate, and was advised to go away and pray arsiitevith God over the proposal; before
(as | gathered, before long) deciding that “yegas.” Conveniently he did not have to
expend much effort finding a place to live: anotbleler church member owned a property
on the estate and was ready to rent it to himag there that he and Sarah now lived.

Several doors down, another CLC member, Joe, iohitas early thirties age, lives
with his wife. They also moved to the estate witjist the previous couple of years, except
they own their house. As with Dom, however, it waguired through church contacts: in
fact, they bought the house off one of CLC'’s Elddoes jokes that house prices in the area
are so low compared to the rest of Folkfield tleatesal more CLC members are looking to
buy on the estate. Joe, too, is deeply involvetiégnMetre Crow project, but his participation
is more extensive in the congregation itself, dindtrates well — in fact, supplies the only
regular example presently in action, that | hauefb— the kind of “street level” evangelism
that CLC'’s leaders envisioned instituting locallithvin the close proximity of the church. It

comes as close as | could imagine to approximatiadull process of “engagement” with
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local “troubled youth” that the Life Church Commtyninitiative advances in its official
documents; more precisely it represents an effe¢tiangulation of the movement of local
recipients between the worship service, the Lifal¥e and a “spiritually-gifted” church
volunteer.

Joe’s Sunday mornings at Life Centre Metre Crowadtien spent with the children
and youth groups. (As with every other evangelatairch | have visited, they would be
summoned out of the main service hall at the caiatuof the musical worship, and engaged
in their own age-specific activities with the coegation’s youth volunteers in a separate
area). During the week, however, he continues sufrtids work, visiting some of the local
households from where the children come. Joe alwagsribes this as “working with local
families,” never“evangelising”: his internal association of “chatile” and “youth work”
with “evangelisticyouth work” is a fully naturalised one, it appedfie does though concede
hisintuited “spiritual gift” to be in the role of thevangelist. Indeed, at his home once |
leafed through a charismatic exercise book thabsiea step-by-step guide to discovering
one’s own spiritual gifts: featuring series of ciimss about one’s interests and one’s views
on the world, with the purpose of focussing dowroaer’s God-ordained special skill (an
intriguing practical supplement to the “prayer aeflection” traditionally recommended to
find such answers). The answer spaces throughathiédfirst section had been pencilled
upon, | assumed by Joe — though it might have bezhand of another, as he had explained
that he and his wife and several other Life Ceotngples had recently forged (with the
Elders’ permission) a new private home group fahsspiritually-advanced pursuits.

Joe is in fact, by day, a full-time “project leatitr the Folkfield office of Youth For
Christ?® and commonly speaks self-regardingly in his capas a professional in the “youth
charity sector”: which of course is not inaccur@ed he did previously work for a non-
Christian charity), but was perhaps a singular céslee ambiguity in “public provision”
roles | addressed earlier as characterising thehagismatic local church more broadly.
Relatedly, though, Joe is very effectiveuimderstatingany biased preference for City Life
Church as the destination for new neocharismatiwexds. He declares himself to be strongly
“ecumenical” in his personal motivations for Chastexpansion, and has articulated this in
terms of “Kingdom Theology”: for him, an organisagproach to evangelism that

emphasises theon-church centred side of “Christian life.” He remaudf this “Kingdom

59 Youth For Christ, a non-denominational Christiaission charity, was a legacy of Billy Graham’s
first tours of Britain in the 1940s. See http://wwie.co.uk/our-story/our-heritage.
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Theology” as if it does not even prescribe conwerisitic obligations to its followers; for
example, Joe once commented that he may (or hagtasi’t clear) come across “needful”
young people whom he “wouldnitantto get plugged into a church, because it wase’t th
right thing for them at that point.” He is fond @fing the cross-denominational social
channels through which he works, though this ilyedways in reference to his professional
job with Youth For Christ, a group which has alwégen a prominent — indeed original —
example of evangelical “parachurch” organisationother words, Joe’s case is something of
a special one, given that his life as a profess$ipoath worker and as a local church
volunteer are nowoth ascribed to the industry of a non-denominatiocladrismatic
proselytism. It is in this regard, though, that'daedividual account proposes its own case
study of the specificallpeocharismaticChristian activist, whose personal and professdiona
lives can be equally centred around the local ackaent of Christian interests while
expressly free of any denominational constrainthis regard, the case could well be made
for Joe as an archetypal contemporary British n@gsimatic: meaning that the schedule of

his daily life appears to be most faithful to theirch’s ideological social vision.
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Chapter 7. Summary remarks: thesis contributions, | imitations, and

future research

Existing literature has persuaded scholars — arre@asingly so outside the U.S. — that
theoretic explanations for evangelical new and “aa&ghurch growth cannot be drawn from
social attitudinal surveys, such is the empiriaaldolth (and, it would seem, profundity) of
popular religious disengagement. This has explaiaeent studies’ investment instead in
cultural models and metaphors of entrepreneurjataigm, in order to substantiate accounts
of stagnation-defying charismatic religious asstimie— regardless indeed of the latter’s
weak impact on Western Christian affiliation getigrauch is the slim evidence for any

wider reversal of religious fortunes.

In the last decades of the'20entury, approximating the late capitalist erdrepreneurial
pastors set out to renovate Christianity. Theyaegd traditional church cultures, from the
physical shape of auditoria to the canon of favdBible verses ... Christian leaders have
embraced both organisational structures and metlodishe communicative style and
messages of businesses. They have spared noteffoerge with culturally intensified
capitalism. (Maddox 2012: 155.)

As cited, cultural and media-political approachasehreinforced a descriptive focus on high-
flying, world-famous pastors — unique personaljtisdeed — and on the more aesthetic
qualities of their churches and their congregatiotizals. Generally then, study of
neocharismatic church life has been directedddershipsand to thevisible productof
their organisations: dual elements in a commenggborate analysis. Recent review, as
discussed earlier, has criticised the lack of &ttarpaid by investigators to the lives of these
churches’ ordinary adherents — including, of coulseally. The present study has confirmed
the wisdom of this general criticism in a particuBaitish context: revealing local public
engagement by neocharismatic groups to be sulmtgmtiependent upon the innovatory
dedication of regular members; in turn, howevergading post-denominational
institutionalism more generally as so dependerigeat in Britain.

Putting these findings aside, it had remained w@mndle observers what the status of
neocharismatic membership should be as a reseab@rcsitself — outside of purely

theological purviews, of course. The present study perhaps implicitly motivated by this
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dilemma when | articulated some research quesfions outside the theoretical domains of
recent research: retaining a descriptive focusamgiegational church entities, but advancing
them instead as institutions of emerging Third &eittdustry in Britain. A general
expectation of such an approach, then, was thecehtarbring recent corporate analyses — of
the “megachurch” and its variants — into conta¢hwgocio-political local findings. | have
argued that in this way, understandings of growitu§sed charismatic-evangelical cultures
could be more than abstract-theoretical and ingtitally internalistic. They could be
empirically and theoretically tied to wider sociaid economic contexts as well, thereby
strengthening the normative political account; sibving) which of course differs from one
state and society to the next.

| asserted at the outset of chapter 1 that therfamy institutional unit” for the
scientific study of neocharismatic religion is tiecal church.” This followed analytic
convention. Institutions subsidiary to the churd@revhypothesised as conduits for the
churches’ engagement in state-secular domainseBe@lfrom the case studies suggests,
however, that this original assertion was not falbpropriate to the specific research
questions. In summary here | shall address a nuoflreasons for revising this original
design for future work, several of which nonethelpssitively emerge from the case studies’
findings.

A pre-determining focus on the institution of teedl church presupposed there to be
an empirical and theoretical correspondence betweelegal entity (operating with the
public licence of the state), and the religiouoeasdional entity (a private social affair). The
participatory fieldwork approach looked for evideraf this correspondence, both
objectively in company documents, and subjectiwelgarticipants’ own accounts and
behaviours. The Journeyers case revealed thedmbt merely conscious but explicit
embrace of this correspondence by its leadersbiyptior example, in the context of the lead
pastor’s talk about “governance,” in which he weoffar as to explicitly commend recent
state legislation enabling a corporate, non-dentiectiblical” church model. These
accounts, however, have remained largely fixedh¢ariternal affairs of the church
congregation; and often more declamatory than Bpaabstantive. Turning to external
matters, the evidence was rather thin of muchaeehnce, thus far, into local public realms.
Part of the reason for this, it was found, waslélaglership’s rather defiant unwillingness to
enter into the (local) state’s terms of “partngpshan unwillingness borne not from
experience, moreover, but from sheer ideologicalimion (and judgemental of other

churches’ approaches — notably CLC's, in fact)Jdarneyers’ case, pastotalk of
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corporate advance was matched by their refusade their vision of self-governance as a
divine institution. Such terms of the state, meaitaylare integral to the emerging theoretical
accounting for contemporary Third Sector industgs-were discussed and subsequently
preserved in the research questions. Without sergagement with these terms as a first
step, actual achievements in public advance lodietoonsiderably limited.

City Life Church, on the other hand, revealed &ed#nt approach. Evidence from the
CLC case demonstrated a (more than) comparableicoissiess among its leadership and
core members that contemporary charity and traldiwgare broadening opportunities for
local sphere advancement. CLC, however,demsonstratedhis rather more clearly in its
actions. In counterpart to Journeyers, this has peetly a result of a more liberal attitude on
the part of its leadership — whose structural rgtartrademark of the Newfrontiers
movement, prevents the demagoguery of a Journeyemsards effecting a secularised
institutional identityas requiredof it, that is, by real local conditions. This watsserved as
part and parcel of CLC elites’ participation indhcmedia-orchestrated events. But it was
also evidenced more recently and considerably rrgtiously by the company’s
increasing social and economic investments undernesiness guises: made in specific
locations, and to location-specific welfare endbatis more. This is something that
Journeyers was found to show limited interest idate — preferring instead to implement
non-locally-contextualised “welfare” programmesdeplified only most recently by its
attempt to push Hillsong'Shineinto local schools).

Both cases together, then, would appear to cortfiergeneral hypothesis that
neocharismatic churches are progressing institalipm explicit response to neoliberal
reformations of the voluntary and welfare sect®tee cultural ethnographic approach here
has made an empirical case for this, which stas@dsa@ntribution to recent accounts drawn
more from reflection on commercialistic evangelideicourse, among other things.
However, the empirical details of the cases takelividually considerably blunt the impact
of this finding: if, indeed, knowledge of Britishr{d, moving forward, other societies’)
neocharismatic constituencies is indeed to buitnug respect for local nuance and
contextuality. This critical reflection divides #opair of points: one of a particularising case-
specific nature, and one that is of a general eauross the studied cases.

First, to the particular. The two church groupsspreed here, despite their similar
ages, their possession of a common Biblical thgglagd commensurate local ambitions, are
seen in the empirical account to have taken rdglidifferentorganisational courses over the

same fifteen-year period. On the one hand, thistitotes a revealing local history that
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awaited ethnographic case exploration — indeed wbald not have been uncovered without
it. The cross-case design, however, clearly enevsrstome problems in its pursuit here of a
cultural-theoretical account: at least one whickugable for any robust generalisation about
(British) neocharismatic organisation. Evidenthye briginal grounds for presupposing a
minimum level of public institutional action acrodsurch sites were dubious. This is
because, as suggested in reflection on chapthee Sotalempirical rationale with which case
selections were made was nonetheless informed drtexamined assumptions about
“neocharismatic” religion (and thus its “churckelff more generally. As noted, of course, the
rejection of any presuppositions at that stage doualy have begged the cultural question;
and to which the case accounts have thus proviolee sinswer. Still, | neglected to discuss
the possibility of a single-case study approaah,(io one church or/over the other, rather
than both equally), with which the local contextlcbof course have been just as well
explored. My critique in chapter 2 of recent “médgach” research inquiries — typifying
internal culture accounts that divorce a “religicustitution” from its local concerns and
conditions — perhaps unduly recommended a comparatdss-case design.

This cross-case research design (which | confesddwiobably have numbered
more groups still, were the reality of a word limdt what is), of course complexified the
empirical task, in the interest of pursuing gerisadile findings. The latter is itself a highly
contested endeavour, perhaps even pusgainstthe strengths of qualitative case study at
times, as discussed with references in chapter &y case, though, the individual case
findings — generalised to the level of each chwate, then, but not necessarily further —
offer lessons as to what kinds of further inquirgynibe necessary of the necocharismatic
subject in order to clarify the presuppositionsdated above. Neocharismatic local churches
are not simply to be conceived either as orgarodyts of a locality or as corporatist
expressions of spirituality under bourgeois cajgital They are to be theorised too as the
cultural products of the networks/“families” to whithey have historically affiliated. The
profundity of this was, | concede, under-apprecigigor to my field engagement. In the case
report for Journeyers, its determinative effecttaminterpretative research process is
particularly clear in retrospect. There, the resledocus became preoccupied by the church’s
internal obsessions with a regulated social oratal, one that would be continually
responsive to the rubric of its leaders’ discoumdgs discourse — which was manifest, | now
suspect, in many of the responses given by pasiesalciates to ostensibly local city issues —

has flowed from the wholesale import of Hillsongstalia’s “ecclesial” model under the
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direction of Pastor Roy, whose judgment was negen o be questioned by the core
membership.

Where similarities between local neocharismatiaigeopersist in theory, they have
been seen here to divert substantiallpriactice Subsequent empirical research, employing
the same longitudinal ethnographic case methodolomyld therefore profit by breaking
from the church-based focus that has groundechtipériy here, and instead make an open
approach on local British (sub)urban realms thasdwot stipulate any “primary unit” of
neocharismatic association. The recommendationighfem an institutional study that would
foreground local neocharismatibarities notchurches charities of the kind uncovered most
clearly in chapters 4 and 6, that are not themseteagregations, or indeed governed
hierarchically by pastors. My case studies haveaksd that on (legal) paper, the local
neocharismatic church is not significantly differémthe (independent) Christian charity that
is run locally by a small group of supernaturaklistshippers under thewn provisos. These
individuals, perhaps, are the true neocharismativists: devoted to their “home church” for
personal reasons of social taste and so on, bapémgthe local public sphere and its
populations with as clear an “entrepreneurial’ na&ads that frequently assumed in the
literature of charismatic pastors. The former hibe@en considerably emboldened themselves
in the last few years by what appears to be amaiging network of neocharismatic lay
workers, ably empowered by technology as well ad gector legislation; not to mention
too, of course, by the ever-expansive business gesmnent literature in which “Kingdom
builders” continue to source inspiration.

On this new perspective, the neocharismatic locatah itself might be better
conceived as a charitable legal entity with ¢tharacteristics o Christian religious
congregation. In those other prospective instingl@cases, though, an abstract
presupposition of correspondence between the tegapany and the “religious association”
at its centre dissolves. On a social scientifiewét least, registered neocharismatic Christian
institutions that do not possess a congregationatdre categorised according to centuries-
old, state-sanctified terms of “religious charigbtganisation”; terms that were created and
codified for significantly different church types, any case — a further issue that deserves
discussion in future work.

In short, a new socio-institutional research agdretzkons for the study of local
Christian orthodoxy, which in its move away frone flacal church entity should also spur a
renegotiation of classical and contemporary “Clarsgrowth” models, most of which are

sociologically indentured to that conventional cagational unit. Such new directions, of
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course, already characterise studies of new “gglittes” in Britain and the wider West. But
it must be noted that its scholars retain a stahdampirical warrant for moving beyond
“outdated” and “orthodox” religious associationairhs like the Christian congregation. The
suspicion remains, then, that British neocharistaligion’s academic neglect is a
consequence of the phenomenon’s heterodox conflafibierarchical congregational
orthodoxy with “New Age”-style spiritual freedomis study has offered a way forward
from that charge as well.

Second, to a somewhat clearer generalisable firatidgts implications. The original
contribution intended of the thesis was its focnghe formalising sub-institutions of
neocharismatic church groups; but this containaliwit an empirical question about the
size and quality of the voluntary labour forcesuieed. The fact that the average evangelical
Protestant congregation in Britain now significgrdutsizes its denominational equivalents
was implied as evidence that neocharismatic chactiities — of the externalising,
intentional kind — were set to outpace all othartheir public impact. The case studies have
revealed, though, that the vast majority of nedshaatic members do not get involved in
their churches’ corporate outreach. Members tergivi® a fulsomeémpressionof personal
involvement on both their own part and of their idu This is achieved significantly through
the breadth of local (social and political) knowdedphossessed by (core) participants. It
would appear, though, that this local knowledge@e “local” than | was first prepared to
believe. It is in fact far more lik@-churchknowledge: gleaned from and shared with other
members, the closest of whom will spend much daf #eial time togetheout of church —
thus effectively remaining “in” church, and enmesireits discursive domain, even when
not present in the physical building.

This might well compel new avenues of investigafimnreligious sociologists, as
neocharismatic individuals associate in more vanaegls and locations, perhaps on a
quotidian basis. Maybe in doing so, they will irasingly push the bounds of the socially
acceptable according to more conservative leaggpectations. In this connection, in
addition, it must be acknowledged that neocharigmaitre only presently approaching their
first generational pass-over. The founding pastorseobtlginal churches in Britain, the U.S.
and Australia from the 1970s are right now reachéigement age, and have recently begun
to bequeath their flock — and their “vision” — tounger hands. It will, | suggest, be text
twenty years, not the last twenty, that determireerhovement’s long-term prospects. These

second and third generations of evangelical baloyrigos, set to inherit the neocharismatic
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culture — including in their number the first gestt@wn raised on both neoliberal economics
and the internet — are sure to be the most integeso far.

This general finding, then, feeds straight back the future research agenda |
envisage for neocharismatic public engagementiiitaiBr retaining the wider theory account
developed by voluntary sector policy scholars, Whibelieve remains the most appropriate
direction for the present time given the culturalifics of a neoliberal economy and society,
which seem unlikely to change in the near futureth& forefront of this revised approach
should stand the evaluation of local institutiotyples as discerned by their membelisect
involvement in local affairs and outreach, confichté course along with evidence of
external financial support and/or legitimation. §kiill mark the continuation and
development of the qualitative cultural accounthaf publicly-engaged neocharismatic. But
it will have first narrowed the quantitative fieloy which | mean the nearest associated
church congregation — which may of course be stldgethe collective source of
entrepreneurial/activist lay Christians’ culturabatheological inspiration and indoctrination,
but as a separate (and more specific) researctethem

In 1998, Steve Bruce persuasively refuted the stggethat a neocharismatic
movement offers a counter-thesis to general sdsatén in Britain by pointing out that a
massive long-term decline in churchgoing entaieeper rift in the “shared social
characteristics” of a population, following whichyageneralexplanation for religious
“resurgence” — such as neocharismatic growth apgigrgresents — is very unlikely to be
found. Instead, he observed, involvement in sughemomenon should be regarded by
scholars as “thoroughly idiosyncratic ... [and] ldyge matter of personal preferences”
(Bruce 1998: 229). The preceding study offers dgatilie, ground-level confirmation of this
view. However the recommendations for subsequeseiareh on which | have here
concluded carry forth the empirical elements ofd&'a theoretical rebuttal in ways not
previously considerable. The evolution of neochmaaiic institutional expression as local
charitable agency has here revealed an empiriceétmographic domain that cannot
reasonably be ignored in any future micro-sociadligs of neocharismatic individualism.
The “important questions to be asked about why esadive Protestants ... have been
attracted to this particular variant in the Chaistrepertoire,” as Bruce put it above, are still
to be addressed; but it appears clearer now that épportunities for corporate progress, in
various forms, however “strategic” their judgembyptdetermined participants, are set to be a

major factor in neocharismatic religious membership the future.
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