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Despite extensive research on both the Holiness Movement and on the Plymouth Brethren,
little attention has been dedicated to a study of the possible interrelatedness of the two
respective movements. This neglect is significant, considering the fact that J.N. Darby’s
(1800-82) pretribulational, premillennialism has permeated most segments within the
Holiness movement. Darby’s legacy in this regard also applies to his indirect influence on

Pentecostal-charismatic eschatology.

However, Darby’s pretribulational, premillennialism was anchored in his dispensationalist
beliefs. Contrary to what most people actually believe, dispensationalism is not an
eschatological position per se, but rather an ecclesiological position, which, in turn, colors
one’s eschatology. Central to Darby’s dispensationalism was his emphasis on the ruined state
of the church and his conviction that God did not even want the church restored according to
a New Testament pattern. Such a pessimistic view of the destiny of the end time church runs
counter to Pentecostalism’s (successor of the Holiness movement) Latter Rain motif where
Christ is indeed expected to return for a triumphant ecclesia.

E.W. Kenyon (1867-1948) was no Pentecostal although he did apply for ordination through
the Southern Californa District of the Assemblies of God around 1925. In his application
Kenyon stated that he spoke in tongues and that his teachings were in accordance with those
of the Assemblies of God denomination. It is my personal conjecture that Kenyon’s
application was turned down due to negative references to him in A/G evangelist May
Eleanore Frey’s letter to General Chairman John William Welch, dated Jan 31, 1925. In
addition to accusing him of personal contacts with the Ku Klux Klan, she was “of one thing
positive’, that he — in spite of his testimony to the opposite — had not received Pentecostal

Spirit baptism.

Kenyon has been the object of a certain academic interest and is to be recognized as the
theological architect behind the Faith movement. In previous Kenyon studies his historical
and theological roots within the Keswickean Higher Life movement have been explored. Some
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research has even suggested roots within Christian Science and New Thought sources.

However, legacy from the Plymouth Brethren has until now not received significant attention.

As this paper will document, Kenyon was heavily influenced by dispensational beliefs during
the first phase of his ministry. When he wrote his first book in 1916, however, he had largely
rejected dispensationalism. Instead we find an emphasis on the distinction between the Old
and the New Covenant, respectively. It is the present writer’s position that the ‘remnants’ of
dispensationalism still present in Kenyon’s published works do not make sense logically, i.e.,
that they are in mutual conflict with his overall teachings.

Dispensationalism
Although dispensationalism may be said to have existed in embryo form prior to Darby, it
was systematized by him. Darby was an itinerant preacher, visiting the U.S. seven times
during 1862-77. During these fifteen years he actually remained seven years within the U.S.!
His influence has primarily been felt within Fundamentalist and Higher Life circles. An
American with sympathies within both camps, Cyrus Ingerson Scofield (1843-1921),
popularized Darby’s thoughts, as is evidenced in his Rightly Dividing the Word of Truth
(1888) and the Scofield Reference Bible (1909; revised in 1917). Sandeen says concerning the
latter:
The Scofield Reference Bible combined an attractive format of typography, paragraphing,
notes, and cross references with the theology of Darbyite dispensationalism. The book
has thus been subtly but powerfully influential in spreading those views among hundreds

of thousands who have regularly read the Bible and who often have been unaware of the
distinction between the ancient text and the Scofield interpretation.”

A comparison between Darby and Scofield will be undertaken in the following pages.

Darby was born in London, but moved with his family to Ireland where he became an
Anglican minister in 1825. His ministerial career was not long-lived, though. In 1828 he
published his first tract, “Considerations on the Nature and Unity of the Church of Christ”.

From now on ecclesiology was his primary concern.

According to Darby’s dispensationalism God rules history through two separate people, the
Jewish people and the church, respectively — each serving two separate intentions. A
dispensation is further characterized by God revealing specific responsibilities or tests (which
may differ from one dispensation to another) under which humanity is placed. Most people

fail these ‘tests’ in the outset. A small minority — a ‘remnant’ in each dispensation, however,
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comply with the responsibilities under which they are placed and thus avoid God’s

judgement.

Scofields first and second dispensation

Prior to the flood under Noah there was no dispensation, Darby claimed. Only after the flood
God revealed specific governing principles towards which His people was made responsible
to Him in a dispensationalist sense. Of course, specific responsibilities were given to the very
first human beings in the Garden of Eden, including judgment acts from God if they did not
fullfil their obligations. This time period still did not qualify as dispenstation since God’s rule

was not anchored in a specific individual or institution.

Scofield, on the other hand, considered the first dispensation (dispensation of innocence) from
the creation of mankind until they were driven out from the Garden of Eden. Scofield’s next
dispensation (dispensation of conscience) lasted from Adam’s fall to the Deluge under Noah.
Scofield did not presuppose, like Darby did, an administrative center for God’s rule in order
for a specific time period to qualify as dispensation. As will be evident by the term
‘dispensation of conscience’, Scofield thought that the first human beings’ disobedience
towards God during the dispensation of innocence resulted in the creating of an indwelling
and experimental ability to distinguish between good and evil. Good under the ‘dispensation
of of conscience’ was obedience towards God’s revealed will while evil, on the contrary, was
disobedience towards the same. Conscience was awakened through this new ability to

distinguish.

Darby’s first and Scofield’s third dispensation

An important Scripture pertaining to Darby’s first dispensation (human government) is Gen.
9:6 — “Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed.” Noah was the ‘head’
and God’s rule on earth was to go through him. “God sets humanity in power with the right of
the sword in order that it might rule, and repress and restrain evil upon the earth,” writes
Darby scholar Larry V. Crutchfield.® Unfortunately this dispensation (just like the succeeding
ones) ended in judgment:

Noah, the head of this new world, failed when he got drunk and lost the respect of his

own son who should have been the first to obey. The consequence of Noah’s failure was
the continuation of evil unrepressed.*
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God’s judgment over this first dispensation was to “confound their language, that they may
not understand one another’s speech” (Ex 10:7). Scofield’s third dispensation largely

corresponded with Darby’s first.

Darby’s second and Scofield’s fourth dispensation

Darby’s second dispensation (the Abrahamic dispensation) did not conflict with the governing
principle from the previous dispensation, the latter stating that God ruled the earth
representatively. This governing principle, however, was now supplemented with separation
from the world. Abraham was told by God to leave family and friends behind in favor of a
land that God would show him (Gen. 12:1). Darby said little if anything explicitly concerning
which test Abraham allegedly submitted to in this particular dispensation. Nonetheless, he did
point out that Abraham exercised a lack of faith towards God when he left the promised land
(Canaan) for Egypt in order to avoid famine. Darby also claimed that Abraham failed to live
up to the ideals of faith by not trusting that God would take care of him if he admitted to
Pharaoh that Sarah was his wife (Gen. 12:10ff).

Scofield’s ‘dispensation of promise’ corresponds with Darby’s Abrahamic dispensation. The
only thing which was required during this dispensation, Scofield assured, was that Abraham’s
descendants remain in the promised land.> By ignoring God’s command, the people missed
specific blessings which had previously been given to Abraham, as well. God’s judgment in

this dispensation was that Israel became slaves under the Egyptians.

Darby’s third, fourth and fifth dispensation

Darby researchers are uncertain as to whether his next dispensation, the one succeeding the
Abrahamic dispensation, lasted from Moses to Nebuchadnezzar, or whether we are dealing
with three separate dispensations within this time period — i.e., Israel under (a) the Law, (b)
the Priesthood, and (c) the Kingdom. Israel was by this time God’s called and chosen people,
under His governing rule exemplified through obedience to the Law. God’s blessing over
them was now conditioned by their abiding by the Law. Darby had little if anything to say
about God’s judgment of Israel ‘under the Law’. Neither do we get any more insight with
reference to the alleged dispensation ‘under the Priesthood’. Could it be that the governing
principle during this dispensation was that they were to use burning coals from the brazen
altar in connection with the sweet incence brought ‘before the Lord’ on the yearly Day of
Atonement (Lev. 16:12)? Was it the breach of this principle (cf. Lev. 10:1) which caused

God’s judgment over this alleged dispensation? Darby cannot be said to have been any clearer
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regarding the alleged dispensation ‘under the Kingdom’. The main sin, however, seemed to
have been idolatry (e.g. king Solomon’s assenting to his wive’s polytheism). God’s judgment
was primarily connected with the ten tribes’ exile in Assyria and the two tribes’ similar

destiny in Babylon.

Darby’s sixth and Scofield’s fifth dispensation

Scofield’s ‘dispensation of Law’ lasted from the initiation of the Law under Moses until
Christ’s death and resurrection (the time period from then until the Day of Pentecost was
probably considered a transition period between two dispensations). Broadly speaking he was
in agreement with Darby. God’s judgments were related to Israel’s captivity under the
Assyrians and Babylonians, respectively. The main difference between Darby and Scofield
was that the former put in an additional dispensation (‘dispensation of the Gentiles’) from
Nebuchadnezzar’s takeover unto our current dispensation. God’s glory, which had previously
filled the Jerusalem temple, was withdrawn from earth and the Jewish nation temporarily
ceased being. God’s direct reign also ceased while his indirect reign over Israel was mediated
through the Gentiles. The ‘dispensation of the Gentiles’ started with Nebuchadnezzar’s siege
of Jerusalem. Later world dominance was transferred to the Medo Persians who, in turn, had
to submit to the Greeks who had to bow down to the Romans. This, Darby claimed, was the
main message of the Book of Daniel and partly also of the Book of Revelation. Although
Darby did not explicitly say so, it was not improbable that he thought that the Gentile rulers
were only authorized to reign in accordance with God’s will. Darby had little to say about
God’s specific governing principles and the corresponding judgments if one disobeyed them
during this dispensation. The most important responsibility, which neither Jews nor Gentiles
obeyed, was the recognition of Messiah as Son of God and King of the Jews. On the contrary,
he was crucified. Darby wrote:

The fourth monarchy [the Roman Empire] consummated its crime at the same instant
that the Jews consummated theirs, in being accessory, in the person of Pontius Pilate, to

the will of a rebellious nation, by killing Him who was at once the Son of God and King
of Israel.’

Our current dispensation and the coming one

The next epoch was given various designations by Darby: ‘dispensation of the Spirit’,
‘Christian dispensation’, ‘present dispensation’ and ‘Gentile dispensation’. However, in
various writings Darby categorically claimed that this time period was no dispensation at all.

How do we come to grips with such linguistic and logical ambiguity?



Geir Lie, “E.W. Kenyon and dispensationalism”

Earlier in this paper I referred to the fact that Darby’s dispensationalism was basically an
ecclesiological position — a dogmatic view of God’s people on earth (Israel). What the various
dispensations had in common was the fact that God takes out for Himself a specific people,
that this people rebels against His governing principles, but that a small remnant remains

obedient to Him and therefore constitute His new people in the succeeding dispensation.

Darby further distinguished between Israel as an ‘earthly people’ and the Christian church as
a ‘heavenly people’. Since dispensationalism exclusively deals with God’s reign on earth, it is
safe to conclude — to the extent that we refer to the Christian church (as a heavenly people) —
that the present, according to Darby, is parenthetical as far as salvation history was concerned.
Since the time period did not deal with the Jewish people (God’s salvation history with Israel
had been temporarily set aside) but with the Christian church, it was not to be considered a
dispensation. However, if Israel had recognized Jesus as the Messiah during the end of
Darby’s sixth dispensation, they would have passed directly into the next dispensation, i.e.,
the millennial reign of Christ. Darby wrote:

The Church, properly speaking, the body of Christ, is not a dispensation, it does not

belong to the earth; but there is an order of things connected with it during its sojourning

here below—an order of things whose existence is linked with the Church’s
responsibility.”

Our current time period was referred to as a ‘mystery’ due to its not being predicted in the Old
Testament. The New Testament church as the ‘body of Christ’ was established on the Day of
Pentecost and consisted of Jews and Gentiles. It was primarily in the Pauline epistles that this

‘mystery’ was unveiled.

In Darby’s ecclesiology he distinguished between the ‘body of Christ’ (the legitimate church)
and the ‘professing church’ (‘Christendom’). Even back in New Testament times God’s ideal
plan for the church was allegedly ruined. According to Darby this tragic event was even
predicted by the apostle Paul.® Crutchfield suggests that Darby may have meant that “at [the
apostle Paul’s] death, the church in its earthly character (the ‘professing church’,
‘Christendom’) and the Church in its heavenly character (the ‘true Church’, the ‘Body of

Christ’) would become two distinctly different things.”®

The church (‘body of Christ’) according to Darby was meant to give visible expression to
who God is. This plan was ruined as the concept of the universal priesthood of all believers
was given up in favor of a distinguishing between clergy and laity. Thereby the oneness God
intended should rule in the church was destroyed. This was the beginning of an apostasy

which would culminate with an end time apostasy characterized by open rebellion towards
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God. This was inavoidable and even predicted in the New Testament (e.g., Matthew 13, the
parable of the wheat and tares). Just as a dispensation could not continue after God’s
judgment had been spoken over it, so also could not the Christian church be restored
according to God’s original ideals, namely to be a visible expression of Christ’s glory. “A
fallen dispensation,” Crutchfield notes, “is never restored, for it is neither in the Father’s will

. . . 10
nor in humankind’s power to effect restoration.”

What then did God call the individual believer to if the path towards restoring what had
previously been lost had been closed? Darby had nothing positive to say about Christian
churches and denominations — ‘Christendom’. God’s call, he claimed, was to abandon them
completely. While the ‘professing church’ would be judged at Christ’s return to earth, Darby
claimed that the true believers (both the Christians, i.e., God’s ‘heavenly people’ and the
various ‘remnants’ from the earlier dispensations) prior to this would be raptured from the
earth in order to be with Him in heaven. Later they would together with Him partake of the

future Kingdom which He would establish on earth in the next dispensation to come.

Scofield, however, did not reflect Darby’s ambivalence and had no problems with naming our
current time period a ‘dispensation’. This dispensation lasted from the death/ressurrection of
Christ until His earthly return. God’s test within this dispensation had to do with whether one
recognized or rejected Christ’s redemptive work. Also Scofield expected an end time
apostasy: confessing Christians would reject the Deity of Christ and His redemption.
However, Scofield could not follow Darby in his one-sided negative evaluation of organized

Christian activity identified as “an apostate mass to be abandoned by all true believers.”"

The first event we could expect in this current dispensation, explained Darby, was the rapture
of the true church. The ‘dead in Christ’, i.e., believing Christians who had died, would be
raised to life (the ‘first resurrection’) and raptured together with all living Christians. Together
they constituted the ‘Bride of Christ’ (and ‘Body of Christ’). Immediately thereafter Satan
would be cast out of heaven and down to earth (cf. Rev. 12:9). The ‘Bride of Christ’ would at
some specific time prior to the ‘Marriage Supper of the Lamb’ in heaven have to stand before
the ‘Judgment Seat of Christ’ (cf. Rom. 14; 2 Cor. 5) where all its deeds would be revealed —
apparently not in order to condemn but rather in order to unveil God’s all-embracing grace

both prior to and after one became a true believer.

After Satan is been cast down to earth, he will mobilize both Jews and Gentiles to partake in a
massive rebellion against God. A part of this time period — Darby said 3 2 years and Scofield

7 years — would be characterized by the ‘great tribulation’. This period was finalized as Jesus
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returns to the earth for the second time, this time together with the raptured believers — now in
order to judge. This period would be succeeded by a thousand years’ reign of peace (the
‘millennium”) where Satan would be temporarily ‘bound’. After the ‘millennium’ was over,
Satan would be loosed and then again mobilize the peoples on earth in rebellion against God.
However, God would intervene and throw Satan into the ‘lake of fire’. Then follows a series
of judgment acts over the earth’s inhabitants, including those who have previously died but
are now raised to life (the ‘second resurrection’). “And whosoever was not found written in

the book of life was cast into the lake of fire.” (Rev. 20:15)

While Darby claimed that the rapture could take place at any moment, Scofield presupposed
an apostasy among the confessing Christians. Except for this and certain other deviations,

Scofield’s views largely mirrored Darby’s.

In the succeeding pages we will give attention to the theological architect of the Faith
movement, E.W. Kenyon. To what extent has he received impulses from dispensationalism,

and to what extent have these impulses colored his later teachings?

E.W. Kenyon (1867-1948)
Kenyon'’s theological roots were primarily in the Keswick-influenced branch of the American
Holiness movement. His earliest publications, though, document a familiarity with the circle
of leaders surrounding Darby. For example, in 1902 Kenyon wrote:
The teaching of the [Plymouth Brethren] thru J.N. Darby, C.H.M. [Charles H.
Mackintosh], and others is the real foundation of all advanced Bible study. They

unfolded the Grace of God, Sonship and Righteousness, in a new way to the searcher.
These men loved the Word."2

One characteristic of Kenyon’s teachings was that his distinguished between what the believer
(1) in an objective (or forensic) sense possesses in Christ and what he/she (2) has subjectively
appropriated for himself/herself. (Kenyon normally used the two words ‘legal’ and ‘vital’ in
order to distinguish these.) The first time this linguistic distinction occurs in Kenyon’s
materials refers to a sermon by Robert Cameron, editor of the Watchword and Truth
magazine.”> This sermon was apparently inspired by a preceding article written by an

individual identified as a Plymouth brother.**

According to Kenyon, it was Calvin who rediscovered the truth concerning the legal side of
Redemption, while “Arminias” [Sic!] received light on ‘the vital’, and he himself (Kenyon)
“[had] both.”™ In another context the Plymouth Brethren are used as an example of current

groups over-emphasizing the legal side while the Pentecostals, on the other hand, allegedly
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over-emphasized their heritage from Arminius.*® Kenyon further critiqued the Plymouth
Brethren, as he did representatives of the Keswick movement, for not recognizing the

experiential truth that one’s indwelling sin nature was actually destroyed in conversion.'’

Other passages in Kenyon’s writings require greater cautiousness as far as allusion to the
Plymouth Brethren are concerned. One example refers to an incident in Nov. 1898 when
Kenyon left for Wakefield with a colleague in order to plant a “Church of the Living God,”"®
a seeming dethronement of traditional denominational assemblies. Indeed, one of Kenyon’s
colleagues, C.E. Dodge, was already pastoring a “Church of God at Danvers.” I am quoting
from Dale Simmons book E.W. Kenyon and the Postbellum Pursuit of Peace, Power, and
Plenty:

From these actions, it is clear that at this time, Kenyon’s displeasure at organized

denominations was leading him to espouse a form of come-outism in which true

believers were encouraged to become a part of independent congregations that were not

to be organized under any sectarian label. Instead, these bodies were to be called

“Churches of the Living God,” since that was the only scripturally recognized name for a
congregation.'®

Despite Kenyon’s one and only reference to Darby (cf. quote on p. 8), I find no indication that
he either had read the latter’s literature®® or was directly influenced by it. Whether Kenyon in
his reference to Darby meant to express that he had consulted the latter’s materials or only
wanted to convey that he knew about Darby and the circle surrounding him, and that he had

consulted materials from other individuals within this circle, is impossible to tell.

The point is that Kenyon, at least as early as 1898, taught a form of dispensationalism. This
form, however, was clearly patterned after Scofield. “There are periods of time,” Kenyon
wrote, “during which God deals with men, in a manner peculiar to that particular age, or

21 o .
7" In contradistinction

dispensation, and a clear grasp of these different periods is invaluable.
to Darby (and in correspondence with Scofield), Kenyon counted two dispensations prior to
the Deluge under Noah, i.e., “human innocence” and “human conscience”. Next followed
“human efforts” under Noah, “divine promise” under Abraham, “divine law” under Moses,
“divine grace” as our current dispensation, and “divine kingdom” referring to the dispensation
to come. Each dispensation, Kenyon wrote, “has its lesson and each illustrates a condition of

man in his growth toward God or light.”?

It is interesting to note that Kenyon’s fifth
dispensation, “divine law”, lasted “from Sinai to Pentecost”, an allusion to his view of the
Four Gospels primarily dealing with believing Jews under the Old Covenant. Kenyon
followed both Darby and Scofield when he claimed that all dispensations hitherto had ended

with and would end with judgement. The judgment over Israel as a nation had its cause in the
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fact that the Jewish people had rejected Jesus as the Messiah, while the judgement over the
‘professing church’ (in contradistinction to the ‘true church’, which would be raptured) was
not explained with reference to its cause. It was probably Scofield who had influenced
Kenyon when the latter taught the imminent return of Christ based upon the end time apostasy
(which Kenyon thought of himself as being witness to) within organized ‘Christendom’:
The biggest denomination in America [the Northern Baptist Convention] has become an
apostate denomination for they have trampled the Word of God for years. The nearest
denomination to God’s teachings today is the Presbyterian. I am not a Presbyterian — 1

am a Baptist. They have gone to the devil but I thank God there are still individuals in the
denominations that dare to stand true.”®

In correspondence with Scofield, Kenyon also seemed to have thought that the apostasy was
connected to rejection of the Deity of Jesus, among other things. For this reason the Roman
Catholic Church, in contradistinction to the Northern Baptist Convention, had still not
experienced the apostasy because they still believed in the Deity of Jesus.?* Kenyon
continued:
Is there a real apostasy now? Yes, for the first time. Four of the great protestant
denominations are practically apostate. Their theological institutions dogmatically deny
the Virgin birth and the physical resurrection of Jesus, and the verbal inspiration of the
Word of God. [...] There must come a with-drawing of the saints of God from these
apostate bodies. [...] As we draw nearer to the coming of Christ and the great tribulation,
we are going to pass into hard and difficult times, when the body of Christ must be
separated from the rest of the professing church; when the true sons and daughters of
God will need all the Comfort and consolation they can get from the other members of
His body. [...] It is hard for one to say what I am about to say, but I must say it. There
isn’t a man, as far as we know, either in England or America that has a message for this

age. There isn’t an outstanding preacher in America today, who is deeply spiritual, and
has the message for this age. That message is somewhere.”

As a curiosity it should also be mentioned that Kenyon was not only influenced by Scofield,
he even thought of himself as being plagiarized by Scofield.?® However, Kenyon must have
rejected most of his dispensationalist beliefs at an early stage. In his first book, The Father
and His Family (1916),%” we find few, if any, traces left. While he had claimed in 1898 that
“Nothing under the Spirit[’s inspiration] will so open the Word to the hungry student, as this
systematic view [i.e., Kenyon’s dispensationalist view] of the Word, from Genesis to

9928

Revelation,”™ we instead find in The Father and His Family an emphasis on Christ’s

redemption..

According to Kenyon, God was primarily a father, and it was His longing for real children
enjoying a voluntary love relationship with Himself and with each other which motivated His

act of creation. Just as God, man also was primarily a spirit being. Through the Fall man’s

10



Geir Lie, “E.W. Kenyon and dispensationalism”

spirit was filled with the devil’s nature. Through regeneration, which was made available on
the Day of Pentecost (cf. Acts 2), the believers were partakers of God’s very nature as their

sin nature was immediately destroyed.

This implies, as previously documented, that the disciples of Jesus were not regenerate during
Jesus walk on earth. They believed on Him as God’s Son and as the promised Messiah, but
not as future subsitutionary sacrifice.” They were believing Jews under the Old Covenant.
The ‘Lord’s Prayer’, which Jesus taught His disciples to pray, was therefore no ‘Christian’
prayer, and neither was the Sermon on the Mount directly applicable teachings for believers
of the New Covenant. It was the apostle Paul, Kenyon claimed, who much later had the
significance of Jesus’ redemption and this work’s implications for the Christians revealed to

him. This revelation was allegedly hidden both in the Four Gospels and in Acts.

In spite of the ideological reason (rejection of dispensationalism in favor of a distinguishing
between the Old and New Covenant, respectively, where the latter was initiated on the Day of
Pentecost) having been changed, Kenyon had kept Darby and Scofield’s hermeneutical
approach to the Four Gospels, as is evidenced by the three men’s dating the church to its
Pentecostal experience in Acts 2. In Kenyon’s published writings he mentions
dispensationalism only once. This reference hardly makes any sense as far as Darby and
Scofield’s versions are concerned. The context was a misunderstood critique of the alleged
dispensationalists’ rejection of the validity of specific Bible promises. These promises related
to God’s healing intervention as a response to a Christian’s faith activation. Kenyon wrote:

The Name [of Jesus] has lost none of its authority; none of its power, and the effort to rob

us of some of the major portions of Scripture by a false dispensational division of

Scripture fails utterly, for in Paul’s ministry with the Gentiles and his epistles to the

Gentiles, he gives the Name of Jesus a place that absolutely refutes the entire teaching of
those who would put the power of the Name of Jesus over into the kingdom period.*

It is important to keep in mind that when Kenyon on a couple of occasions referred to the time
period of the New Covenant (lasting from the Day of Pentecost to the rapture of the church)
as “the dispensation of the Holy Spirit” and/or as “the dispensation of the recreated human
spirit”gl, he did not think of dispensationalism at all but was distinguishing between the Old
and New Covenant, respectively. Kenyon’s original view regarding specific tests and
responsibilities was not only toned down, but completely gone. Just as was the case within the
Holiness movement (and later within the Pentecostal movement), Kenyon assented to Darby
and Scofield’s eschatology (pretribulational premillennialism), but disassociated from

dispensationalism’s ecclesiology.

11
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As already documented, Kenyon’s hermeneutical approach to the Four Gospels (versus the
Pauline Epistles) was a ‘remnant’ from the dispensationalist beliefs he held during the 1890s.
However, Kenyon gave this hermeneutical approach an alternative motivation and
explanation which is only partly reliable:
In the early days of my ministry, German philosophy gained the ascendancy in many of
our theological institutions, and there came a strange new slogan. You heard it
continuously - “back to Jesus.” It captured my imagination but I didn’t know what it
meant. Then [ heard one of our leaders declare that Paul had altogether too much

influence over the Church, and that we are to give up the Pauline Revelation and go
“back to Jesus.” That was really the beginning of my study of the Pauline revelation.*

In his studies, Kenyon continued, he soon discovered that the authors of the Four Gospels,
despite their being familiar with the so-called ‘Pauline revelation’, hardly left any traces of
these insights in their own writings. “Then I saw one of the greatest literary miracles of all
ages,” Kenyon claimed:
The four men who had written these Gospels, had been shut in, as it were, by the Holy
Spirit. They had been unable to give their interpretation of the miracles or what the

miracles meant. They wrote only what He had permitted, or rather, had inspired them to
.33
write.

It is clear that Kenyon attempted to make himself and his teachings somewhat unique. This he
did by referring to the entrance of ‘modernistic liberalism’ in American schools and
universities as the point of departure for his original studies. These, in turn, resulted in his
hermeneutical distinction between the Four Gospels and the Pauline epistles, a position which
must hereby be rejected. Kenyon represented himself as more intellectually sophisticated than
was warranted.>* Evidence of this is seen by his carefully covering up in his published books
the traces of who he was indebted to doctrinally. Just as was the case with his predecessors
within the Holiness movement, Kenyon also had an eclectic bend. He uncritically borrowed
pieces of doctrine from various, and at times mutually conflicting sources. This at times
makes it difficult to adequately comprehend his doctrinal concerns. ‘Remnants’ from the
Plymouth Brethren’s legacy time and again turn up in his books, as already documented
through Kenyon’s use of the term ‘dispensation’ — albeit in a quite different meaning than

how Darby and Scofield understood the term.

Kenyon had also kept Scofield’s end time apostasy (at least during the late 1920s) although
this particular doctrine appeared as a somewhat isolated theme instead of as an extension of
Darby and Scofield’s ecclesiological position. One is certainly justified in asking why
Kenyon discarded dispensationalism and at the same time held on to the doctrine of the end

time apostasy when it is clear that this doctrine is an integral part of dispensationalism. Could
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it be that Kenyon, the eclectic, was in hindsight was incapable of recalling from which
systems of thought the various pieces of his own thinking originally belonged? This might
explain why the end time apostacy remained in Kenyon’s thinking even at such a late date as
the late 1920s. Kenyon even kept the term ‘remnant’ - albeit not as a designation for the
people of God who stayed faithful to God’s specific tests and responsibilities during the
particular dispensation to which they belonged. Kenyon wrote:

I believe that God planned that we should walk in the fullness of the Divine Life; that we

should dare to take our positions as sons and daughters of God, and that the hour is

coming before the Lord’s return in which a remnant of the body will rise and walk before
the Father in the fullness of the New Creation Life.*®

While the ‘remnant’ within the dispensationalist system of thought is cast within a negative
theological framework wherein all dispensations end in judgment, Kenyon anchored his
remnant thinking in a positive eschatology where Jesus is expected to return for a ‘victorious’
Church. Previously, Kenyon had assented to partial rapture eschatology, i.e., the concept that
only an elite group from among the genuine believers would be raptured to heaven:
I used to think there were certain classes of the children of God who would not be
resurrected or translated. I can’t believe that anymore. [...] Some teach, and base their
teaching on Matthew 25: that only those who have received the Holy Spirit and have

spoken in tongues will be taken [raptured]. That is incorrect. [...] I do not believe in a
partial rapture.*®

Could it be that Kenyon’s remnant thinking reflected a combination of dispensationalism and
partial-rapturism where only the term ‘remnant’ was rooted in dispensationalism and hereby
connected to the partial-rapture position — albeit in such a way that the elitist bent exclusively
was what Kenyon had kept from partial-rapturism, as the very doctrine itself had been
rejected. At the risk of being disrespectful, could we suggest that it is this elitist approach and
attitude which is in fact the remnant from dispensationalism (and partial-rapturism as well)
that Kenyon retained? If so, could we also conclude that Kenyon’s overblown sense of his
own starring role in the end-times drama, combined with his theological eclecticism, explains
why he retained Darby’s and Scofield’s hermeneutical approach to the Four Gospels while
clearly rejecting, or simply neglecting, the application and implications of their interpretive

schema in all other areas of his teaching?
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