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P A R T I

Introductory
considerations



C H A P T E R  1

Some of the problems involved 
in researching Pentecostal theology

1.1 THE PROBLEM OF METHOD

After eight decades of twentieth century Pentecost there is as 
yet no standard Pentecostal Theology in the mould of the Western 
post-Reformational theological establishment. The increasing 
interest shown by Pentecostals in academic training, and the 
burgeoning neo-Pentecostal movement which includes numerous 
academically qualified church leaders frcm outside the classical 
Pentecostal movement, has led to an ever-increasing volume of 
literature (learned and otherwise) being produced on the subject. 
The sheer volume available, and the variety of sources and 
theological and cultural backgrounds represented, has tended to 
diminish rather than increase hopes that such a standard theology 
will ever emerge. Yet among the abundance of pro- and anti
literature, the mass of personal testimony recanmending (and 
sometimes denigrating) the "pentecostal experience" and the many 
often condescending (though apparently sympathetic!) "objective" 
evaluations of classical Pentecost fron non- or neo-Pentecostal 
sources, contributions frcm Pentecostals themselves are beginning 
to increase. These are latterly tending to dwell upon precisely 
this point: What is distinctive about Pentecostal Theology?

Whereas previously the Pentecostal attitude to the contemporary 
theological establishment had been one of ignorance or distrust 
(and often downright hostility), a generation of Pentecostals 
more critical of their own roots arose, particularly in the 1960s 
and 1970s. The excesses of the itinerant healers and evangelists, 
together with the canonisation of outward Pentecostal liturgical 
forms (dance, hand-clapping, etc.) tended to lend an apologetic
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tone (in the colloquial sense) to their work. They tended to 
reveal an underlying sense of inferiority when they compared 
their Pentecostal doctrines and developing traditions with the 
scholarly and apparently objective and scientific theological 
systems of the Protestant Reformation traditions. In the case of 
some it led to eventual dissociation from denominational Pente
cost (e.g. Walter Hollenweger, erstwhile Swiss Pentecostal).1 For 
others it led to attempts to express Pentecostal doctrines in the 
context of and within the parameters of non-Bentecostal systems 
(F P Moller in South Africa is one such example, relying heavily 
as he does on the theological and cultural thought-world of South 
African Reformed theology, with minor Pentecostal "amendations" / 
In North America Thomas Holdcroft3 for instance - and in this 
respect he is representative of many North American Pentecostals 
- has tended to express Pentecost in terms of fundamentalistic 
evangelicalism).

The remarkable spread of Pentecost throughout the Third World, 
and its penetration into the ranks of the historical denomina
tions, has brought with it a change of atmosphere among Pente
costal academics. Perhaps the increasing number of academically 
trained men within the Pentecostal denominations has had some
thing to do with this. Any sense of intellectual inferiority is 
slowly passing from the scene and Pentecostal scholars are 
arising who are no longer prepared to submit their teaching and 
practice to criticism which is formulated within theological 
parameters which are alien to Pentecost itself. The mirror is 
being reversed and an attempt is being made not only to define 
the parameters within which Pentecostal practice operates, but to 
test Western Reformation traditions by those parameters as well. 
The former aspect is the interest of Pentecostal and neo-Pente- 
costal scholars alike, whereas the latter has tended to be the 
interest of neo-Pentecostals in particular.

The implications of this development for the method to be applied 
in this study may be described as follows:

Primary sources must be (the writings of) Pentecostals who are 
unashamedly committed to Pentecostal teaching, practice and 
norms. This does not imply that such sources must be uncritical 
of their own roots, nor that sources from without Pentecost have 
nothing to contribute. It is merely the consistent application of 
a principle which holds good in most theological research. In a 
reversed situation, for instance, a Pentecostal critique of 
Reformed theology is less likely to state ultimately and 
accurately the basic tenets of that particular theology than 
would a systematic exposition of Reformed theology by a theolo
gian who is trained in and committed to Reformed teaching, 
practice and norms.
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From these sources an attempt must be made to outline the para
meters within which Pentecostal theology operates and may be 
defined. If it is true, for instance (without wishing to prejudge 
the issue) that Pentecostal theology is conducted on the intui
tive rather than the analytical plane, and tends to be primarily 
experiential rather than doctrinal, and if this research is 
conducted by a Pentecostal scholar, then one of the following 
courses must be followed:

First option: The research must be conducted from within the 
parameters of the contemporary Western theological establishment, 
with the result that the researcher will be restricted by para
meters which are alien to his own religious experience and 
practice. Honesty would then compel the research to draw up short 
of rationally analysing, from within one set of parameters, 
religious phenomena and practices which appear and are conducted 
within a totally different set of parameters. The result would be 
no different whatsoever from the scores of academic evaluations 
of Pentecost already to hand, whose conclusions often appear to 
be determined more by the disposition of the researcher toward 
Pentecost than by the material at hand.

Second option: The research must be conducted from within the 
parameters of Pentecostal theology itself. An attempt may be made 
to clarify issues in terms which may be more comprehensible to 
scholars who are not at home in this thought world. However, 
throughout the course of the work it must be borne in mind that 
where a Pentecostal researcher is dealing with Pentecostal 
phenomena, without asserting dogmatically that such phenomena 
defy rational analysis as attempted by modem Western thinkers, 
this type of analysis will not be allowed the final say. It may 
well be that Pentecostals will more and more cone to express the 
sentiments of others who have experienced the apparent tyranny of 
the Western theological establishment, no matter how unlikely 
they may be as bed-fellows, i.e. the Third World and political 
theologians (Porter 1974:33-34).

If the first option were merely to furnish one more example of 
critique of Pentecost from within an alien academic milieu, then 
neither the purpose nor the promise of this research can be 
fulfilled. For this reason the second option offers more hope for 
an understanding (if not total comprehension) of a contemporary 
Pentecostal researcher's perspective upon that theological 
"tradition", the parameters within which it may be practised, and 
the evaluation of critique upon it which has not originated 
within it. The task of the research is to identify that which is
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distinctive about and essential to Pentecostal theology, and this 
of course includes identifying the parameters themselves. Indeed, 
it may well be that this identification in itself fulfils the 
task of the research.

This presentation follows the following outline:

The rather comprehensive introductory section includes

- A critical analysis of attempts to determine the historical 
roots of Pentecost which will be subjected to critical 
analysis (1.2).

- A critical analysis of non-Pentecostal critiques of 
Pentecostal doctrine and practice (1.3).

- A review of the vital context of twentieth century Pentecostal 
theology today - its common doctrinal kernel, its pluralism, 
and its influence on Catholic and Reformation theology via 
neo-Pentecostalism (Chapter 2).

Essays on the theme "What is distinctive about Pentecostal 
theology?" by Pentecostal and non-Pentecostal ministers and 
scholars representing a variety of denominations and theological 
disciplines are included (Appendices A and B).

The main body of the research attempts to identify the charac
teristics of Pentecostal thought, method and practice. The area 
covered includes:

- Pentecostal appreciation of Scripture (Chapter 3).
- Pentecostal appreciation of formal doctrine (Chapter 4).
- The place and relationship of experience, ccmmitment and 

emotion (Chapter 5).
- The role of the community of believers (Chapter 6).
- Social and political influence and influences (Chapter 7).

In this section the content of Pentecostal theology will be 
analysed in an attempt to distinguish its parameters and method. 
Since in the author's experience this is not readily achieved by 
means of the highly rational and analytical method of establish
ment theology, both the presentation and the analysis will be 
obviously Pentecostal. (For instance, attempts to comprehend 
Pentecostal phenomena and effects frcm the perspectives of non- 
theological sciences such as sociology and psychology - which 
tend to operate within a world view not only alien but often 
violently hostile to mo d e m  Pentecost - will probably be accorded 
only a measure of sympathy and not be granted anything even 
remotely approaching final authority.)
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The final section will then be an attempt to answer the original 
question as succinctly as possible: What is the proprium of 
Pentecostal theology, i.e. what is distinctive about Pentecostal 
theology?

1.2 THE HISTORICAL ROOTS OF TWENTIETH CENTURY  
PENTECOST

Any research into Pentecostalism (a term not always acceptable to 
Pentecostals, who tend to refer to the movement generically as 
"Pentecost") will at seme stage or other attempt to establish the 
historical bearings of the movement by determining its antece
dents. Among Pentecostal scholars and those more sympathetic to 
the movement, the attempt will often be no more than an exercise 
in establishing antecedents in religious movements which have 
either exhibited familiarities with Pentecost, or with which 
Pentecost had close links at its origination. More "detached" 
observers have ventured further and sought to identify the 
sociological roots of the movement, particularly in a given area 
such as North America. For the purposes of this study we merely 
take note at this stage of these latter attempts (Anderson 1979: 
Bloch-Hoell 1964), although in the section dealing with Pentecost 
and socio-political influence they may be found to offer a 
valuable contribution.

Pentecostals themselves have tended to understand their 
historical antecedents in the mould of Pietist historian 
Gottfried Arnold. They have searched the "underside" of church 
history for those groups who have exhibited manifestations and 
held values similar to those which set Pentecostals apart from 
their denominational contemporaries. Hence in the church history 
notes used until recently by the Apostolic Faith Mission of South 
Africa for training its pastors, antecedents are found in groups 
as disparate as the Waldensians and Albigensians. Behind such 
attempts lies the understanding that Pentecost in this century is 
a revival of the charismatic first century church. This early 
church lost its pneumatic fervour through institutionalisation 
and neglect, but throughout church history there have been 
flickerings of that original flame, culminating in the grand 
resurgence of charismatic experience at the beginning of this 
century. John Nichol points out that Pentecostals may disagree as 
to whether the revival started in North Carolina in 1896, in 
Topeka, Kansas, in 1901, or in Azusa Street, Los Angeles in 1906 
- but all agree "that the Pentecostal experience is not a reli
gious innovation, and that in one form or another it has mani
fested itself throughout the history of the Christian church" 
(Nichol 1966:19).
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Larry Hart has shown that establishing the historical antecedents 
of Pentecost is not a straightforward historical task in a single 
dimension:

There are at least three different approaches to this 
task. First, one might trace the "charismatic" outbreaks 
down through the history of the church .... Second, 
Pentecostalism per se is an American phenomenon with 
roots in Methodism, revivalism, the Holiness Movement, 
and conservative Protestantism. In addition, a 
"doctrinal" history can be traced frcm Roman Catholicism 
(confirmation) through Methodism and the Holiness 
Movement (sanctification) to Pentecostalism (Spirit 
baptism) ....

(Hart 1978:12-13)

John McNamee (1974) has chosen to identify "enthusiasm" 
throughout church history, and to relate twentieth century Pente
cost to that phenomenon, a method which reveals something of his 
presuppositions as to the nature of the movement. However, it is 
F D Bruner that has perhaps most adequately summarised most of
the possible and several of the probable antecedents (from a 
historical perspective):

The ancestral line of the Pentecostal movement could 
appear to stretch frcm the enthusiastic Corinthians (I 
Cor 12-14) or even the Old Testament anointed and 
ecstatic (e.g. Num 11; I Sam 10), through the gnostics 
of all varieties, the Montanists, the mediaeval and the 
pre-Reformation spiritualists, the so-called radical, 
left-wing, or Anabaptist movements, the Schwarmer of the 
Reformation period, the post-Reformation Quakers, and, 
when given fresh new parentage through the Pietist, 
Wesleyan and revivalist movements of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries in Germany, England, and the United 
States, continuing in the first half of the nineteenth 
century briefly but very interestingly through Edward 
Irving in England, and lengthily and very influentially 
through Charles Finney in America, issuing in the latter 
half of the nineteenth century in the higher-life and 
holiness movements which gave birth to their twentieth 
century child, the Pentecostal movement.

(Bruner 1970:35)

Bruner seems to have covered most of the options available in the 
course of church history, with only the gnostics appearing rather 
out of place in his list.
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From the point of view of historical continuity, however, Pente
cost can only be clearly linked to the Holiness Movement (there 
can be little doubt that existing Holiness congregations supplied 
many of the members and at times even the infrastructure for 
early Pentecost e.g. Dowie's Zion Christian Church in South 
Africa), and to "revivalism", in spirit at least. The underside 
of church history outlined by Bruner has generally been of a 
sporadic character, showing its continuity and commonality more 
in its rejection of establishment Christianity, and in its 
emphasis on experience of God, than in its organisation or 
ability to propagate itself as a continuing "school". The Pente
costal, however, will generally prefer to be linked to this 
history, rather than to that history of established ecclesiasti
cal forms which dominates the histories of denominational 
Christianity.

To find in church history events, movements or groups which 
reveal characteristics similar to contemporary Pentecost may well 
be enlightening, however, it is doubtful whether such a compre
hensive beam could be shed upon the movement as to enable the 
historian who has completed such a task to imagine that contem
porary Pentecost has thereby been comprehended. It is a minority 
group among Pentecostals, for instance, that holds to a "second- 
blessing" expectation with regard to santification, as manifested 
in the Holiness Movement. In the mould of the radical Reformation 
both revivalism and Anabaptism have developed along lines often 
similar to Pentecost - yet today groups such as the conservative 
evangelicals tend to be the most vociferous and unrelenting 
opponents of Pentecost. (This is true even if North American 
Pentecostals are welcome in the Association of Evangelicals of 
North America.) World Pentecost today cannot be understood solely 
as an American phenomenon, although it may in places stand in 
drastic need of shedding some of its American cultural baggage. 
Nor can the dynamically growing movement of this century be more 
than superficially likened to the often flash-in-the-pan 
reactions to establishment Christianity which have sporadically 
reared themselves at intervals throughout the last eighteen 
hundred years. If Pentecostals acknowledge that in movements such 
as those outlined by Bruner lies their church history, it is not 
because they see themselves as a product of such a tradition of 
dissent - it is because they recognise in the experience of such 
groups their own experience, both of God (in that he accepts 
them) and of the world (that in general it rejects them).

For the attempt to distinguish the proprium of Pentecostal 
theology, the historical task may confer most benefit when it 
illustrates the relationship of the dissenting movements to the 
"orthodox" church of their time, both in doctrine and practice. 
If contemporary Pentecost is broadly inimical to the established
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schools of theology of this century, then its experience is no 
different to that of the Montanists and the radical Reformers, to 
Wesley and revivalism. Many of these movements resisted orthodoxy 
on more than one front. The Montanists, whatever their excesses, 
confronted a rapidly institutionalising primitive Catholic 
Church, while the radical Reformers rejected both Catholicism and 
the classical Reformation which they perceived as both half
hearted and incomplete. Wesley departed from the sobriety of the 
orthodox Anglican tradition in which he had been reared (and of 
which he was a clergyman), while at the same time he resisted the 
Calvinistic puritanism of the "serious men" of his age. Reviva
lism was at odds with the rationalism and formalism which a 
theology permeated by "modernism" had brought to the denomina
tions . Yet, like Pentecost today, it is totally inadequate to 
explain the emergence and popularity of these groups purely as 
"reactions" to the established church of their day. Therein may 
lie seme of the truth, and certainly such is the character often 
most visibly expressed - yet the Pentecostal contention remains 
that God has always had a totally committed people, known by its 
acquaintance with him and by the demonstration of his power in 
their midst; and that if he cannot establish it within the 
churches, he will do so on their doorstep.

For the purpose of our study then the following must be noted: if 
the roots of Pentecost, its antecedents, those groups throughout 
history with which it exhibits the greatest similarities - if 
these all stood outside the orthodox ecclesiastical and theolo
gical establishment of their day, and if Pentecost finds itself 
in a similar position today then it must also be true that 
attempts to define Pentecost frcm outside the movement will 
differ radically frcm those made within it. This difference does 
not lie so much in the realm of "subjective" or prejudiced 
evaluations versus "objective" attempts - it lies in the incompa
tibility of the parameters within which the definitions are made. 
With this in mind, we turn now to the problems surrounding non- 
Pentecostal critique of Pentecostal thought and practice.

1.3 NON-PENTECOSTAL CRITIQUE OF PENTECOSTAL THOUGHT  
AND PRACTICE

The formation of Pentecostal church organisations early in this 
century is generally held to have been because of the hostility 
manifested by the established denominations of the day to those 
manifesting charismatic gifts. Whereas Pentecostals themselves 
wished to maintain their links with their churches, and to thus 
revitalise the Christian community by means of their (undoubtedly 
contagious) spiritual fervour, this option was in the main denied
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them. The result was the separation of Pentecostals from the 
broader corrmunity, and unhappily the conferral of a stigma upon 
the term "Pentecostal" and the people it denoted. The description 
in fact soon became an epithet. Like the name of the proverbial 
dog, this stigma remains until today. The more fashionable term 
"charismatic" has gained wide currency among those who would 
share in the spirit but not the opprobrium of Pentecost, even 
some Pentecostal groups, tired no doubt of the stigma and all it 
entailed, adopting it (Lederle 1985:5). "Pentecostal" became 
associated with emotional excess, Bible-punching, bigotry, 
fanaticism, lack of moderation in almost every area from politics 
to morals, schism, and a host of related shortcomings. In fact, 
the reaction to Pentecost was almost as emotional as the pheno
menon itself is often supposed to be.

So well ingrained has the stigma become that most Pentecostal and 
non-Pentecostal evaluations reflect it in some way. Within Pente
cost, on the one hand it has given rise to the apologetic 
attitude noted above - which is not a surprising development when 
until today a Pentecostal who holds his head up high in many non- 
Penteoostal faculties is still often deemed an affront; while on 
the other it has bred a certain brashness, an almost arrogant "So 
what?" attitude, particularly among some of the more articulate 
leaders of the various personality cults which have come to 
disfigure the movement from time to time. Since one of the un- 
happier developments has been that for a number of decades Pente
cost took on the stature of a sub-culture, the stigma had become 
so reinforced at the time of the neo-Pentecostal revival of the 
1960s that it was possibly the most influential factor in helping 
these denominational Pentecostals decide that it was preferable 
to remain in their own churches. The experience was "in", but the 
community of those who had most unequivocally advocated it was 
not. Whereas the earlier charismatics had come to appreciate the 
role of classical Pentecost as "custodians" of the experience, 
currently the emphasis seems to be more upon dissociation from 
those aspects of charismatic lifestyle and expression that 
obviously have their roots in denominational Pentecost. The move
ment that never wished to become a separate denomination, having 
been forced into that mould has now found itself once again unac
ceptable, this time by those who owe it so much. The result has 
been that the distinction between classical Pentecostal and 
charismatic is becoming increasingly well defined. Lederle 
(1985:5) distinguishes between "classical Pentecostal", "neo- 
Pentecostal" and "charismatic". Today, however, many Pentecostals 
are happier with the situation than they were twenty years ago, 
and that mainly because of the excesses of some of the charis
matics !
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The increasing sense of self-respect that burgeoned among those 
Pentecostals who looked back along their history, and, refusing 
to be deluded by the straw-person caricature held before their 
gaze by a sceptical (when not downright hostile) theological 
establishment, saw in it little to be ashamed of and much of 
which they could be proud, has led in latter years to an in
creasingly convincing assertion of the validity of their specifi
cally Pentecostal doctrines and practices. This has been in the 
face of the almost universal accusations of "poor theology" and 
"weak exegesis" (no matter how diplomatically phrased) which the 
theological establishment has hurled against them. This non- 
Pentecostal critique of Pentecost is now discussed frcm the 
perspective of a more militant Pentecostal assessment of such 
critique, and in the context of its value (or lack thereof) for 
defining what is unique and distinctive about Pentecost.

Horace Ward Jr. (1975) has traced the changes which have occurred 
in criticism of Pentecost since the earliest days (Synan 1975:99- 
122). These have varied from charges of deman-possession and 
down-right immorality in the first decades (although Bloch-Hoell 
(1964:122) has raised the latter spectre again as recently as the 
1960s to more moderate attempts to point out the theological 
difficulties inherent in maintaining that empowerment is an 
experience of the Spirit subsequent to regeneration, that tongues 
is the confirmatory sign of Spirit baptism, and that such baptism 
cannot be explained other than in terms of a dynamic encounter 
with God. Ward's conclusion is interesting, particularly his 
final comment, which is relevant to this study.

The temperate tone of modem criticism should not be 
accepted as a vindication of Pentecostalism. In many 
cases the writer has taken away with the one hand every
thing he has conceded with the other hand. The anti- 
Pentecostal argument still consists mainly of the 
following points: (1) The evidential purposes of glosso- 
lalia in the Book of Acts are no longer valid; (2) 
glossolalia was a temporary gift; (3) glossolalia was an 
inferior gift; (4) glossolalia can be explained as a 
psychological and human phenomenon.

It is clear that the language and violence of the early 
argument has been subdued, but that the skepticism (sic) 
remains. Theological objections are virtually unchanged, 
but a new dimension of secular inquiry into a spiritual 
phenomenon has been inaugurated.

The viability of Pentacostalism is demonstrated by its 
continuing growth. This attests to its evangelistic 
mission and to its capacity for meeting real human
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needs. Since its theology, its mission, its power, and 
its fruitfulness are in harmony with Scripture, Pente- 
costalism can rightly demand an honest examination of 
the proposition that it is a modem expression of the 
New Testament experience.

(Ward 1975:119-120).

Ward's study reveals how much of the anti-Pentecostal argument 
has centered on glossolalia in particular. This has had the 
unhappy effect of forcing Pentecostal apologists to fight on the 
terrain of their critics, and long pro- and anti-glossolalia 
arguments have resulted.4 Since to the outsider the most 
noticeable mark of Pentecost is the phenomenon of tongues 
speaking, many Pentecostals have unquestioningly accepted that 
this is the distinctive which must be defended most desperately. 
On a slightly less superficial plane has been the attempt to 
understand Pentecostals frcm the perspective of a "two-stage" or 
"three-stage" soteriology. D W Faupel (1972:12-13) cites Everette 
Moore and Klaude Kendrick in this regard. This may be useful as a 
categorisation of Pentecostals, but whether it is at all helpful 
in determining what the real distinctive element in Pentecost is, 
is not so certain. Donald Dayton (1985:10) is one who is aware of 
the difficulties of concentrating on either glossolalia or multi
stage salvation in attempting to analyse Pentecost, and he opts 
for an identification of four main strands of emphasis instead: 
Salvation, Spirit baptism. Healing and the Second Coming. These 
he says are not unique to Pentecost, but when combined with a 
peculiar Pentecostal logic they reveal (to him) the essence of 
Pentecostal theology. Indebted as we.are to Dayton's relativising 
of tongues and multistage salvation, it must be doubted whether 
he has really helped in our search for a Pentecostal proprium. 
Rather, in a manner reminiscent of Walter Hollenweger, he has 
attempted to describe the component elements of Pentecostal 
doctrine, in the very Protestant belief that comprehension of the 
doctrinal content of a group (its "confession") will allow 
categorisation of the group itself.3

The Pentecostal who embarks on research into what non-Pente- 
costals have to say about the movement will be confronted with 
two apparently ambivalent phenomena. On the one hand, the warmth, 
fervour, mission-centredness, grassroots involvement and concern, 
and the spiritual commitment of the group are lauded. On the 
other, the theological method and propositions of the group are 
(sometimes ever so kindly) derided. Culpepper (1977:50-51), for 
instance, can follow a glowing description of the movement with a 
reference in a subsequent chapter to those charismatics who have 
"simply borrowed frcm classical Pentecostalism at its weakest 
points - biblical exegesis and theology" (1977:98). Hollenweger
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(1977:506-507) states categorically: "The theological insights of 
the Pentecostal movement are neither new nor valuable ... the 
questions posed for the traditional churches by the spread of the 
Pentecostal movement are more important than the answers given by 
Pentecostalism." Larry Hart (1978:221), who has some flattering 
things to say about Pentecost, concludes that Pentecostalism, 
theologically speaking, is "on very shaky ground indeed in this 
regard". He claims that there is no Biblical basis for Spirit 
baptism subsequent to conversion, for speaking in tongues as 
evidence for such baptism, nor for an experience subsequent to 
conversion by which one would enter the realm of the charismatic 
gifts. At the level of exegesis, Biblical theology and systematic 
theology he sees these conclusions as "devastating" (Hart 
1978:222). Non-Pentecostals, be they charismatic or not, anxious 
to give honour where it is due, applaud the dynamic character of 
Pentecost, but on the whole deny much (if any) validity to its 
theological expression.

Pentecostal reaction to such criticism is becoming less apolo
getic and more militant. As Ward pointed out above, if the move
ment reveals so many positive characterisitcs, then it deserves a 
serious theological evaluation. Pentecostal practice and theology 
go together like love and marriage in the popular ditty; you 
can't have one without the other. Where emphasis is shifted to 
the latter (as tends to be the case in the practice-doctrine rela
tionship of Reformation theology today), the result is a less 
dynamic and vital community (Hollenweger 1977:425). A Pentecostal 
movement which sees its ministers and laity returning from 
studies at non-Pentecostal institutions imbued with all the 
latest and best in theological method and content, only to be 
presiding in a very short time over local communities which no 
longer evangelise or express any warmth or fervour in their 
worship, or service to one another - such a movement might wall 
conclude that there is something very alien indeed to their 
experience of God inherent in the methods and content being 
inculcated at those institutions. So when theologians that grant 
authority only to those methods and contents termed "theological" 
by such institutions find that Pentecostal practice and doctrine 
is "faulty", then a shrug of the shoulders from the thinking 
Pentecostal must be expected: a scientist who studied a racehorse 
according to the methods and contents of botany could be expected 
to come to similar conclusions.

For the purposes of this study a pragmatic view will be adopted. 
This nay be expressed as follows: If the non-Pentecostal churches 
are a reflection - in terms of their appeal to the person in the 
street, the fervour of their members, the dynamism of their 
progress - of the methods and presuppositions that apply in the 
Western post-Reformational, post-Enlightenment theological estab-
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lishirent today; and if that establishment finds Pentecostal 
practice and doctrine theologically untenable; then a dynamic, 
growing, effective Pentecostal community would appear to be fully 
within its rights in not only refusing to submit to analysis by 
those methods, but even to question them seriously. In effect, 
this means that Pentecostals may credibly argue for a new 
approach to exegesis, to Biblical and systematic theology - an 
approach which will not vindicate the static and condemn the 
dynamic.
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C H A P T E R  2

The context of 
Pentecostal theology

2.1 A BROAD SPECTRUM OF COMMON DOCTRINE AMONG CLASSI
CAL PENTECOSTALS WORLDWIDE

One of the most fascinating aspects of the Pentecostal movement 
is the wide variety of structural forms, doctrinal emphases, and 
adaptations to local conditions that it reveals. Yet underlying 
this pluralism is a very definite nucleus of doctrine, points 
that, almost without exception, are held to be non-negotiable by 
Pentecostals themselves. Dayton feels that he has sufficiently 
comprehended this nucleus as revealed in the four strands 
mentioned above. Hollenweger gives an overview of the peculiarly 
Pentecostal view of Bible, salvation, etc. (see note 1). These 
evaluations are revealing, and go seme way toward outlining the 
common doctrinal emphases in the movement. Yet a Pentecostal 
observer who moves among various Pentecostal groups soon finds 
that what is not negotiable in Pentecostal doctrine is that which 
is most descriptive of the experience of the Pentecostal himself. 
Hollenweger (1977:425) indirectly confirms this when he claims 
that the transferral of emphasis frcrn experience to formal 
doctrine in seme Pentecostal denominations has been the result of 
the large percentage of members in those groups, including many 
pastors, who never have had a Pentecostal experience. The process 
has also been accompanied by an increasing amount of doctrinal 
hair-splitting. Despite this, at the grass-roots level (indivi
dual member or assembly) there is an understanding that a 
common nucleus of doctrines exists, held by Pentecostals in North 
America, South Africa, South-east Asia, Latin America, and prac
tically any other region on earth. This may be summed up 
as follows:
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1. That Jesus Christ can/should be personally encountered as 
saviour of the sincerely repentant sinner, resulting in 
regeneration to a transformed life.

2. To every believer there is an experience of God's Spirit 
available according to the pattern of Spirit baptism found in 
the history of the first-century church in Acts.

3. The power of God is revealed today in the lives of indivi
duals and communities as it was in the early Christian commu
nities.

4. A sincere attitude of praise and worship should mark the life 
of the individual believer and the liturgy of the whole 
group.

5. The regenerate are obliged to reveal a distinctively Chris
tian life-style based on discipleship of Jesus.

6. The goal of the individual believer, of the local church, and 
of the larger Pentecostal community, is to further the 
mission of Jesus.

7. Jesus is caning again, to judge the world, and to apocalyp
tically renew creation.

Within these points emphases may be shifted frcm time to time and 
from region to region. However, basically each point centres on a 
nucleus of common experience among Pentecostals. The form that 
kerygma should take, the signs and fruits of repentance, the 
forms of praise and worship - these may well be conditioned by 
the milieu of the local assembly - but that every Pentecostal 
life should include the experience termed conversion, baptism of 
the Spirit, charismata, sanctification, enthusiastic worship and 
witness, is axiomatic without exception to every Pentecostal 
community. These things may not be negotiated. There may have 
been Pentecostal leaders who have questioned tongues as the only 
valid initial evidence of the baptism of the Spirit; to the 
astonishment of the rest of the Pentecostal world, there are 
groups that practice infant baptism! It could be cogently argued 
that either aberration would effectively so nuance the first or 
second of the points listed above as to make them virtually 
meaningless - yet those involved (in the first instance, scholars 
and leaders such as Steiner of Switzerland and G. Jeffreys of 
Britain; in the second, the Chilean Pentecostal church) would 
assert that these points as stated remain non-negotiable. To be 
Pentecostal primarily presupposes that one partakes of the common 
Pentecostal experience, and only secondarily presupposes commit
ment to a canmon "confession" of doctrine. Where the formulated 
doctrine is commonly held, it is very clearly based on the 
experience. The Pentecostal does not merely believe or confess he 
is Pentecostal - he knows it and lives it, because of the 
experience he has had and is continually undergoing. Even his
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witness is an ongoing experience - it is not that he must 
witness; because he is truly Pentecostal he will witness and be a 
witness.

2.2 THEOLOGICAL PLURALISM AND INDIGENOUS CHURCHES

Because experience of God, and subsequently of the world frcm 
"the Lord's side" is so crucial to the nucleus of Pentecostal 
doctrine, the forms of church structure and the theological 
systems within which this nucleus is expressed have become 
largely relativised. It is true that the movement would appear to 
have a largely North American origin in this century, and that it 
has carried with it a large amount of American cultural baggage1 
- however, in its worldwide manifestation it is truly cosmopo
litan.

The true potential of the movement's theological pluralism did 
not beccme obviously apparent until the neo-Pentecostal revival, 
which showed that individuals with theological convictions as 
widely disparate as Catholicism and Quakerism could not only 
experience the power of the Spirit, but could apparently 
integrate the experience into their own theological framework 
(McNamee 1974:341).2 Yet even before this time it was found that 
the Pentecostal groups launched potently effective mission 
projects among the inhabitants of the Third World. This has been 
attributed to two elements in particular: firstly, without the 
traditional, orthodox, or established forms such as the histori
cal denominations carried with them to foreign situations, the 
Pentecostal groups could adopt the forms best suited to their 
mission and to the people being reached; and secondly, in dealing 
with the spirit-consciousness of the Third World the Pentecostal 
missionary was superbly equipped by his own appreciation of 
spiritual powers and forces, as well as his own endowment with 
the power of the Spirit. The result has been a burgeoning of 
indigenous Pentecostal groups such as those discussed by Hollen- 
weger in his booklet Pentecost between black and white (1974). 
This adaptability has at times been condemned frcm both without 
and within the movement as syncretism, although a far more 
reasoned response is being sensed, particularly frcm the older 
Pentecostal denominations. David du Plessis' relationship with 
his own church is a case in point. His openness to the moving of 
the Spirit in forms other than that of classical Pentecost led to 
a certain coolness between him and his old church (the Apostolic 
Faith Mission of South Africa) and also with the Assemblies of 
God in America. Today he (or rather, his memory) is acceptable to 
both. The undoubtedly Pentecostal character of the rapidly 
growing Latin American, African and Asian indigenous churches, 
and their acceptance by the older Pentecostal groups, is a
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victory for the understanding of Pentecost among its own 
adherents - that that which is crucial and non-negotiable can 
never be compromised, but that that which has relative value for 
the crucial experience of God be treated as relative. Since 
the latter could include languages, style of worship, cultural 
mores and values, forms of church structure and certain doctrinal 
formulations (trinity, election, etc.), the way is open for the 
most widely diverse groups to be at one and the same time truly 
Pentecostal and truly indigenous.

This tendency has been evident frcm the beginning, when Pente- 
costals formulated their "confessions" in terms of the nearest or 
most influential or acceptable denominations, often without 
understanding the implications of what was being confessed. 
Because these confessions, as well as the particular mores 
inherited from the Holiness Movement, later became canonised, the 
initial ecumenical openness often became intolerance and even at 
tines, bigotry. Local intolerances were often exported. However, 
today it would be a very narrow-minded Pentecostal indeed who 
would deny that it is the same Spirit that works in him that now 
works among others who know nothing, and indeed care even less, 
for his own shibboleths.

2.3 NEO-PENTECOSTALISM -  "EXPERIENCE" INTEGRATED WITH 
HISTORICAL CHURCH THEOLOGY?

The scope of this study is not intended to include the neo-Pente- 
costal movement in attempting to ascertain the proprium of Pente
costal theology. However, the attempts of many neo-Pentecostals 
to integrate the Pentecostal experience with their ecclesiastical 
traditions in the areas of liturgy and doctrine can be viewed 
from a classical Pentecostal perspective as being in the nature 
of an experiment. If the experience of the Anglican neo-Pente
costals, according to Hollenweger's (1978:34-35) perception, is 
representative of trends among other non-Pentecostal Pente- 
costals, then it would appear that the middle ground of true 
integration has yet to be established. Either the initiate into 
the realm of Pentecostal experience of the spirit has immediately 
relied heavily upon classical Pentecostalism to supply the 
categories by means of which he might comprehend the experience, 
or he has declared that the experience itself is reconcilable 
with his own tradition and has served to illuminate that tradi
tion without radically criticising its main tenets. Behind these 
trends there appears to lie an either/or presupposition that has 
yet to be seriously questioned: Either the Pentecostal experience 
can be best related to the thinking of the group which has 
acknowledged its validity for eight decades; or it can be seen as

19



a neglected area of practice hidden in all the other Christian 
traditions and by no means inimical to than. For the purposes of 
our study the experiment in integration has certain implications. 
For instance, it raises the question of the autonomy of a Pente
costal theology. Is Pentecostal theology valid as an expression 
of Pentecostal experience, as a theology alongside the Reman, 
Orthodox and Reformation theologies? Or may a theology of 
experience of the Spirit merely be appended to any tradition 
without rocking the theological boat too noticeably? The answer 
to this question has implications for the self-awareness of Pen- 
tecostals themselves. Must they view themselves as, for instance. 
Evangelicals who just happen to speak in tongues? Or may they 
make a valid claim to being distinctively Pentecostal, as opposed 
to any other Christian tradition, in both experience and theolo
gical distinctives? It also raises questions for the study or 
practice of Pentecostal theology at non-Pentecostal faculties: if 
a certain experience of the Spirit can be integrated with tradi
tional theological tenets without radically altering or 
questioning those tenets, then Pentecostal theology can (indeed, 
must) be comprehended within the parameters of other theologies 
and theological methods.

The arguments which have been offered in the preceding sections 
may go a long way toward answering the questions raised above. 
Indeed, Hollenweger's observations may offer a certain evidence 
that in studying Pentecostal theology one is not dealing with a 
minor aberration of or emphasis in Protestant theology. Future 
developments in the neo-Pentecostal movement may help further 
clarify sane of the issues.^

At this stage is becomes necessary to take note of sane Pente
costal attitudes toward the emergence of neo-Pentecostalism and 
some of the trends within it. Although initial scepticism has 
largely been overcome by pragmatic acceptance (Hocken 1976:35), 
there are still those Pentecostals who express viewpoints criti
cal of the movement. Ray Hughes (1974:6-10) for instance, raises 
a number of issues which he feels are inadequately attended to by 
the neo-Pentecostals. These concern the interrelationship 
doctrine/experience, the question of normative initial evidence, 
the question of lifestyle, and the question of relation to the 
church (meaning the local assembly).

Basically Hughes objects to the relativisation of Biblical 
doctrine inherent in any movement which finds and expresses its 
commonality in terms of experience. In this respect, Hughes 
expresses the sentiments of that portion of the North American 
Pentecostal establishment which has chosen to ally itself with 
the more conservative and fundamentalistic traits of Evangelica
lism on that continent. However, the points he raises concerning
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lifestyle and relationship to the church are areas of concern to 
many Pentecostals. Concerning lifestyle, Pentecostals express the 
sentiments not only of the Holiness Movement, but of the Radical 
Reformation (cf. Turner 1985:16) and of the New Testament 
writers, who could be cited in this regard ad infinitum. It 
should be the task of all Christians to expose and reject all 
forms of legalism and the accumulation of unnecessary cultural 
baggage: however, it is also the task of each ccmmitted indi
vidual to adopt a lifestyle which is contradictory of the values 
of a post-Christian world and also exemplary of the character of 
Jesus himself.

Hughes' point on the relation to the church is well made:

For one reason or another, the new Pentecostals have 
formed 'renewal communites', 'households' or, other such 
groups directed by informal leaders outside their 
churches. It is not uncommon for a charismatic person to 
attend his church on Sunday morning and meet with a 
prayer group or a renewal community in the evening. One 

, wonders why these exclusive gatherings are necessary if 
these persons are involved in the life of their churches 
and the churches are allowing them freedom of expression 
and opportunity for service.

(Hughes 1974:9)

There is a real problem here for the neo-Pentecostal who wishes 
to integrate his experience of God with his tradition, and who 
then finds that the official liturgies and mainstream activities 
of his denomination so exclude his particular contribution that 
he must resort to extra-ecclesiastical activities to express both 
his revitalised faith and his Christian service. There are others 
in the context of the neo-Pentecostal movement who have been 
exercised by the problem of doctrine and experience and their 
interrelationship, like the Pentecostal 0. Talmadge Spence (1978) 
and the evangelical Francis Schaeffer (1973:24-27). The question 
will be addressed in detail in a later chapter, and criticism of 
the movement in this regard merely noted here. Since this study 
is directed at the distinctiveness of Pentecostal theology, 
contributions frcm neo-Pentecostals will be best worked into the 
scheme when they contain the underlying assumption that Pente
costal theology is a valid, autonomous theology, and not merely 
an experience-oriented emphasis which can be integrated with and 
into any and every other tradition.
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P A R T  I I

Characteristics of Pentecostal 
thought, method and practice



C H A P T E R  3

The search for 
a Pentecostal hermeneutic

Commenting on the debate on the issues of "initial evidence" and 
"subsequence" which has gone on for no little time now between 
Pentecostals and others, W. Menzies makes the following 
assertion:

However, the heart of the theological battle today lies 
below the level of specific theological issues, as such.
It is the bedrock issue of hermeneutics itself. Inevi
tably, the real crux is that of methodology. The presup
positions which govern the theological task will in 
large measure determine the kind of product which 
emerges. Although identifying a useful Pentecostal her
meneutic will not in itself ensure a solution to all 
theological problems, it may serve as a helpful guide 
through which to sift the Biblical data.

(Menzies 1985:5)

One of the real problems which has faced the Pentecostal has been 
the anomaly between his love for Scripture as a prime witness to 
the person of Jesus and his work of salvation, and his apparent 
lack of ability to comprehend Scripture in terms of those catego
ries which appear to predominate in non-Pentecostal theological 
circles, whether conservative or liberal.1 At heart the problem 
has resulted fran the discrepancy between the faith, lifestyle 
and experience of the Pentecostal Christian and that of his 
contemporaries who are non-Pentecostal scholars. As has been 
noted in the introduction to this wrork, the discrepancy has 
resulted in the Pentecostal Christian and the non-Pentecostal 
scholar operating within parameters that at crucial points become
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mutually exclusive. Since until now in formal theological exper
tise the non-Pentecostal scholar has appeared to be far more 
articulate in the presentation of his views, the stigma of poor 
theology and weak exegesis has become attached to classical 
Pentecost. There have been two obvious ways out of the consequent 
dilemma, and both have their proponents in Pentecost.

Firstly, there are those who either overtly or by implication 
insist that Pentecostals look to other schools or movements for a 
viable hermeneutic. Hollenweger, for instance, has obviously 
found that for him Reformed tradition offers an acceptable frame
work by means of which he could understand the meaning of the 
Bible (see note 2). An extremely popular suggestion, and in prac
tical terms no doubt one that has largely been acted upon in 
North America at least, is that of R N Johnston:

As Pentecostals seek theological definition, it is to 
the Evangelical wing of the church that they will first 
turn for particular hermeneutical assistance. For both 
ecclesiastically and theologically, Pentecostals most 
nearly identify with Evangelicalism .... Pentecostals 
will not lack for options as they seek their theological 
place within Evangelicalism's umbrella.

(Johnston 1984:55-56)

Gordon Fee appears to have accepted both this position and its 
implications for Pentecost, concurring with non-Pentecostal 
scholars that no matter how dynamic and fervent the Pentecostal 
movement may be, it is "noted for bad hermeneutics" and that this 
has implications for its doctrinal and experimental "Dis- 
tinctives" (Fee 1976:119-120).

While no contemporary Pentecostal researcher could hope to sweep 
under the carpet the many obvious exegetical aberrations that 
still occur in Pentecostal pulpits, resulting as these so often 
do in statements and practices which range frcm the ludicrous 
through the laughable to the utterly lunatic, it is also very 
clear that to turn to a camp which is basically fundamentalist 
and/or dispensationalist in its approach to the Bible does not 
appear to offer a valid solution to the problem. In fact, it 
might without injustice be claimed that many of the absurdities 
which are encountered owe far more to that camp than to Pentecost 
- indeed, Pentecostal "extremes" are often rather innocuous in 
comparison with seme of those perpetrated by their apparently 
more respectable "alien".
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It is perhaps the historical context of North American Pentecost 
(which has been the most visible source of Pentecostal jargon and 
doctrinal categories) that has led to Pentecostals in general 
being classed with evangelicalism and fundamentalist. The fact 
that Pentecostals on that continent form a very small minority in 
relation to their evangelical counterparts (a situation almost 
peculiar to North America), and that the two movements undoub
tedly have much in common, both in terms of religious and of 
cultural goals, has led to sore important distinctions becoming 
blurred. A joint perceived eneiry, in the form of that secular 
humanism which has ccme to dominate so many aspects of American 
life, has over the last few decades increased the similarities. 
Since much of the early Pentecostal's doctrinal formulation seems 
to have been influenced by his inability to discover any alterna
tive to destructive "modernism" and its so-called "historical" 
criticism of the Scripture other than that offered by fundamenta
list!, it has often been in the categories of fundamentalist that 
he has framed his formal statements on Scripture. Yet in practi
cal terms his basic approach to Scripture has been neither evan
gelical, nor fundamentalist, nor dispensationalist. James Barr 
(1977:208) in his work on fundamentalist, strangely enough has 
taken note of this fact, and hesitates to class Pentecostals as 
fundamentalists.

Numerous Pentecostals are themselves becoming aware that in 
turning to non-Pentecostal camps for assistance in identifying an 
acceptable hermeneutical framework, they are in fact creating a 
tension between the ongoing dynamic of Pentecost as it exists, 
and its formal expression of its tenets, as veil as its self- 
under standing:

... a strict adherence to traditional evangelical/funda- 
mentalist hermeneutic principles leads to a position 
which, in its most positive forms, suggests the dis- 
tinctives of the twentieth century Pentecostal movements 
are perhaps nice, but not necessary; important but not 
vital to the life of the Church in the twentieth cen
tury. In its more negative forms, it leads to a total 
rejection of Pentecostal phenomena.

(McLean 1984:37)2

Mclean is here making specific reference to critics of Pente
costal hermeneutics such as J G Dunn and Gordon Fee who operate 
within evangelical hermeneutical parameters. G T Sheppard is 
even more explicit in his rejection of assistance from that 
quarter:
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I hope to show both that Pentecostals were not origi
nally dispensationalist-fundamentalists and that the 
efforts secondarily to embrace such views have raised 
new problems for the identity of Pentecostals 
hermeneutically, sociologically and politically.

(Sheppard 1984:5)

If the door to a hermeneutic compatible with Pentecost cannot be 
found in non-Pentecostal ranks, the alternative is to attempt to 
define an authentic and distinctive Pentecostal approach to 
Scripture. Such an approach must take cognisance of many critical 
considerations, such as the relationship between Scripture as 
norm, and charismatic direction; and the nature of the inspira
tion of Scripture, to mention but two. That no such definitive 
hermeneutic has yet been formulated is clear - but that Pente
costal scholars have started to map out the way ahead is perhaps 
one of the most exciting developments in this field for a while. 
We will take a detailed look at some of the guidelines which are 
beginning to emerge.

Mark McLean (1984:36) begins his attempt to articulate the nature 
of a Pentecostal hermeneutic by addressing the fear uppermost in 
the mind of most conservative Protestants - what about sola 
scriptura? "The very reasonable fear of many Pentecostal leaders 
and educators is that a Pentecostal hermeneutic will soon abandon 
or so distort the Scripture that the twentieth century Pente
costal movement will founder and cease to be Christian". Despite 
his criticism of fundamentalism noted above, McLean is able to 
assert: "If we lose our hold on the Bible, that infallible rule 
of our faith, and conduct, we are lost". McLean's sentiments here 
are characteristically Pentecostal - an approach to Scripture 
that so relativises its normativeness would soon reduce Pentecost 
to the status of a cult, an oddity, a passing freak on the side
show of Church history.

On the positive side, McLean (1984:37) asserts that a Pentecostal 
hermeneutic is essential because Pentecostals have a distinctive 
grasp of "the basic discrimen governing all Christian Theology, 
viz., the mode of God's presence pro nobis." Pentecostals "will 
insist on the continuity of the mode of God's presence in and 
among the faithful frcm the creation down to this very day. 
Therefore, God is as much of an active causative agent today as 
he is pictured in the biblical writings" (McLean 1984:38). To 
McLean, neither the evangelical nor the modernist could affirm 
this and the hermeneutic they have developed is thus inadequate 
for the Pentecostal, who not only affirms it but also experiences 
it:
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It is simply time to admit that the Pentecostal 
understanding of the mode of God's presence among his 
people in conjunction with our use of Scripture in the 
common life of the Church results in a Pentecostal 
hermeneutic and theology, that at major points is 
different from an orthodox nonPentecostal hermeneutic 
and theology.

(McLean 1984:50)

William Menzies (1985) has gone further than McLean. Not only has 
he perceived the need for a Pentecostal hermeneutic, and provided 
tentative guidelines, but he has also attempted to flesh out a 
methodology by means of which such a hermeneutic might be imple
mented. Menzies' major concern in this essay is with the use of 
Luke's account in Acts for establishing Pentecostal distinctives 
- the area of warmest debate by non-Pentecostals with Pente- 
costals. In dealing with this example, he argues for an approach 
to the exegesis of these portions and an appreciation of Luke's 
(or any other Bible writer's) intent that vrould be natural to a 
Pentecostal believer and distinct from that of the non-Pente- 
costal.

The first step in this method is to approach Scripture on the 
inductional level - this means to analyse the text employing the 
skills and tools of scientific interpretation (Menzies 1985:510). 
The exegete "listens" to the text, seeking to establish what it 
declares, and/or implies and/or describes. The next step occurs 
at the deductional level and here Menzies (1985:10-12) argues 
for the possibility of a holistic Biblical Theology. At this 
level the text is interpreted as the light of the whole of Scrip
ture is thrown upon it, as apposed to the interpretation in 
rather more local context attempted at the inductional level. The 
third step is at the level of verification (Menzies 1985:12-14). 
At this level it is asked - does it work? Can the interpretation 
of this portion be verified or demonstrated? Menzies is careful 
to indicate that he does not argue "If it works, that makes it 
true!", where the point of origination is not Scripture. But 
having decided what the interpretation of Scripture is, this con
clusion of the exegetical process is taken a step further in 
Pentecost with the question: can it be demonstrated? Without 
attempting to follow his application of this principle to Acts 
and the issues of "subsequence" and "initial evidence", it can be 
merely stated that his argument that the application of this 
approach by Pentecostals, by means of a methodology which is not 
alien to their experiental framework, enables them to come to a 
conclusion more supportive of the traditional Pentecostal view, 
is sufficiently cogent to merit further consideration.
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Howard Ervin (1985:33) addresses the problem from another angle, 
that of the role of commonality of experience between the writer 
and the reader of Scripture. Before reaching his conclusion, 
however, he notes that traditional hermeneutics, the New Herme
neutic and the pietistic approach to Scripture all have dealt 
inconclusively with the dichotomy between faith and reason 
demanded by a theological epistemology which accepts as axiomatic 
only two ways of knowing viz. reason and sensory experience: 
Depending on whether reason or faith is made primary,

... the consequence for hermeneutics has been in seme 
quarters a destructive rationalism, in others a dogmatic 
intransigence and in yet others a non-rational mysti
cism. What is needed is an epistemology firmly rooted in 
the Biblical faith with a phenomenology that meets the 
criteria of empirically verifiable sensory experience 
(healing, miracles, etc.) and does not violate the 
coherence of rational categories.

(Ervin 1985:23)

He then pleads for a pneumatic epistemology as opposed to in 
particular the epistemology of the nineteenth century which 
underlies the existentialism of the New Hermeneutic and demands a 
programme such as Bultmann's "demythologisation" (Ervin 1985:33). 
Such an epistemology would allow for the working of God's Spirit 
in man and nature; creation being open to and conditioned by the 
Creator himself. The implications for a pneumatic hermeneutic lie 
in both what is known and in how it is known. As for what is 
known, in the context of the incarnation Ervin maintains:

The qualitative distance between the Creator and the 
creature although it is bridged, is not erased. This 
distance renders the word ambiguous until the Holy 
Spirit, who "searches even the depth of God" (I Cor 
2:10), interprets it to the hearer. Thus the hearing and 
understanding of the word is qualitatively more than an 
exercise in semantics. It is theological (theoslogos) 
communication in its deepest ontological context i.e., 
the incamational. The incarnation makes truth personal 
- "I am the truth". It is not simply grasping the 
kerygma cognitively. It is being apprehended by Jesus 
Christ, not simply in the letter-word but the divine- 
human word. Herein lies the ground for a pneumatic 
hermeneutic.

(Ervin 1985:28)
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Ervin (1985:29) approaches the problem of hew the Scripture can 
be known by admitting, on the grounds of the principle of incar
nation, that "linguistic, literary and historical analysis are 
indispensable as a first step to an understanding of the Scrip
tures". However; "It is only as human rationality joined in 
ontological union with the 'mind of Christ' (1 Cor 2:16) is 
quickened by the Holy Spirit that the divine mystery is under
stood by man He then explicitly defines the implications of 
a pneumatic epistemology for a pneumatic hermeneutic:

A pneumatic epistemology posits an awareness that the 
Scriptures are the product of an experience with the 
Holy Spirit which the biblical writers describe in 
phenomenological language. Frcm the standpoint of a 
pneumatic epistemology, the interpretation of this 
phencmenological language is much more than an exercise 
in semantics or descriptive linguistics. When one 
encounters the Holy Spirit in the same apostolic 
experience, with the same charismatic phenomenology 
accompanying it, one is then in a better position to 
ccme to terms with the apostolic witness in a truly 
existential manner. "Truly existential" in the sense 
that a vertical dimension to man's existence is 
recognised and affirmed. One then stands in 'pneumatic' 
continuity with the faith canrnunity that birthed the 
Scriptures ....

(Ervin 1985:33)

Ervin is not attempting to be the first to state that the Holy 
Spirit is the best exegete of Scripture. He is rather insisting 
that those who have had the same experience of the Spirit as the 
writers of Scripture have been brought into a way of thinking and 
understanding that allows the Scriptures to make sense to them. 
In the context of contemporary Western theology, this means they 
"are now reading it 'frcm within' accepting its own idiom and 
categories, not imposing the alien categories of a nineteenth 
century mind-set upon them" (Ervin 1985:33).

Implicit in Ervin's reasoning is the conclusion that, in terms of 
the debates surrounding the charismata (e.g. 1 Cor 12-14) and the 
"initial evidence" and "subsequence" issues (Lukan accounts in 
Acts), those who have experienced the charismata and are steeped 
in the witness of the Spirit to Scripture are best able to make 
sense of the Scriptures, particularly those dealing with such 
phenomena. The reverse side of the coin is that Pentecostals who
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attempt to make sense of the Scriptures by means of a non
pneumatic hermeneutic are actually subjecting themselves to an 
unnecessary tension which leads to a crisis of identity and self
understanding (although Ervin does not state this in so many 
words).

In South Africa a similar position has been spelled out by the 
principal of the A.F.M. Theological College in Johannesburg, 
Frank Cronje. Cronje (1981:27-28) understands the Scriptures to 
be written tradition that in its totality incorporates the 
witness of the Holy Spirit to the deeds, thoughts and intents of 
God which had already been demonstrated in or revealed to human 
beings. The task of interpretation is thus to discover behind the 
written testimony the actual thoughts or message, and this can 
only be done by the Holy Spirit in the context of the working of 
the Holy Spirit. Speaking of Paul's writings to Corinth, he main
tains:

Paul never hesitated for one moment to write to the 
Spirit-filled Corinthians. He was aware of the fact that 
without advanced linguistics and application of 
grammatical rules in interpreting Scripture, they would 
nevertheless understand by the working of the Holy 
Spirit what he intended to convey in his letters. After 
all, they had had the same experience of the Spirit that 
he had. (My translation).

(Cronje 1981:38)

Cronje maintains that this pneumatic principle in hermeneutics 
was originally the only possible way the early church could have 
approached Scripture. He is bold enough to assert that any other 
principle has originated as a poor substitute for the pneumatic, 
whether in Christian life or in hermeneutics:

The tragedy in the history of the Christian Church is in 
precisely this, that the church had alreay lost the 
working of the Holy Spirit at an early stage. Once 
believers no longer received the Holy Spirit, they 
fumbled and searched for truth and guidance. The Church 
then decided to make the Gospels the sole norm for faith 
and life for Christians, instead of the Holy Spirit. (My 
translation).

(Cronje 1981:26)

The result has been a letter-directed theology and church, and 
not a Spirit-directed. Implicit in his reasoning is the conclu
sion that the re-discovery of the Pentecostal and charismatic
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dimension demands a radical rethink of hermeneutic categories, 
and that those which served a church which knew little or nothing 
of the Pentecostal dynamics of the Spirit should be critically 
scrutinised before being allowed normative authority in Pente
costal circles.

If we attempt to find a central theme in the above-mentioned 
attempts to give direction in the search for a Pentecostal herme
neutic, it would be that the distinctively Pentecostal experience 
of the working of the Holy Spirit issues in a distinctively 
Pentecostal view of Scripture and approach to Scripture. This 
reality has often been confused by the tendency of Pentecostals 
to date to express their doctrines of inspiration and their 
hermeneutic in the terminology and categories of non-Pentecostal 
groups of "orthodox" theology. Normally this is not readily 
acceptable to the non-Pentecostal theological world, and those 
who wish to be charismatic while remaining true to their non- 
Pentecostal church traditions often find themselves subjected to 
the greatest tension in attempting to reconcile the dynamic of 
the experience with the negation of its corollaries. In a 
humorous and tolerant fashion William G. MacDonald expresses the 
Pentecostal response to criticism of the distinctively Pente
costal approach to Scripture and doctrine in particular:

On this score we constantly infuriate our evangelical 
brothers by our ex post facto approach. They contend 
that we dogmatize as follows: 'Everyone must speak in
tongues in order to receive the fulness of the Spirit.' 
And we merrily agree with them that such a precept is 
not to be found in the New Testament! However - and 
there was hardly ever a 'however' with greater amplitude 
-  we assert forthrightly on the basis of biblical 
precedents and our own experiences, that all believers 
in fact do speak in tongues subsequent to their being 
submerged completely in the Spirit. This they do, and 
their glossolalia is evidence of what has taken place in 
them, not the epitome or embodiment of the experience 
itself.

(MacDonald 1976:65)

To those who would recoil in horror from the normative position 
given to experience, he remarks: "Let us sanctify the language of 
sarcasm with love and say humbly, 'Either you know what I am 
talking about (by experience) or you do not. If you do not, you 
would not know if I told you'" (MacDonald 1976:66).
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MacDonald has touched upon the nitty-gritty of the problem of 
doing Pentecostal Theology in such a way as to make sense to non- 
Pentecostals. Hence the charge of gnosticism, of aspiring to sane 
plane of esoteric knowledge above the level of normal human 
canprehension, which has often been levelled at Pentecostals. The 
only answer can be that since Pentecostals are by experience 
Pentecostal, they cannot do theology in such a way that their 
Pentecostal experience is denied, particularly not when their 
experience of the Spirit of Christ appears to have been both 
everyday and virtually universal among first century Christians. 
To them, it is not a question of what gnostic "knowledge-by
initiation" Pentecostals have gained, but of what dynamic an 
institutionalised Church has forfeited by neglect.

This section is concluded by pointing out that the search for a 
Pentecostal hermeneutic has only just begun in earnest, and that 
the next few years of research could yield exciting results. 
Since Pentecost is growing so rapidly in the Third World, 
insights frcm articulate Pentecostals in that area are also 
eagerly awaited. A very real consequence of the Pentecostal 
revival has been the remarkable love for the Bible that has been 
engendered by the Spirit of God in the hearts of believers. That 
the normative interpretation of the book itself cannot be 
abandoned to flippant or casual "illumination" is obvious, and 
those exegetical tools which make good sense of the text are not 
to be neglected. However, the thought-world and world-view of 
those who have experienced in their lives the dynamic of God's 
Spirit will no doubt be in line, as Ervin has maintained, with 
those of the men who penned the revelation of God to them. As 
Pentecostals continue to love Scripture, to identify with those 
who penned Scripture, and to proclaim the Christ of Scripture, 
the endeavour to integrate distinctively Pentecostal experience, 
practice and doctrine on the basis of a Pentecostal hermeneutic 
can only be encouraged.
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C H A P T E R  4

Doctrine 
and experience

In this section the focus will be upon the relationship between 
doctrine and experience, whereas the following section will deal 
with the nature of legitimate experience in Pentecostal context.

David du Plessis' illustration, when first he made contact with 
non-Pentecostal leaders who wished to discover more of the nature 
of Pentecost, highlights the crucial role that experience plays 
in Pentecostal life and thought. Faced by a group of men vho felt 
that theologically Du Plessis was not presenting them with any
thing profound or even so radically different from their own 
confessional positions, yet so acknowledgely other, he compared 
the non-Pentecostal and Pentecostal presentation and experience 
of the gospel of Christ to a frozen steak on the one hand, and a 
steak grilling on the coals on the other. Analysis and discussion 
of the quality of the frozen steak, its nutritional value, its 
probable history, etc, do not have half the appeal (neither do 
they make it any more edible) as the atmosphere generated when 
the steak is grilled over the coals.

Du Plessis concluded:

... here we have the elements of a good Pentecostal 
meeting. There is atmosphere. Everyone knows semething 
is happening. The old alcoholic that sits there does not 
have to listen to the theology of saving grace ... he 
gets the 'hot gospel' stated in facts .... The sinner 
accepts the invitation. In a few minutes he rises from
his knees and knows semething happened to h i m ___ There
will be plenty of time to teach him the doctrine and 
theology of his experience later on. After all, I subnit 
there was a Pentecostal experience of the baptism in the

35



Holy Ghost in the lives of the Apostles before they ever 
developed or framed the doctrine and the theology. They 
had experience and no doctrine. Today most people have 
doctrine and no experience.

(Du Plessis 1977:183-184)

Thirty years later the Pentecostals find themselves in a far more 
favourable position with regard to self-understanding in theology 
and doctrine, and are seriously attempting to understand them
selves in relationship to other groups and non-Pentecostal 
theology. After an initial period in which it seemed that they 
too might be heading for a position of "doctrine and no 
experience", there are hopeful signs that, without denying the 
value of doctrinal and theological insights, Pentecostals are by 
and large learning to once again cherish and maintain the dis
tinctive role of experience in their practice (Williams 
1974:181). Because of their greater theological awareness, they 
too are beginning to study the relationship doctrine-experience, 
as are many non-Pentecostal or "charismatic" scholars who have 
been challenged by the increasing emphasis on experience dis
covered in those groups affected by this neo-Pentecostal "wave of 
the Spirit". The Pentecostal perspective, however, is the direct 
opposite of the charianatic. Where the charismatics are faced 
primarily with integrating experience into doctrinal systems that 
have been developed largely with no reference to, or experience 
of, the experiential side of Christianity, the Pentecostals are 
attempting to find categories in which they can theologically 
comprehend or at least state, their experience: "It is probably 
fair - and important - to note that in general the Pentecostals' 
experience has preceded their hermeneutics. In a sense, the 
Pentecostal tends to exegete his experience" (Fee 1976:123). The 
task of neither is without peril. The charismatics could at times 
be accused (and even be guilty!) of "preaching an experience", as 
the overwhelming moving of the Spirit relativises their doctrine 
and theological categories. On the other hand, more than one 
Pentecostal pastor has discovered that a primary emphasis upon 
the canmunication of doctrine often leads to a lessening of 
Pentecostal warmth and fervour; although Hollenwsger (1977:425) 
maintains that in his estimation the reverse is true, the loss of 
fervour (by neglect of distinctive Pentecostal experience) 
precedes the movement of primary emphasis from experience to 
doctrine (Cronje 1981:26).

That the relationship of doctrine and experience is not easily 
adequately defined is obvious when the comments of Pentecostals, 
charismatics, and others who have made the matter their own 
concern readily testify. Pentecostal R. Hollis Gause (1976:113- 
116) classes the matter as a problematic issue, the resolution of
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which may help both the self-understanding of Pentecost and the 
unification of Pentecostals and charismatics. Catholic McNamee 
(1974:62-63), with particular reference to Donald Gee's teaching, 
speaks of the tension between doctrine and experience highlighted 
by Pentecostalism, and in his concluding chapter states: "There 
is no simple, harmonious relationship between experience and 
doctrine" (1974:362). R.H. Culpepper (1977:440-442) classes the 
relationship doctrine-experience as one of the tensions v/hich has 
become apparent in the polarisation of the pro- and anti- 
charismatic schools. K McDonnell (1973:47), a sympathetic 
Catholic prominent in the ongoing Pentecostal-Catholic dialogue, 
has noted that Pentecostals are not unwary of the dangers 
inherent in an experience-oriented theology, mainly because "they 
had had their fingers burnt and are not about to leave themselves 
open to similar disasters in the future". The Catholic Church has 
in fact revealed a characteristic pragmatism (sometimes lacking 
in other non-Pentecostal denominations) in dealing with charis
matic manifestations, in that it has apparently acknowledged that 
regardless of the strengths and weaknesses of Pentecostal 
doctrine, in practice they have had decades more experience in 
dealing with the charismata and their abuse, and for that reason 
cannot be ignored as authorities in that field. (This apparent 
concession is of course balanced by the insistence that the 
Pentecostal element has been included in Catholic doctrine and 
practice all along, and merely needed to be renewed!)

Peter Hocken (1976:34-35) has contributed to the discussion of 
the problem by pointing out that in reality for Pentecostals it 
is not merely the insistence of the primacy of experience over 
doctrine, but that in fact discernment plays a major role, and 
that the actual sequence is experience, discernment, doctrine. 
For this reason, Pentecostals have been unable to deny acceptance 
to charismatic Catholics whan they discerned to have a common 
experience of the Spirit to themselves, regardless of doctrinal 
distinctions.

Pentecostals and non-Pentecostals alike tend to agree that in 
Pentecostalism experience is important, and most acknowledge that 
it is not experience per se, but experience of the Holy Spirit 
which is critical (see next chapter). Pentecostals insist that 
this "new" emphasis on experience is in line with the church 
situation the first few decades after Pentecost, while charis
matics tend to agree that the spontaneity and warmth of that 
epoch has been lost along the way, and that its rediscovery can 
only benefit the church as a whole (Williams 1974:192). Kilian 
McDonnell (1972:207) sees the contribution of the Pentecostal and 
charismatic movements as directing Christianity to a particular 
need of the age, a hunger for the presence of God. On his first 
contact with the Charismatic movement at Milner Park in 1981,
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Henry Lederle (1981:23) saw in it a recovery of the ability to 
enjoy worshipping and receiving the blessings of God in an 
immediate sense. While it has been the neo-Pentecostal revival of 
the 1960s and later which has really brought heme to Christianity 
at large that the experiential dimension is relevant (indeed 
critical) to the gospel and its impact on men, it is not easy 
to deny that the Pentecostal movement has since the early years 
of this century been exemplary of the practical reality of this 
dimension in most aspects of church and individual Christian 
life.

The emphasis on experience in Pentecostal Theology makes the 
theology itself extremely difficult to assess from a non- 
Pentecostal viewpoint (Hart 1978:100ff.). Kilian McDonnell (1973: 
51) points out that an injustice is done to Pentecostals when 
they are judged by their printed works: "What the classical 
Pentecostal does and says is often far better than what he 
writes. There is no wray one can reduce to the printed page the 
atmospheric dimension of Pentecostal communications". This is a 
real problem, for no matter how articulate a Pentecostal scholar 
may be, the attraction or revulsion evinced by his writings (this 
present study included) is a mere fraction of that experienced by 
a visitor to the typical Pentecostal meeting. In fact, the Pente
costal will insist that what he writes be understood against the 
background of what he experiences of God in and out of church 
meetings, and argues that the New Testament writings have 
precisely such a presupposition of a charismatic community and 
vocation behind them too (not that he wishes to consider his own 
meetings as equivalent to the New Testament canonical works!).

Morton Kelsey (1976:233) points out that any attempt to formulate 
a theology which takes seriously the possibility and reality of 
an encounter with God will demand courage, both in denying the 
prevailing scientism of the modem world, and in remaining open 
to an encounter with the living God. He argues as follows:

Dealing with the living God in experience is no easy 
task. It is far easier to deal with ideas about God than 
with God Himself. Ideas about God rarely overwhelm the 
thinker, nor do they generally make demands upon him
(beyond the expected intellectual ones) __ when a man
does encounter God in experience, it is not God who is 
put under the microscope and examined with reason, but 
man who finds himself under scrutiny. Among those who 
have never encountered God there is a fear that God will 
dissolve under man's penetrating, critical gaze. This 
idea would be funny if it were not so widely held.

(Kelsey 1976:240-241)
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If Pentecostal theology does take experience of God seriously, 
then it is no wonder that an intellectual world which is cynical 
about the possibility not just of such an experience, but 
apparently even of the existence of a God who is other than a 
useful philosophical concept resorted to only in extremis, will 
experience great difficulty in assessing Pentecostal formula
tions. Yet to be Pentecostal will continually demand the courage 
not only to maintain the reality of experience of God in the face 
of the doubts of a cynical intellectual establishment, but also 
to enter ever more deeply into the depths of the experiential 
itself. Both processes will lend a particular colour to Pente
costal writings and teachings, which will of necessity go beyond 
the rational scrutiny of the problem doctrine-experience, to the 
definition of the experience itself. In other words, although the 
initial problem lies at the level of the possibility of 
experience of God, the Pentecostals have by nature of their own 
experience gone beyond that question, and are faced with the task 
of describing, qualifying and communicating their experience. 
Where their descriptive abilities may be lacking in certain 
qualities which mark scientific articulation, eighty years of 
Pentecost have shown that in the other two aspects they have not 
been found wanting.

There are very clear implications for a group which takes expe
rience of God seriously in its theology, not least of all in its 
practical church life. For instance, formal theology itself will 
be assigned a position that is not necessarily primary to the 
continuance of the group. In fact, it could be argued that 
despite the absence of a distinctively Pentecostal theology, the 
Pentecostal movement has done, and is doing, rather well, as did 
the first century church for decades after Pentecost.

It is not that they are fundamentally anti-theological 
but that they fear the elevating of theology or doctrine 
to the first place. With the traditional definition of 
theology as 'faith seeking understanding' the Pente
costals would largely agree; however, they would want to 
be sure that the faith was not merely formal or intel
lectual (surely not merely a deposition fidei to be 
accepted), and that it be profoundly experiential. 
Pentecostals are basically people who have had a certain 
experience; so they find little use for theology or 
doctrine that does not recognise and, even more, parti
cipate in it.

(Williams 1974:181)
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In South Africa, a strong feeling exists among a significant 
proportion of the faculty of the AEM Theological College that the 
task (assigned to them sane years ago) of formulating a Pente
costal confession of faith for the AIM of SA was not beyond 
their capabilities, but was singularly inappropriate in a move
ment which was cynical of "canonised" statements of faith, and 
which granted membership to applicants primarily on the basis of 
common experience of salvation in Christ and of His Spirit (and 
its accompanying life-style) rather than on the basis of cannon 
"faith" or confession.

Another implication is that emphasis on experience leads to a 
relativising of the external ritual element (although in certain 
fringe groups it appears to be gaining in importance; this is one 
of the severest criticisms by Pentecostals of the "faith-formula" 
groups) in church life (Williams 1974:188). Thus water baptism is 
an important element in most Pentecostals' walk of faith, but is 
practised with no tinge of sacramentality, either overt or 
implied.^ The laying on of hands is similarly a common practice, 
but is considered neither essential nor sacramental, but rather 
symbolical (Williams 1974:188-190). The Pentecostal world in fact 
raises an eyebrow at anyone who would claim that an external rite 
conveys spiritual benefit, and merely enquire: Does it? Pente
costal theology demands more than belief in an experience - it 
demands the experience of the experience itself. Although a sub
culture-type liturgy has emerged frcm time to tine in which 
laying on of hands, prayer for the sick, liturgical dance, etc., 
have been practiced more for the sake of Pentecostal conformity 
than for concrete results (or as expression of a concrete 
experience in the case of liturgical dance), such groups have 
rarely grown prolifically, and in many cases have lost members to 
groups where something does happen, as witnessed by the testimony 
of those to whom it happened. It is not the form in which 
Christianity is offered that is critical in Pentecost, it is the 
content - the proof of the pudding is in the eating.

This attitude to formal theology and liturgical forms extends to 
ecclesiology. Not unlike a number of revival movements before 
it, Pentecost has been faced by the tension between institutiona
lisation and non-formal church forms. Many Pentecostals hope that 
the emergence of vrorld Pentecostalism will help ward off or even 
reverse the trend to institutionalisation which has undoubtedly 
taken place in much European and American Pentecost. In the heart 
of all but the most hardened bureaucrats resides suspicion of the 
intentions of rigid structures which in any way direct or hinder 
the activity of the local community - and in the local community, 
suspicion of any who act authoritatively by virtue of office and 
not of the power of the Spirit (Hart 1978:249-266; McNamee 
1974:356ff.; Van der Spuy 1985). Much of this suspicion is part
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of the free-church heritage of the groups which supplied most 
input into early Pentecost, the North American evangelical deno
minations. But it has been radicalised by the experience of the 
members themselves. The rise of world Pentecost has relativised 
the whole concept of structures for thinking Pentecostals, how
ever, by bringing home the fact that the best structure is the 
one that works in its local context. As this insight filters 
through to more concerned Pentecostals, it may be hoped that any 
tendency to institutionalisation may be directed into more 
pragmatic pathways, where the charismatic and kerygmatic nature 
of the community will be enhanced and complemented by any 
recognised offices and structures, and not replaced.

Closely linked to the Pentecostal evaluation of the place of 
theology in its ranks is the negative issue of anti-intellec- 
tualism. That early Pentecost was totally opposed to any input 
frcm the intellectuals of the day, and that this sentiment is 
still well-represented in the contemporary movement, cannot be 
denied (Iederle 1986:133ff.; Culpepper 1977:443ff.). However, 
where the initial problem was the totally alien nature of the 
intellectual establishment and its methods to Pentecostal 
practice, today Pentecostal scepticism concerning that estab
lishment is better motivated and more selective. The "glorifica
tion of ignorance" of the early years is being replaced by the 
awareness that accumulation of data can only be a gain, and that 
the problem for Pentecostals now lies in the framework in which 
the data is interpreted. Pentecostal criticism of the presupposi
tions of modem intellectualism may of course also lead to the 
rejection of much of the so-called data as well, as being hypo
theses based on questionable presuppositions rather than firmly 
established facts (In the author's view, Old Testament criticism 
of the Pentateuch and its "findings" falls into this category). 
There is developing a Pentecostal attitude to intellectual pur
suits that is at one and the same time appreciative and kerygma
tic - a thankfulness that there are those qualified to provide 
so much hard-earned data, and a distinctive interpretation of 
the data which they hope will challenge their teachers to deeper 
insight into the things of God. However, there will always be an 
element which rejects totally all academic input on the grounds 
either that it is "wordly knowledge", or that the Holy Spirit 
is the only required source of knowledge. As long as a sense of 
elitism pervades the ranks of those Pentecostals who have higher 
education, this reaction can only be expected. However, as 
that pragmatic attitude is shown to dominate (as it is hoped it 
will), it sees the accumulation of knowledge solely in terms of 
equipment to help fulfil the commission of Christ, in terms of 
calling and ministry and not of office and honour, and that has
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no desire to elevate such knowledge to a primary position: to 
that extent it may be hoped that the reactionary elements will 
dwindle to eventual silence.

Before proceeding (in the next section) to qualify what is meant 
by "experience" in Pentecost, this section may be concluded by 
taking note of sane of the dangers of an experienced-centred 
theology. McDonnell (1973:47) has pointed out that Pentecostals 
are, by bitter experience, all too aware of the dangers inherent 
in formulating theology which allows for experience. Christian 
philosopher Francis Schaeffer (1973:24ff.) urges Pentecostals not 
to fall into the trap which has ensnared many New Pentecostals, 
where "experience" becomes the criterion of legitimate spiritua
lity, regardless of context or content. He points out that 
classical Pentecostals, while affirming the content of the Bible, 
and proclaiming it, set very clear parameters for Pentecostal 
experience. In an age where content is apparently immaterial and 
the form (the experience) is everything, the Pentecostal 
experience could easily degenerate to meaningless sensation.

In a mass-culture where the attractiveness and acceptability of 
gatherings is being increasingly determined more by the enter
tainment offered and sensations afforded, Pentecost needs to take 
a very close look at what it is offering and proclaiming as legi
timate experience of God. In the neo-Montanism of the fringe 
movements the increasing emphasis upon the form of experience 
(the sensation of the moment, liturgical dance, falling down 
ostensibly under the power of the Spirit, etc.) presents Pente
cost with the challenge of once again stating what the legitimate 
characteristics are of a genuine encounter with the saving, 
healing, spirit-baptising Christ. The danger of lapsing into a 
religiosity or spirituality which emphasises experience for the 
sake of experience is currently too great to be ignored.
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