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SUMMARY

Pentecostalism, which developed its essential cterduring the classical
period of 1901-1916, has many significant contidng to make to modern theology.
Often viewed as a type of fundamentalism, it izialty a theological tradition in its
own right that deserves consideration along wiéhdther two major streams of
protestantism, conservative evangelicalism and riloeeal ecumenical-mainline
thought. Although it emphasizes the experiencé@iHoly Spirit, pentecostalism is
highly Christocentric as is evidenced by its fourateal symbol of faith, the fourfold
gospel of Jesus as savior, healer, baptizer, amihgoking. This work examines how
the pentecostal fourfold gospel, as a functiomamfbelow Spirit Christology,
anticipates and intersects with trends in twentethtury ecumenical theological
thought. The result of the study is the articulatd a fuller, more holistic
understanding of the work of Christ in salvatiorthe world today.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Thesis: Pentecostalism and the Christologicar&blem of Twentieth Century
Theology

The problem of Christology lies at the heart ofrttieth century Christian
theology. Of course, Christ has always been cetdrile religion that bears his name,
but the Enlightenment and the accompanying devetopiof the historical-critical
approach challenged received orthodoxy, openingltioe to reevaluation and
reformulation of all aspects of Christology. Thpaged demise of the quest for the
historical Jesus at the pen of Albert Schweitzéd {3 did nothing to lessen interest in
both the historical Jesus and the religious sigaifce of Christ, issues that dominated
the major theologies that developed during the pastury. From the radicals to the
neo-orthodox, from fundamentalists to liberatiasishe place of Jesus in modern
Christian life should not be underestimated, nerithportance of Christology as the
organizing point of systematic theology.

In surveys of contemporary theology, however, thet@costaltradition is
frequently neglected. Often viewed as simply a pindamentalism or
evangelicalism, pentecostalism developed separfatetythese movements and has
its own distinct theology that merits consideratéonl study alongside the other major
streams of Christian thought and life (Newbigin539pp. 94-122). As a relatively
young revivalist movement, pentecostalism has predwwomparatively few scholarly
theological works, but its rich “nonacademic theyto(Macchia, 2002, p. 1120) has
much to contribute to ecumenical theological cosaBons, particularly in the areas
of Christology and soteriology. While it is commypthought that pentecostalism is
primarily concerned with the Holy Spirit, in reglithe movement is heavily
Christocentric (“Word and Spirit, church and wotl@001, p. 48 117), sometimes
even to the overshadowing of its pneumatology. Mbgement’s paramount symbol
of faith, the “foursquare” or “full” gospel, is ifact a Christological statement.

IStandardized English lacks consistency in the abpdttion of different Christian traditions.
For clarity and equality, within the body text afaiment none are capitalized unless referring to a
specific proper name. As in all other matters, &digation within quotations follows the conventson
of the original sources.
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Pentecostal Christology is unique, definitely thestinnovative arising from a
conservative theological standpoint, and manysodlistinctive teachings parallel and
even anticipate theological developments in othevements. The pentecostal
contribution to contemporary Christological thoughh, through dialogue with
ecumenical theologies, lead to a richer understenoli Jesus Christ in modern
Christianity.

1.2 Objectives

1. To examine points of meeting and unificationAssn pentecostal and
ecumenical Christological thought.

2. To show the place of pentecostalism as botaéhtr and a learner within
contemporary theology.

3. To propose a multi-dimensional, “universallypessible” (Kasper, 1976,
pp. 20-21) Christology relevant for the contemppdaurch and world.

4. To recommend specific directions for further@lepment of pentecostal
theology generally and Christology specifically.

5. To make a small contribution to the nascentlfeélpentecostal scholarship.

1.3 Methodology and Approach

This study represents a dialogue between différaalogical traditions,
namely classical pentecostalism and mainline ourfegnical” theologies generally
associated with members of the World Council of i€has. As such, it involves
primarily critical investigation, reflection, ane@gotiation of the relevant texts, belief
systems, and perspectives. An exercise in ecunighaalogy requires critical
analysis not only of doctrinal beliefs but alsaludir historical development.
Differences and conflicts are sometimes highliglaed emphasized, not for the
purpose of judgment and separation, but in ordarrige at a better understanding of
one’s own beliefs and those of one’s dialogue pastrSimilarly, ecumenical
theology does not seek to erase doctrinal distinstand achieve unity through
homogenization. Rather, it hopes to fine-tune tistruments of each member as they
contribute to the rich symphony of Christian doxgyi@nd mission. The study
contains no empirical components; specificallyestigation of claims about
individual religious experiences is altogether méof its scope.

The researcher, a missionary-educator in India,esoitom an American
classical pentecostal background, specificallyAegemblies of God. The American
conservative approach to theology, modeled by eslarais and emulated by
pentecostals, starts with the premise of the to&atancy of the Bible. This
presupposition has had the unfortunate effect dlfrwgeoff these traditions from other
theologies that do not hold an identical view afpimation. Although one need not
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accept all of the conclusions of historical crdim, it has irreversibly changed the
Christian understanding of the Scriptures and wénatlation means. As a
conservative, the researcher recognizes and carstgiacknowledges more liberal
ecumenical theologies as valid sense-making appesaattempts to gain relevance
and truth from revelation and faith. Working frohetpremise that critical theology
need not be subtractive, this study is a delibdeateing of the wall of inerrancy to
allow theological systems that do not normally nteetialogue and enrich one
another. As will be shown, this approach is quimpatible with the critical tradition
present in classical pentecostal thought (Hollerenet092).

The second chapter presents the background andabgibeyond this
methodology at greater length, elaborating thegtd@entecostalism within the
broader framework of twentieth century protestambtogy.

1.4 Scope and Limitations

As this study is a form of dialogue, its borders @efined by the dialogue’s
participants, the theologies of classical pentedissh and traditions associated with
the modern ecumenical movement. The first pariméne conversation, modern
pentecostalism, is a twentieth century phenomem®bgeginning is generally dated
from January 1, 1901, with Agnes Ozman’s experieiggossolalia. In just over a
century, it has become a truly global religion,esling to virtually every country on
earth and nearly every Christian denomination tbhotine charismatic movement.
Pentecostal churches represent the largest groopprgtestants in the world (Synan,
2002a, p. 553), and the combined pentecostal-chatis renewal is the second
largest branch of Christianity after Roman Cathsiit Accordingly, it is impossible
to speak of a singular theology for such a vastenmnt; one can only speak of
various pentecostal theologies.

This study will focus on the theology of the classiperiod of pentecostalism,
1901-1916, which begins with Ozman’s experienceanas$ with the formation of
the Assemblies of God and its sundering by the fiess” controversy. Land (1993,
p. 47) and other authorities recognize this pea®tthe heart and not the infancy” of
the movement, and accordingly it is important f#vesal reasons. First, this period, as
well as pentecostalism itself, represents the oenfte and climax of the various
streams of theological thought of nineteenth cgntewivalism, not the least of which
was the Christology of the fourfold gospel. Secdhd period saw the settling of the
revival into a proper tradition, complete with dempations and articles of faith. No
major changes in the basic tenets of pentecostalsurred after this time. Third, in
consolidating into ministerial fellowships and dempations, the movement
experienced several doctrinal controversies thaefbit to clarify its theology; study
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of these crises helps in understanding both thiel@nos and the potential of
pentecostalism as a theological tradition. Finallwas largely through the famous
Los Angeles Azusa Street revival of 1906—1913 plesitecostalism spread to other
nations of the world. Hence, the American pentedastperience was prototypical for
that of many others. Although the primary focusnsthe theology of early American
pentecostalism, later developments and insighta fsther contexts will be discussed
as they help to inform and correct pentecostalisitsiclassical form.

Other theological views examined will be limiteddevelopments
contemporaneous with the rise of pentecostalismgahath their immediate
antecedents when necessary. The twentieth cersawyhe birth, rise, and decline of a
wide variety of theologies, but two schools of thbustand out above all others as
having lasting influence. The first is neo-orthogowhich was a non-fundamentalist
corrective to aspects of liberal theology. Althoutghheyday has passed, neo-
orthodoxy’s importance remains as its long shadoweast over all theologies before
and since. The second is liberation theology, whigs come to permeate theological
reflection and discourse, catholic and protestaatind the world, particularly as it
emerges and thrives in the East and South. Thessedools of thought, along with
pentecostalism, will be the primary ones examifdg theology of Jirgen
Moltmann, who has served in many ways as bothdgerbetween and an advancer of
these movements, will also feature prominently. &e@menical theologies
considered are predominantly Western, both in émse of Western as European and
American and Western as Protestant and Latin dathfah ear is kept open, however,
to important contributions from non-Western conseaahd theologies.

This dissertation is in fulfilment of the degreeMaster of Theology in
systematic theology, and the chosen topic withgtesyatics is Christology. As noted
above, Christology is central to all areas of Glarslife and thought and touches all
the other traditional loci of systematic theolo@ie focus of the study requires that it
avoid becoming sidetracked by issues that moregslppelong to New Testament
studies, such as historical and textual criticisrd eertain aspects of the quest for the
historical Jesus. These issues will be exploreg aslthey inform and shape the
theologies being considered.

Christology is divided commonly, though somewhéfiarally, into “person”
and “work.” This study is structured around theduonal Christology of the
pentecostal fourfold gospel, which makes its gitatentribution to the area of
“work”; ontological issues traditionally associateih “person” will receive less
attention (MacDonald, 1988, p. 481). The areasarkwinder investigation are not so
much the past work of Christ in his passion or tlesoof the atonement as the present
and future effects of his work in the experienc€bfistians, the church, and the
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world. Taken in this sense, the work of Christirsually synonymous with
soteriology. This branch of Christology also ovpdavith pneumatology and
eschatology, which will of necessity be examined.



CHAPTER 2

PENTECOSTAL CHRISTOLOGY IN THE CONTEXT OF TWENTIETH
CENTURY THEOLOGY

2.1 Streams of Protestant Theology: Evangelical, Bmenical, and Pentecostal

An exercise in ecumenical theology—ecumenical enldload sense of
worldwide, general, and unitive—in which one cally examines one’s own
theology and that of others must be approachedhwaith boldness and caution.
Boldness is required because of the importancleeofask; any attempt to contribute
to the unity among Christians for which Jesus mtagelohn 17:21-23 must be
undertaken seriously and fearlessly. At the same,tcaution is needed because of
the ease of misinterpreting or misrepresentingptistion of the other and thereby
unintentionally causing offense and greater disufiihe researcher agrees with Veli-
Matti Karkkainen (2004, p. 7) in rejecting the @lling caricatures and misuses of
ecumenical theology:

Some think it is mainly the same as what used tealied “controversial”

theology, the purpose of which was to delineatdexsional differences.

Another less than accurate picture is to imagiagttie sole purpose of

ecumenism is to try to hide the differences anehapt a cheap consensus.

Still another false view is that, with regard toimdoctrines of Christianity,

an agreement has to be reached as to what isigi”“‘formulation.
Constructive ecumenical theology proceeds frombef that, within reasonable but
generous limits, all Christian traditions contamuth, and the differences in their
theologies arose historically from meditation ora@fic truths in different contexts.
These theologies are ultimately not conflicting bommnplementary interpretations of
transcendent realities that defy reduction intopsistic, once-for-all pronouncements.
Different theological traditions may learn from kaxther without losing their own
unique characters, and reflection on the diverdityreologies can itself be
doxological and edifying. Doctrinal adjustment nieyan outcome of the dialogue
but is not the primary goal.

In actually doing ecumenical theology, some geistibn and reduction is
necessary. As Christianity has a two thousandlyistory, over two billion living
adherents, and a plethora of denominations, mmssible in any treatment to give
full justice to the wide diversity of beliefs andaptices of all Christians and their
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fellowships. Generalization of these diversitiealisays a hazardous affair that can
easily degenerate into unfair oversimplificatioHswever, development of categories
can be useful in understanding the differences é&tvechools or streams of theology
and the issues resulting when those differencepied. Stereotypically, protestant
churches and theologies, the focus of this stuaye libeen divided into two broad
categories: evangelical and ecumenical (Vandery@ld@2, pp. 437-438). Although
not all accept the polarization inherent in these ¢lassifications, they are routinely
used, especially in the context of missions-recgiviations such as India
(Premasagar, 1993, pp. ix—xii).

Both of these terms are loaded with meaning. Theyfast and foremost,
ecclesiastical and missiological distinctions. “Bgalical” in this usage describes
churches, denominations, and theologies assoamatedhe Lausanne movement and
the World Evangelical Fellowship (WEF). Such gropfece great emphasis on
evangelism and conversion as the primary missid@hoistianity. “Ecumenical,” on
the other hand, describes groups associated vatiibrld Council of Churches
(WCO); “mainline” is a synonym for this stereotypicsage of the term ecumenical.
As their descriptor indicates, ecumenical groupsesfor greater Christian unity,
seeing this as essential to the church’s missiothemasis of John 17:21 (Pierson,
2000, p. 300). Historically, the WCC has also steesthe church’s role in the pursuit
of world peace and social justice. Again, thesestgeeotypes, summaries of the
priorities of the two bodies for purposes of idéadition and distinction, not summary
judgments of their values. It would be erroneohserdfore, to conclude that WEF
members are unconcerned about justice or Chrighég or that WCC members are
unconcerned about evangelism. Similarly, the mesttyes of both the WEF and the
WCC represent a great diversity of theologicalitrads, but again it is possible to
identify features common to each grouping. Theseldygical distinctions have
relevance for this study and will be examined ieager detail.

2.1.1 Evangelical Theologies

The term “evangelical” has a wide range of meandgsending on context
(Synan, 2002b). In the broadest sense, more cononitie European continent, itis a
synonym for protestant. Although not used thuslthm present study, this
connotation suggests that evangelicalism has aare$hip with all traditions of
protestantism, and that theologies, churches, dmi$tians cannot simply be
classified as either evangelical or ecumenicallmary reduction. “Evangelical” is
also related to “evangelize” and “evangelism,” gsargelical religion came to be
associated with the call to a conscious conversikperience as promoted in various
revivals; this usage was particularly common in Aiceeand Britain (Synan, 2002b,



8

pp. 613-614). Evangelicalism began to narrow ardesge as a distinct theological
movement in the nineteenth century, primarily isp@nse to the spread of liberalism
and higher criticism of the Bible in the mainline®festant churches. In 1846, the
Evangelical Alliance was founded to advance unig gellowship among
conservative protestants; this was the first irdBamal inter-denominational
association (Howard, 1986, pp. 15-16).

Nineteenth century evangelicalism as representatdéoglliance was a
diverse group; baptists and presbyterians, mett®digd holiness church members
could all be considered evangelical. The movenmegeneral and the Alliance in
particular were unsuccessful in curtailing the agref liberalism, leading to a
hardening of positions at the turn of the centtwangelicalism gave way to
fundamentalism. Fundamentalists adhered to the saneebeliefs of the earlier, more
diverse evangelicals but combined their orthodoki Weightened militancy and
separatism. Fundamentalism came to be dominategdualyptic dispensationalism,
on the one hand, and strict orthodox Calvinismhendther. The holiness and
emergent pentecostal revivalists had no placeismiaw movement (Synan, 2002b,
pp. 614—-615; 2002c, pp. 656-658). In the UnitedeStahe conflict between
fundamentalists and modernists climaxed in 192hénnfamous “Scopes Monkey
Trial” over the theory of evolution. The fundamdistts won the trial but lost the
battle, leading to further separation and isolatfrom mainstream American society
and broader Christianity (Synan, 2002b, p. 615)Hasvard (1986, p. 3) writes:

[1]n the first half of the twentieth century thoa#o were the legitimate

offspring of the evangelicals of the previous cenptiarrowed their focus in

such a way that their opponents dubbed them asicbdcst, anti-scholarly,
schismatic, and anti-social. While such epithetsewmt wholly justified,

there was some basis for the feeling that the fonashdialists had redefined the

parameters of evangelicalism.

Evangelicalism ultimately reemerged from its ecijpy fundamentalism as new or
neo-evangelicalism; its rebirth manifested in thirfation of the National
Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in the United t8&in 1942 and the WEF in 1951
(Howard, 1986, p. 4), which superseded the oldéarde? While preserving the
beliefs of the older fundamentalism, the new evaAogiesm sought to be more
inclusive of diverse, albeit still conservativepfastants, including the pentecostals.
Objecting to the “tongues groups,” the stricterdamentalists separated themselves
from these attempts at conservative unity, leatbrpeir increased marginalization
from the growing neo-evangelical movement (Rob@6k2, pp. 922—923).

2In 2001, the WEF voted to change its name to theld\Evangelical Alliance, effective from
January 2002 (Coote, 2002, p. 1243). In this diaten, the older name is retained to ensure coityin
with the cited literature.
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Thus, evangelicalism is both the antecedent anckdesnt of
fundamentalism; unless otherwise noted, in thidystuis to this later form as neo-
evangelicalism that the term “evangelical”’ ref@sth fundamentalists and
evangelicals believe essentially the same thirgsiety the “fundamentals” of the
historic Christian faith: the inerrancy of the Bibthe deity, virgin birth,
substitutionary death, and bodily resurrection bfi§t; and the historicity of biblical
miracles (Mcintire, 1984, p. 433). The main diffece between the two is the practice
of separation; evangelicals are more open to fallogvwith non-fundamentalist
Christians and ecumenical cooperation (Pierard4,19g. 381-382). For this reason,
although fundamentalism is the older movementay tme considered a subset of
evangelicalism: all fundamentalists are evangaidalit not all evangelicals are
fundamentalists. Conservative confessionalists asdhe “old Princeton”
theologians are also usually included in this gnegpthough not without discomfort
(Muether, 1988). Pentecostalism is also commordyed as a subset of
evangelicalism; the propriety of this is exploradurther detail below.

The fundamentalist phase left an indelible markea-evangelicalism that
should not be underestimated in assessing the ment&ntheology and theological
grids. This influence is most readily apparentia ¢vangelical understanding of the
inspiration and authority of the Bible, the clealeswe separating evangelical
theologies from most ecumenical or mainline pratesbnes. Evangelicals typically
equate the Word of God with the Scriptures in atmrene correspondence,
following the maxim of Augustine (1999b, Book X##) via Warfield (1948) that
“what Scripture says, God says” (“The Chicago statet on biblical inerrancy”,
1978). Accordingly, they affirm the inerrancy ofrfpture and reject any form of
historical criticism that questions or deniestiislthis essentially pre-critical
hermeneutic that keeps evangelical theology intsypmszation with classical
Reformation theology, and evangelicals proudlyteeenselves as the heirs of such
stalwarts as Luther and Calvin. Although not almgelicals, particularly those
outside of American and American-originated grougadieve in total inerrancy, the
exceptions prove the rule, and one can observedgmiag of the evangelical position
in the progression from affirmation of the Bibléisspiration, authority, and
sufficiency” by the Evangelical Alliance in 1846dard, 1986, p. 11) to
“infallibility” by the WEF in 1951 (Howard, 1986, 31-34) to the insistence on
“inerrancy” by many evangelicals today. Inerrastistand as both the center and the
guardians of evangelicalism, and theologians whoatassent to total inerrancy are
considered “postconservative” evangelicals at {&stkson, 1997). For example,
non-inerrantists are not eligible for membershiphia Evangelical Theological
Society in the United States (Grenz, 2002). Thaaity and inerrancy of the Bible is
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not the only issue keeping most WEF members framrjg the WCC, but it is often
the first mentioned in conversation between the hagies (e.g.An Evangelical
response t@onfessing the One Faith, 1993; Moreau, 2000, p4LMMost do not
hold that acceptance of inerrancy is necessaryderdo be a Christian, but many do
see it as thsine qua norf evangelicalism (e.g., Lindsell, 1976, p. 21&)cordingly,
the importance of inerrancy to evangelicalism stiawdt be underestimated when
assessing it as a theological stream.

Moving on to the specific doctrines under consitlera with regard to the
person of Christ, evangelicals adhere to Chalceatio@hristology, defending and
restating it when necessary but not altering itogffson, 1991). Most accept the penal
substitution view of the atonement as the mosidaby correct understanding of
Christ’'s work (Erickson, 1998, pp. 818-840; De&fl06). Evangelical soteriology
exhibits greater diversity but seeks continuityhwhie traditions of the Reformation,
with special emphasis on solafidianism. Formal @&wm undeniably dominates
evangelical scholastic thought, largely becaugbefole the “old Princeton”
theologians had in the fundamentalist-modernistroarrsy (cf. Bassett, 2002,
pp. 444-445). The modified dispensationalist-béiptierm of Calvinism and
conservative Arminianism also hold great influeresgecially popularly, though the
latter is viewed suspiciously in many evangelib&diogical circles.

2.1.2 Ecumenical Theologies

Besides the broader usage discussed above in“82ulnenical theology” is a
catch phrase for protestant theologies that dditibte category of evangelical. As
the term “evangelical” can be for “fundamentaliSgetumenical”’ is sometimes a
euphemism for liberal theology, but it also inclsd®n-fundamentalist responses to
liberalism such as neo-orthodoxy. Collectively siare the heirs to the modernist
side of the fundamentalist-modernist debate. ThHesaglogies may also be considered
ecumenical in the sense that they are inter-deratiomal and non-denominational; in
general, they have been less closely identifiell gpecific Christian traditions than
previous systems of dogmatics.

Ecumenical theologians accept, to greater or lesdent, the methods and
conclusions of the historical-critical approachtte Bible. Although they confess
belief in the Bible’s inspiration and accept itthe primary norm for the church
(Weber, 2002, p. 108), most reject complete eqenaed between the Word of God
and the Scriptures. They are distinct but not sgpatfThe word of God is fully
attested in scripture... but it cannot be reducesttipture” (Birmelé, 2002, p. 1214).
Very few in the category of ecumenical, if any, \baccept the evangelical
understanding of inspiration and inerrancy of Sarg@ as defined by the Chicago
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Statement (Thomas, O. C., 1989, pp. 43-50). Agheexceptions demonstrate the
rule; Karl Barth is the most conservative theoladi@ated in this study who could be
considered ecumenical, but he actually straddiesirie between the two categories,
simultaneously being accepted and rejected by ldmhals and conservatives (Grenz
& Olson, 1992, p. 76). Barth held an extremely highw of the Scriptures but
rejected their inerrancy (Barth, 1956b, pp. 529-&3D 1.2)), placing him at odds
with most contemporary evangelicals.

Ecumenical theologies associated with mainline denations have a great
respect for the traditional formulations of thetbigs Christian faith. At the same
time, because of their different understandingiblidal authority, ecumenical
theologians have not always felt the stricturetheir evangelical counterparts to
adhere to received orthodoxy. They see that thek &s theologians can sometimes
go beyond restatement to reformulation of doctboth in service of, and as informed
by, human contexts and needs. Indeed, the produatioontextual theologies in
response to what have been called the “new paatisahs” (Marty & Peerman, 1972)
has been one of the greatest lasting trends oftigtkrcentury theology, one that has
begun recently to attract the attention of moreseovative theologians as well.

This freedom naturally leads to a great degrebeadlbgical innovation as can
be seen by the large number of new Christologiedymred by the ecumenical camp.
Nearly every decade of the twentieth century sawvige—and often decline—of a
new interpretation of the significance of JesusisthAlthough by no means
exhaustive nor exclusive to ecumenical protestéimnsfollowing list summarizes
some of the major trends and questions in conteanpoilon-evangelical Christology
and by implication, soteriology:

1. The continued quest for the historical Jesusth@dmplications of its
findings for theology

2. The question of Christology “from above” ver€itwristology “from below”

3. The existential meaning of faith in Christ anari€t in faith

4. The question of ontological versus functionafi§€tblogies

5. The continuing relevance or obsolescence o€tiedcedonian formula

6. The relating of the doctrine of Christ to newuaderrepresented contexts
and perspectives, e.g., black, feminist, Asian €blogies, etc.

7. The importance and place of the liberation mati€hristology and
soteriology

8. The question of the uniqueness of Christ ands@&in salvation in the
context of religious pluralism
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2.1.3 Pentecostal Theologies

Casual observers both within and without the moveroéien view
pentecostalism as just another variety of fundaatesm or “hyperfundamentalism”
(Synan, 2002c, pp. 657-658; Cox, 1995, p. 15).thMeemovements do have several
features in common, particularly in their eschaggland approach to the Bible, the
latter probably the motivating factor behind WalleHollenweger’s (1972) free usage
of the term “fundamentalist” in his authoritativetlwlated survey of pentecostalism.
However, there are many important historical arbkbgical differences between the
two, differences significant enough to warrant sifying pentecostalism as a separate
stream of protestant theology distinct from bothdamentalism and its broader
descendant, evangelicalism. The beginnings of theéemm pentecostal movement
predate fundamentalism, properly defined (Hollensve996, p. 6), and thus also
neo-evangelicalism. More importantly, as a reaetigmmovement, fundamentalism
rejected pentecostalism nearly as vehementlydd Itberalism. To this date,
pentecostal relations with fundamentalists remadnenuneasy than their relations
with any other Christian grouping, protestant dhodc. Ironically, though both
groups bring a literalist, pre-critical hermeneutiche Scriptures, they arrive at vastly
different spiritualities.

Historically, pentecostalism has eschewed forne@damic theology. This
does not mean, however, that it has no theologgudyaCox (1995, p. 71) sees
pentecostal theology as a true narrative theologyncunicated through testimonies,
the sharing of spiritual experiences, the end tegwihich is

a full-blown religious cosmos, an intricate systeinsymbols that respond to

the perennial questions of human meaning and valedifference is that,

historically, pentecostals have felt more at hoingisg their theology, or
putting it in pamphlets for distribution on streetrners. Only recently have

they begun writing books about it. (Cox, 1995, %) 1
From the beginning, pentecostals have producedtaavaount of literature, but as it
was published independently, it largely escapedttiee of mainstream, non-
charismatic Christianity and professional theolagi@Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 69-71).
The first pentecostal theological works were infiren of tracts, published sermons,
and popular journals, often of a polemical chara@esillusioned by their
experiences with organized Christianity, the epdgtecostals were reluctant to
establish formal denominations and binding articiefith. Very rapidly, however,
doctrinal controversies, particularly regardingddication, water baptism, and the
Trinity, forced the various pentecostal groupirgsdmmit to theological statements
delimiting the boundaries of their ministerial teliship (Synan, 1971, pp. 147-163;
Hollenweger, 1972, p. 425). These statements tif then served as the nuclei of
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systematic theologies of the “Bible doctrines” tyacchia, 2002, p. 1123; 1999,
pp. 8-10) written by denominational authors, foaraple, Nelson (1981) and
Menzies and Horton (1993) in the Assemblies of Gdters of more independent
works not based on official doctrinal statementgehaorrowed heavily from other
conservative traditions, often just adding a chaptéwo on the Holy Spirit to a
basically baptist, brethren, or reformed systentliNis, 1984, p. 57). Many of the
works focusing more narrowly on specific pointddottrine and practice are written
for a wider non-academic audience, though thelmastoften have advanced
theological degrees. More recently, pentecostalltiggans have produced more
critical, constructive, and contextual theologiast as Frank D. Macchia (2002,

p. 1120; 1999, p. 8) observes, the definitive psogtal systematic theology is yet to
be written. Interestingly, despite the importantéhe fourfold gospel and its
functional Christology to the foundations of thevement and its popular devotion,
professional pentecostal theologians have givemstwgy comparatively less
attention than other theological loci (Karkkain2ap3, p. 110).

2.1.3.1 Origins and Basic Features

Historians usually mark the beginning of moderntpeostalism with Agnes
Ozman’s experience of glossolalia on January 11 1@0Topeka, Kansas, U.S.A
(Synan, 1971, pp. 98-102); most now acknowledgetthbe an oversimplification.
There were a number of proto-pentecostal movemertk® nineteenth century
outside of the United States, most notably in théeédl Kingdom (Christenson, 1975)
and India (McGee & Burgess, 2002, pp. 118-119},dls® experienced outbreaks of
glossolalia, and their contribution to the globedwgth and development of
pentecostalism should be acknowledged. The ocaterehglossolalia at Kansas was
not unique; what was unique was the dogmatic ligkihspeaking in tongues to the
baptism in the Holy Spirit as “initial physical el@nce,” the answer to a pressing
guestion of nineteenth century revivalism (Syn&v,11 pp. 121-122). The message
of the baptism and evidential tongues was carodds Angeles via Charles Fox
Parham and William J. Seymour, and from therergagp to the rest of the world by
foreign visitors to Azusa Street who carried itlbaxtheir homelands. Ever since,
classical pentecostalism has maintained and defiesjaking in tongues as
normative proof of the fullness of the Spirit, &hé is the movement’s unique
contribution to modern Christian belief and pragtic

However, just as it is a mistake to view pentedsstaas a type of
fundamentalism, it is also a mistake to see itiasa “tongues movement,” as Dayton
(1987, pp. 15-17) points out. Pentecostalism remtsghe confluence of four major
themes of nineteenth century American, primarilysgan, revivalism:
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1. Crisis experience of salvation, the new birth

2. Crisis experience of entire sanctification (Végah “Christian perfection”)
and/or the baptism in the Holy Spirit

3. Divine healing

4. Premillennial eschatology
All four elements are essential to all forms of geenstalism and are collectively
referred to as the “full gospel,” “fourfold gospedr “foursquare gospel’a term
originally coined by A. B. Simpson, the foundertioé Christian and Missionary
Alliance, in 1890 (Nienkirchen, 1992, p. 2). Themed point was and continues to be
the area of greatest controversy with considerdiffierence of opinion among
revivalists as to the character and purpose of Bgiyit baptism, its subsequence to
salvation, and its relationship to sanctificati(®ee Table 1 on p. 16.) Initially, only
the doctrine of speaking in tongues as normativeesce of Holy Spirit baptism
distinguished pentecostalism from the nineteentitucg holiness movements
(Dayton, 1987, p. 175). Thus, although Spirit beptaccompanied by glossolalia is
thesine qua norf pentecostalism, it is not issimma theologiae

As its name suggests, pentecostalism is a resiorsttimovement, seeking to
reproduce the book of Acts in modern Christianftgcordingly, pentecostals believe
in the continuation, not cessation, of all the NBsgtament experiences and gifts of
the Spirit, including healing, miracles, propheayd revelation. It is this
understanding of the ongoing ministry of the HoprB&—dogmatized, accepted, and
expected—that separates pentecostalism from otimsecvative protestant
movements. At the same time, the theology of pestatism is remarkably
ecumenical; it did not succeed in skipping una#dddrom the twentieth century to the
first but absorbed elements from many differentqusr and traditions within
Christian history. Pentecostals freely acknowletthg@ debts to Luther and Wesley
(Land, 1993, p. 118), and the influences of otlpaitsal movements such as catholic
mysticism and pietism can be discerned in the meveis background. Pentecostal
eschatology comes from dispensational fundamentaisd brethrenism (Glass,
1998, p. 126). Although there are no direct connastbetween the two, much in
pentecostalism resonates with the spirituality a$tern orthodoxy (Karras, 2003,
p. 99). The only major Western tradition withoudignificant presence in the
background of pentecostalism is orthodox CalvinfSynan, 1971, p. 217). Thus,
pentecostalism is in a unique position to parti@pa ecumenical theology. At its
heart is the desire to return to the most basigiral form of Christianity, but in its

3In this work, the term “fourfold” is regularly us¢d describe this construct of pentecostalism,
though it should be born in mind that in some tiads, the gospel is actually fivefold. The destipra
“full gospel” avoids this problem but may be objengble as exclusionary. See §3.1 and §3.1.3.



15

formation can be seen the influence of many otimeolbgical streams. It is part of the
nature of pentecostalism to learn from the bestlier theological traditions as well
as contribute its own insights from Scripture arpezience. This process of
development and discovery was not completed oncallfduring the classical period
of the movement but must continue in the futurerther to maintain the movement’s
vitality.
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TABLE 1

Types of Classical American Holiness and Pentechbkigaements

Holiness Baptistic Oneness
Holiness Pentecostal Pentecostal Pentecostal
Date of Origin | 1867 1901 1910 1913
(Approx.)
View of First stage; by First stage; by First stage; by First stage; by
Justification- faith; crisis faith; crisis faith; crisis faith but part of
Regeneration experience experience experience larger
conversion-
initiation
complex
including water
baptism
View of Second stage; Second stage; Identical to first | Identical to first
Sanctification crisis experience| crisis experience| stage but stage but
subsequent to subsequent to experientially experientially
justification justification progressive progressive
View of Spirit Identical to Third stage; Second stage; Identical to first
Baptism second stage; fof subsequent to subsequent to stage; for the
the purpose of sanctification; justification; for | purpose of
sanctification for the purpose | the purpose of salvation and
of empowerment] empowerment empowerment
View of Rejects tongues | Accepts tongues| Accepts tongues| Requires
Speaking in as initial as initial as initial tongues as initial
Tongues evidence; some | evidence of evidence of evidence of
but not most Spirit baptism Spirit baptism salvation/Spirit
acceptas a baptism
spiritual gift
Other Originally arose | Most denoms. Began as the Began as the
Comments out of existed as “finished work” “new issue”
methodism; holiness controversy over| controversy over
National churches before | sanctification rebaptism and
Holiness Assoc. | 1901 & accepted] among early the Trinity;
formed in 1867 | pentecostal pentecostals; by | rejects the
to promote doctrine after the| far the largest Trinity in favor
entire Azusa revival. grouping, of a monarchy of
sanctification especially the Son; baptize
teaching outside of the in the name of
U.S.A. Jesus only
Representative | Church of the Church of God | Assemblies of United
Denominations | Nazarene; in Christ; God; Int’l. Pentecostal
Church of God Pentecostal Church of the Church Int'l.;
(Anderson); Holiness Foursquare Pentecostal
Christian & Church; Church | Gospel Assemblies of
Missionary of God the World
Alliance (Cleveland)

Primary reference: Synan, 1971
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2.1.3.2 Pentecostalism and Evangelicalism

As a conservative movement, pentecostalism has mummmon with
evangelicalism and is usually considered a suldse{Runia, 1997). As their
missiological views are virtually identical, mangrgecostal denominations have
joined the WEF, NAE, and other evangelical grodpss has led to the
“evangelicalization” of pentecostalism, both indglegy and social outlook (Robeck,
2002, pp. 924-925). Some pentecostals have welctmseds a sign of the
acceptance of the movement by mainstream evanigetisa legitimate expression of
biblical Christianity. Others, both denominatiotedders (Blumhofer & Armstrong,
2002, p. 338) and theologians (Chan, 2004), wdray through the process of
evangelicalization, pentecostals may lose more Wizt they gain, namely their
distinctive experience of the Spirit. In a challerggand insightful article, Simon K.
H. Chan (2004, pp. 315-317) points out that whdatpcostalism has much in
common with the older, more ecumenical evange$inalilescribed above, it has far
less so with the more reactionary neo-evangelivaiigat was mediated through the
fundamentalist-modernist controversy. There areontgmt differences that militate
against pentecostalism, particularly in its claasiturn of the century form, being
considered just another form of evangelicalisnt, assit is not another form of
fundamentalism.

The size of global pentecostalism is one significeaason. On a worldwide
basis, the broader pentecostal-charismatic reneeaément (which includes non-
protestant charismatics) dwarfs non-charismaticigebcal protestantism (Barrett,
Kurian & Johnson, 2001, p. 4; Johnstone, Mandryko&instone, 2001, p. 5). In some
regions such as Latin America, pentecostals arerihesignificant protestant, let
alone evangelical, grouping, thus rendering thestjoie irrelevant in many parts of
the world. Even in the U.S. with its large non-aetiuatic evangelical population, the
Assemblies of God is the largest member of the Nk wide margin, and
pentecostals form a plurality if not outright matpof the Association (Robeck,
2002, p. 922). This domination occurs despite #oe that only one non-white
pentecostal denomination is a member of the NABb@Rk, 2002, p. 924); the
absence of such a significant portion of Americantpcostalism belies the notion
that the Association speaks with a voice represigataf all pentecostals and their
theological, social, and political concerns. Onlthsis of numerical strength alone,
one could just as reasonably, though novelly, atgaeneo-evangelicalism be
classified as a non-charismatic subset of pentaltsist. Similarly, pentecostalism
also antedates both fundamentalism and its derajatieo-evangelicalism
(Hollenweger, 1996, p. 6).
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The theological differences are also significardgwggh to justify classifying
pentecostalism as a separate theological streargsatte or between evangelicalism
and ecumenism (Land, 1993, pp. 29-30). First, wieletecostals affirm the
inspiration of the Bible, they do not have exathily same understanding of it as
evangelicals. As noted above, most by no meangptiaog form of higher criticism,
but the word most commonly used in association tnéhpentecostal understanding
of biblical authority is “infallibility,” a somewhamore moderate view than the strict
inerrancy affirmed by conservative evangelicalisrd fundamentalism (Arrington,
1988, pp. 381-382; Seymour, 2000, p. 49). Rejdayddndamentalists and
overlooked by liberals, pentecostals were not typarthe fundamentalist-modernist
controversy that had such a great impact on lateerican evangelicalism (Macchia,
2002, p. 1122; Synan, 1971, pp. 221-222). Conséguérey do not have the level
of ideological investment in formal inerrancy asegelicals, though increased
contact between the two in recent years has cawad pentecostals to promote it
with the same intensity (Robeck, 2002, p. 924).

Second, and more importantly, pentecostals haviéesietht view of the
authority of the Bible in the life of faith. It the prime but not sole authority. By
accepting the continuation in post-biblical timésach spiritual phenomena as
speaking in tongues and prophecy, pentecostalsdraadditional source of
revelation beyond the Bible, the present minisfrihe Holy Spirit. In dialogue and
formal theology, it is always quickly stated thatks revelation is wholly subordinate
to the Scriptures (Williams, 1988b, pp. 43—-44), inytractice, pentecostal spirituality
is not completely mediated by the Bible. In relagbip with God, the Spirit is more
than the letter, and God speaks outside of theeBlAnd, 1993, pp. 100, 118).
Likewise, experience is an important hermeneutmall for pentecostals (Arrington,
1988, pp. 383—384). The meaning of Scripture isdet¢rmined through grammatical
investigation but existential appropriation. Sitice Bible is believed to be eternally
true, there is no distance between modern Chrssaad the events recorded in it.
Accordingly, pentecostals expect to experiencééir town lives the same activities
of God the people of the Bible did, especiallyha book of Acts. The experience is
sought and received by faith and thereby the iné¢agion that led to it is
demonstrated to be correct. A popular saying anp@mgecostals, “The man with an
experience is never at the mercy of the man witbhdarine,” summarizes this attitude
and approach well (Cox, 1995, p. 57).

This view contradicts the historical evangelicalgpective. Evangelicalism
protects traditional orthodoxy through the doctrfieerbal inspiration; a corollary of
this is the rejection of any source of extra-bidlliauthority. In the majority view,
prophecy and other forms of direct revelation cdagih the death of the apostles
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and the closing of the New Testament canon. Asgalaral-pentecostal contact has
increased, evangelicals have gradually openecetodhtinuation of miraculous
spiritual gifts such as healing, but there is stifjreat deal of wariness, even hostility,
towards revelatory gifts such as interpreted gliadisoand prophecy, which many
evangelicals view as “adding to the Bible” (e.gaffh, 1996a, pp. 42-54; 1996b,
pp. 334-339; cf. Grudem, 1994, pp. 1031-1042). difiference remains a
formidable barrier between the two streams. Indnés, the conflict between
evangelicals and pentecostals closely mirrorskibateen the magisterial reformers
and the “enthusiasts” of the radical Reformatioax CL995, pp. 299-320) sees the
conflict between fundamentalism and experientialsa battle for the heart of
pentecostalism itself.

Third, pentecostals have a different attitude emtbgy and doctrine.
Evangelicals use inerrancy to maintain historictdoe, namely that of post-
reformation protestant orthodoxy (Chan, 2004, 32-323). Pentecostals, on the
other hand, use the Bible to modify, create, anteade doctrine. The movements has
its own form of “hermeneutics of suspicion,” a Seg&m of traditional interpretations
and historic, institutional Christianity (Land, 18%p. 18-19, 60). With the
rediscovery of Holy Spirit baptism and speakingangues, pentecostals feel
prompted to search the Bible to see what otheridest were forgotten or suppressed
by the traditional church during its perceived dexfrom Acts until Azusa Street.
Received orthodoxy is not accepted until it provsslf biblical, and pentecostals
have been known to overthrow major doctrines thinougw inspired interpretations.
The greatest and most radical example of thisasefection of the doctrine of the
Trinity by oneness pentecostals (Synan, 1971, pp-163). Claiming to have
recovered truth corrupted by the “man-made” cograild creeds, this branch of
pentecostalism embraced a form of Sabellianismntoaarchy of the Son, thereby
consciously cutting itself off from Trinitarian pecostalism and the larger church as
a whole in the pursuit of original Christian doo&i To a lesser extent, the same
suspicion can be seen in the proliferation of irhelent, non-denominational
pentecostal and charismatic churches with theirsame to denominational
hierarchies and binding statements of faith.

In sum, despite the similar views on the inspiratd the Bible and the
employment use of literalist, pre-critical hermeties) pentecostals and evangelicals
do not use the Bible identically. Both claim to @ise Bible and the Bible alone in the
formation of their theology, but in practice, pesgstals also rely on experience and
the revelatory ministry of the Holy Spirit for cammhation of their beliefs. Coupled
with a type of “hermeneutics of suspicion” towaedlstraditional interpretations,
pentecostals often come to different conclusiomititheological and practical
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issues. A clear example of this difference in pecsipes is found in the movements’
approaches to the issue of women in ministry. lBoservative evangelicals, this
contentious issue will be decided only by finalgtermining the correct interpretation
of such New Testament passages as 1 Cor. 14:34d35 @am. 2:11-15 (e.g., Piper
& Grudem, 1991). If either position, for or againsin ultimately be proven to be the
singular biblical teaching—in reality, a highly w@ly proposition—the matter will
be deemed settled and the opposing position uchlbli

Within pentecostalism, the issue is more complatated the route to its
resolution less clear. The role of women ministerthe history of pentecostalism is
itself “complex and contradictory” (Griffith & Roeick, 2002, p. 1203). As a
restorationist movement, pentecostalism has sdoglecover the themes and
experiences of the book of Acts. It especially stsedf as a fulfillment of the
prophecy by Joel quoted by Peter on the day ofdéest, which reads in part,

“And in the last days it shall be,” God declardbat | will pour out my Spirit

on all flesh, and your sons and your daughterd phgbhesy... even on my

male and female servants... | will pour out my Spirit (Acts 2:17-18)
Women are included among those upon whom God posiSpirit, and to resist their
ministry is to resist the anointing of the Spifar{ffith & Roebuck, 2002, p. 1204).
There were many prominent women evangelists arefean both the holiness
movement and early pentecostalism. Some, suchraséAsemple McPherson and
Ida Robinson, even founded denominations, theratemnal Church of the
Foursquare Gospel and Mount Sinai Holy Church okAoa, respectively; since its
founding in 1924, the latter in particular has ntaimed its tradition of women
bishops and pastors (Griffith & Roebuck, 2002,204). Yet, this recognition and
acceptance has not been universal. Within manyepestal denominations, the
ordination of women to the pastorate has been coatsial due to biblical
concerns—to say nothing of sociological factors—amdale ministers have rarely
enjoyed complete equality with males. Some havéated more recent restrictions
on women as a by-product of increased contactsevidimgelicalism and its biblicist
paradigm (Robeck, 1986, pp. 70-71; 2002, p. 92bkiGpentecostalism’s checkered
history in this area, it is unfair to place alltbé blame on the influence of
evangelicalism; on the other hand, it has certdielgn a contributing factor.
Interestingly, the overall attitude of the penteéabsiovement towards women in
ministry can be judged as more open than mainsteamgelicalism but more
conservative than mainline ecumenical protestantsnifith & Roebuck, 2002,
p. 1203), substantiating the case that the movebeeatewed as a distinct stream of
Christian thought flowing between the other two.
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Fourth, pentecostals and evangelicals differ iir éy@propriation of New
Testament theology; the former prioritize Luke, ldter, Paul (Dayton, 1987, p. 23).
Protestantism, especially evangelicalism, has deenribed as the “victory of Paul
over Jesus,” a flippant but not inaccurate redactibprotestants’ preference for
Paul’s letters over the Gospels as the foundatiaheir theological systems.
Following the example of Luther, they interpret tew Testament through the lens
of Paul and make its diversities conform to theiage of his teachings. Many of the
protocols of conservative evangelical hermeneuitzsse been formulated to preserve
this propensity. In the traditional reformed wirfgewangelicalism, this inclination can
be seen in the absolute insistence on solafidignisthe dispensationalist wing, it is
visible in the axiomatic relegation of the Gospaisl sometimes Acts to the previous
or a transitional dispensation. Pentecostals, emther hand, work through a Lucan
theological grid and give priority to Acts and Luyklee “Gospel of the Spirit.” This is
a very important difference. Much of evangelicagleghions to pentecostal theology,
particularly to the subsequence of Spirit baptismmh glossolalia as the baptism’s
initial evidence, is based upon rejection of theataves of Acts as a legitimate and
authoritative source for doctrine. Conversely, peastals sometimes criticize non-
pentecostals for not accepting what to them igptam teaching of Acts and the
Gospels (Stronstad, 1984, pp. 1-2, 5-9). The Raluliwan tension is likewise seen
in the issue of women in ministry discussed ab@vighout reaching some
constructive consensus as to the authority of thvesalifferent traditions in the
canon, the evangelical and pentecostal streamgavitinue to take separate paths.

Fifth, the Arminian soteriology of pentecostalismtohguishes it from
evangelicalism. Pentecostalism’s theological andtsal roots, eclectic as they may
be, are largely free from the influence of the nefed tradition that so strongly
dominates evangelicalism:

The basic premises of the movement’s theology wenstructed by John

Wesley in the eighteenth century. As a product etiddism, the holiness-

pentecostal movement traces its lineage throughviegleys to Anglicanism

and from thence to Roman Catholicism. This thealaigheritage places the
pentecostals outside the Calvinistic, reformediti@dwhich culminated in
the Baptist and Presbyterian movements in the dr8tates. The basic
pentecostal theological position might be descrigedrminian,

perfectionistic, premillennial, and charismaticyrf&n, 1971, p. 217)
Following and exceeding Wesley, pentecostal sdteyjois staunchly Arminian, in
practice at times approaching genuine Pelagiarspentecostalism, salvation can
be, and often is, lost and regained, a beliefithahathema to all forms of Calvinism.
This Arminianism is characteristic not only of thleree stage” methodistic
pentecostalism but also of the more widespread tage” or “baptistic” form. To
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distinguish it from the former, the latter is somegds referred to as “reformed” or
“reformed-origin” pentecostalism (e.g., Althous803, pp. 12-14; cf. Dieter, 1990,
pp. 6-7). A prominent example of this type is tres@émblies of God. Study of the
denomination’s theology as found in official stagts, academic writings, and
popular preaching, however, reveals uniform desfiall the five points of Calvinism
except possibly the first and closer identificatwith the Wesleyaonrdo salutisthan
the reformed (Pecota, 1995, p. 355). That the Ablemalso denies, not
unambiguously (Leggett, 1989), Wesleyan perfecsiondoes not render it reformed,
only non-Wesleyan in this particular area. One \@daé hard pressed to find a
traditional Calvinist assessment that would agnegharacterizing the Assemblies as
reformed. Some European pentecostal groups mdreyrideserve this label (e.g.,
Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 231-241), but these constdawery small minority within
world pentecostalism.

There is a fundamental conflict between the pemstatadoctrine of the
baptism in the Holy Spirit as a crisis subsequersialvation (justification) and the
reformedordo salutis In reformed theology, there is no provision fee¢ond
blessings” experienced after justification, ceftamot for ones attained only by some
of the elect, not all, through pleading and “tamgyi or other works (Ward, 1975,

p. 112); such is an affront to God’s grace in jusdtion and a violation of
solafidianism (Bruner, 1970, pp. 114-117). The spowtion is taken against
Wesleyan-holiness “second blessing” sanctifica(@erkouwer, 1952, pp. 63-64;
Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 328-330). In dialogue betwaengelicals of a reformed
persuasion and pentecostals and charismatics,gessgture has come from the
former to the latter to drop the idea of subsegeeamx the differentiation of Holy
Spirit baptism from regeneration in exchange feogmition of the continuation of
the gifts (Williams, 1997). Although this may bewied as progress to some extent, it
is evidence of the great difference between thesestreams of protestant thought
and the reality that at present, pentecostalisnfudgnmerge with contemporary
evangelicalism only by retreat from its foundatiopelief.

Taken together, these theological differences astnomgly against
pentecostalism being considered simply a form ahgelicalism with a few
distinctive features. Of course, part of the pugpokecumenical dialogue is learning
how to fellowship with other viewpoints despite ipsi of disagreement, and the
increasing cooperation and respect between thenweements should be welcomed.
Evangelicals and pentecostals can learn much fawh ether. That said, for the
pentecostal movement as a whole, both historiealtytheologically, the category of
evangelicalism is lacking as a reference poinséf-identification (McGee, 2003).
Walter Hollenweger’s (1992, p. 8) assessment isquaairly relevant here:
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As to the qualifications of Pentecostal as arcmgeécals, it must be said that
for a long time Pentecostals tried to present tiedvas as a kind of
“evangelicals plus”, that is to say, evangelicdisgdire, dedication,
missionary success, speaking in tongues and difiealing. But that will no
longer do. Pentecostalism is a denominasioingenerislts roots in the black,
oral tradition of the American slaves, in the céithtvadition of Wesley, in the
evangelical tradition of the American Holiness moeat (with its far-
reaching political, social and ecumenical prograsimnia the critical tradition
of both the Holiness movement and the critical \&estheology, in the
ecumenical tradition of their beginnings—all thisadjfies it as a movement
which is not just a sub-division of evangelicalismfire. It is in itself already
an ecumenical movement. So far Pentecostalismdtdseen able to project
itself in this way.

2.1.3.3 Pentecostalism and Ecumenism

Classical pentecostalism has not been known fergbetumenical in practice.
In the beginning, it did have a vision for grea@wistian unity (Althouse, 2003,

p. 28; Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 505-507; Robeck, 19p9340-344), but it was a
unity through ascendance and supersession. Malyypegatecostals hoped that all
Christian churches would come to accept the newemawt’s doctrines and
positions. They were soon disabused of this bahefresponded by rejecting existing
institutions and structures to form their own. Avament that sees itself as the
restoration of New Testament Christianity has nednfer older, corrupt
denominations that the Spirit had passed by (C8951pp. 74, 102). In turn, while
they were kinder than the fundamentalists, the hm&rthurches viewed the
pentecostals, when they gave them any notice,asalineducated enthusiasts. The
passing of time and the coming of the charismabeement softened the polemics of
both sides, and today many pentecostal groupscplary outside of North America,
are showing increasing interest in the WCC (Rol&&8andidge, 2002, pp. 1214
1216).

While pentecostal theologians borrow freely fromdamentalists and
evangelicals, less contact has been made with egoah¢heologians who take a
critical view of Scripture. Just as there are mpomts of similarity between
pentecostalism and evangelicalism, there are namyidable points of difference
with mainline theology. Besides the issues thaidéevangelicalism and ecumenism,
views commonly accepted in mainline protestantisnissues such as baptism,
liturgy, tradition and authority in the church, atheological education for ministers
go against the revivalist traditions of pentecastal Likewise, ecumenical reformed
theologians such as Hollenweger (1972, pp. 322-8djEct to pentecostal theology
for much the same reasons as reformed evangelietisthere are points of contact
that deserve fuller exploration. Although the twowvaments developed separately,
they pursued many of the same points of theologitatest.
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First, and perhaps most importantly, pentecostadsnaore liberal protestants
have both stressed the priority of the experiericgonl over doctrinal orthodoxy. The
liberal interest in experience is found in its veayndations by Schleiermacher, who
was greatly influenced by pietism (Grenz & Olso892, pp. 40-41), and his
emphasis on religious affections. The pentecogiaence of salvation as a personal
encounter with God resonates especially with asp#ateo-orthodoxy, such as
Kierkegaard’s leap of faith and Bultmann’s concafpauthentic existence. Cox
(1995, p. 75) notes:

In some respects, especially in their emphasifieméed for a personal

experience of God, [the pentecostals] were classoine of the Protestant

liberals of the day than they were to the funda@ests. The difference was
that while the liberals liked to talk about the ion@ance of religious
experience, the pentecostals seemed to generate it.
At the same time as he criticizes pentecostalisteigations from reformed theology,
Hollenweger (1972) commends some of its experiertdesees both the practice of
speaking in tongues (pp. 342-344) and pentecatstady and preaching (pp. 466—
467) as potentially therapeutic, the latter spleiag the movement’s most important
contribution to contemporary Christianity.

Second, both pentecostals and ecumenists showmgn#iss to adapt doctrine
and practice to specific contexts. The differerscthat pentecostals have been less
conscious of this habit (Macchia, 2002, p. 1128i);dcumenists, it is a deliberate
principle and goal of the theological process. Menhadess, the pentecostal
“hermeneutic of suspicion” has led to significamievation and adaptation.
Suspicious of traditional dogmas, pentecostals Baween to restore New Testament
Christianity. In their attempts to do so, the immagel context inevitably informs the
revisioning of doctrine, thus resulting in conteadtmed beliefs and practices. This can
be seen in the religious expressions of the matgpandent, indigenous pentecostal
churches that have arisen throughout the worlegons where traditional, Western
Christianity and its theologies are less entrencReditecostal devotion tends to
automatically contextualize theology.

Third, both pentecostals and ecumenists see rel@ganore than merely
spiritual (Boff, 1978, p. 56; Volf, 1989). One ¢ifet greatest lasting trends of
ecumenical theology of the twentieth century haanlibe discovery and acceptance
of the biblical motif of liberation, not just spmial but also physical and social
salvation. Liberation theologians have harvesteddantly from the fertile soil of the
biblical accounts of the exodus and the ministryegus, reinterpreting the
supernatural miracles in the stories as callsdoras and political action on behalf of
the oppressed and suffering. Pentecostals alsofdvawbiblical miracle stories,
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particularly healings and exorcisms, and seekpbaate them literally in modern-day
proclamation of the fourfold gospel, which has atest social implications. The
approaches differ but the goals are the sameothedalvation of individuals
spiritually, physically, emotionally, and socially.

By far the greatest context for meetings betweemenists and pentecostals
has been the charismatic movement. The significaht® charismatic movement
cannot be stressed enough and is discussed iefulghail in the next section. It is
important to note, however, that this renewal mosenarose and flourished
primarily among mainline protestants and Roman Qg not evangelicals who
otherwise are assumed to be doctrinally closeetigrostals. As noted above, the
liberal-mainline openness to religious experienatirally leads to a more positive
view of pentecostal spirituality once initial bams are overcome (Edwards & Stott,
1988, pp. 25-28). Even beyond the charismatic mewenprospects for further
cooperation, theologically and missiologically,weén pentecostals and mainline
protestants will remain bright as long as sharedpeetives rather than differences
are emphasized.

2.1.3.4 Pentecostalism and the Charismatic Movement

Pentecostalism received its definitive form duriing first two decades of the
twentieth century, primarily in the context of Angan revivalism. The movement,
however, did not stagnate after that time, nor lyiany means the sum of all spiritual
renewal during the century. Observers of the cgigtuevivals generally recognize
three “waves” of the outpouring of the Holy Spifiitie first wave was the classical
pentecostal movement, the primary focus of thidystit was largely separatist,
resulting in the formation of many new churches dedominations as the adherents
to the new beliefs either left their churches issdtisfaction or were
excommunicated. With this independence, the movémas able to develop its own
unique character, and how genuinely “pentecostaihdividual, church, or theology
is perceived to be, unfairly or not, is largelyatetined by comparison to the
standards of pentecostalism that arose duringpiied. Although a typically
American revival, classical pentecostalism quidgyead to many other nations
through the sending of missionaries and througkidorvisitors to Azusa Street that
took the new teaching back to their homelands (Mg@602, pp. 887-889). In many
places, the pentecostal message was quickly indiggiiHollenweger, 1996, p. 5).
During the same time, in other lands renewal movesarose without a clear
connection to Azusa Street but still bearing mafnyre important characteristics of
classical pentecostalism.
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The second wave, the charismatic renewal, wasritng ef pentecostal
spirituality and practice into the mainline denoations (Hocken, 1988;

Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 3-17). Its beginnings artteasceasy to determine as that of
the prior movement, but it came to prominence elgte 1950's and spread rapidly in
the 1960’s. As its name implies, the movement ersigka the charismata or spiritual
gifts. It started, however, with acceptance ofgeatecostal doctrine of the baptism of
the Holy Spirit as a subsequent grace after jestifion and regeneration. Although
charismatics typically do not emphasize tonguestrasigly as classical pentecostals
do (Hocken, 1988, p. 158), the views of many leaderch as Dennis Bennett (1971)
and J. Rodman Williams (1990) are virtually ideatito the older movement’s. For
this reason, the charismatic movement was atdaked neo-pentecostalism, but this
term is not used widely today.

The primary difference between the charismatic mwam and pentecostalism
is that it began as a renewal movement within tehc denominations such as the
methodists, presbyterians, Anglicans, Roman Cathadéind Mennonites, many of
which are otherwise considered “ecumenical’; tha/ament had little success
among conservative evangelicals. Although the shaatic movement has not arisen
entirely without resistance in the mainline dencemions, most charismatics have
been able to find a place within their own churctied have not been forced to leave
as many of the earlier pentecostals were. In maygwhe charismatic movement
was a fulfillment of the original ecumenical hodghe first wave, pentecostalism.
Ironically, many pentecostals had serious resematabout the new movement, if not
rejecting it entirely (Macchia, 1996). Their ecunoahvision was one of domination,
not dialogue (Hollenweger, 1972, p. 103), and @myld not believe that Christians
who did not hold classical pentecostal views onasssuch as baptism, holiness
standards, and eschatology could receive Spirtidragand manifest the same
evidences of the Spirit. Some did come around exadigt recognizing God’s salvific
work in other streams of Christianity, and the ols®vement is better, the researcher
contends, because of its contact with the newer.

Nigel Scotland (2000, p. 29) identifies four braadegories of charismatics:

There are the “Restoration” type who emphasiséitgdom and seek to

restore the fivefold New Testament ministry to tba@temporary church. The

“Positive Confession” charismatics teach guarantessadth, wealth and

prosperity. “Signs and Wonders” charismatics sttkesmportance of “power

evangelism” and miraculous occurrences as aidertbrm the preaching of

the Christian message. “Historic Denominationaldrcématics are those who

feel called to remain within their mainline churskend to bring renewal to
their life and worship.

Other categorization schemes could be used, Bisyistem reveals some of the
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important features of the movement. First, denotronal charismatics are only one
segment among several; there is more to the moweimem mainline renewal. A
significant section of the charismatic movemertamposed of independent, non-
denominational churches and fellowships. Many eséhare essentially pentecostal in
doctrine but also show the influence of certaireaspof the spirituality more
associated with the second wave of renewal. Se¢badharismatic movement
allows for a great degree of “specialization” iedlogy and practice. Many
charismatics, especially in the independent chw,checept the basic pentecostal
fourfold gospel as a starting point. The group teemphasizes more strongly a
particular feature of the contemporary renewalhsaghealing, prosperity, living
apostles, or ecstatic experiences. The area of &pthen gives the group its basic
character.

When these different areas of emphasis are commiithdhe many different
denominational traditions in the renewal, the eslilt is an incredible amount of
diversity that defies anything more than the masidgeneralization. The charismatic
movement is broader and more diverse than pensdisstor even the other two
streams under discussions, evangelicalism and egameFor this reason, it should
not be considered as a separate third or fourthldgeal stream distinct from the
others but rather as the entry of pentecostaltgplity and doctrine into all of them.
Charismatics may be considered a subset of pen#édicos, insofar as they agree with
the movement, or subsets of their parent traditiors®far as they do not diverge from
them. For example, J. R. Williamd$newal Theolog{l988b; 1990; 1992) is the
most developed charismatic systematic theologyate.dOn the subject of Holy Spirit
baptism and speaking in tongues, he is more pestidban some classical
pentecostals (Land, 1993, p. 27), but in othersaseigh as eschatology, he agrees
more with his reformed background. His theologthiss a synthesis of two streams.

After the second wave was the eponymous third wiaeeement, also
sometimes referred to as the neo-charismatic monermenerging in the 1980’s and
largely associated with C. Peter Wagner and Johmb&i, the founder of the
Vineyard Christian Fellowship, it is typified asharismatic movement among
evangelicals who do not wish to be classified asgfahe first two waves (Wagner,
2002, p. 1141). The major difference between tivd thave and the previous
movements is the decisive rejection of the disiecpentecostal doctrine of
subsequent Spirit baptism and its corollary, evidétongues. The third wave holds
to the evangelical view that understands Spiritisapas part of regeneration, though
as Wagner states, there is “expectation of mulfipliegs of the Holy Spirit
subsequent to the new birth, some of which mayetyjagsemble what others call
‘baptism in the Holy Spirit.” Third wave Christiaraccept all spiritual gifts in
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ministry, including tongues, but would never suddkeat every Christian should
expect to receive a particular gift.

The third wave’s status as an evangelical charismabvement is
guestionable. Although its doctrine of spiritudtgis ostensibly more acceptable to
the reformedrdo salutis the movement’s history is characterized by grdateels of
emotionalism and radicalism than contemporary pastalism (Macchia, 1996,

p. 36), and much like early pentecostalism, ittegsilted in the establishment of new,
independent churches, networks, and denominatfs¥inson Synan says, “When a
pentecostal sneezes, the Vineyard catches pneurhndheamovement's lasting
influence on traditional evangelicalism is yet odeen, but it is still highly
significant: because of it, no major stream of Elnity remains untouched by the
spiritual renewals of the twentieth century thagdoewith pentecostalism.

2.2 Features of Classical Pentecostal Christology

The fourfold gospel is pentecostalisrsismma theologiaddayton (1987) has
shown in his study of the theological roots of thevement how the fourfold gospel’s
points evolved and coalesced to give birth to tikeement. The strands of
evangelistic revivalism, sanctification, healingdgremillennialism initially arose
and developed relatively independently of one agrodluring the nineteenth century.
As noted earlier, it was a non-pentecostal holihesder, A. B. Simpson, the founder
of the Christian and Missionary Alliance, who whs first to bring them together and
coin the term “fourfold gospel” in 1890 (Nienkiranel992, p. 2). In many ways,
Simpson’s belief system foreshadowed that of thky @antecostals (Nienkirchen,
1992, pp. 52—-72), most of whom came from holineskgrounds. The early
pentecostals adopted Simpson’s term with the mzadibn of distinguishing
sanctification from Spirit baptism and assigninggoes as the definitive evidence of
the latter experience. Many who joined the moventest dropped sanctification as a
discrete crisis experience, but in general, thefédal gospel may be considered the
basic confession of faith of classical pentecastaliThe early pentecostal evangelist
Aimee Semple McPherson even incorporated it intontlame of the denomination she
founded, the International Church of the Foursq@wspel. McPherson and Cox
(1969, p. 9) provide a useful summary of this syhdbdaith, complete with proof
texts:

Jesus saves us according to John 3:16. He bapsaegh the Holy Spirit

according to Acts 2:4. He heals our bodies accgrtbnJames 5:14-15. And

Jesus Christ is coming again to receive us untoselihaccording to

| Thessalonians 4:16-17.

The fourfold gospel is the gospel d3dsusas savior, healer, sanctifier/baptizer,
and coming king; it is a Christological statemémtsome ways strangely prefiguring
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features of Barth’s theology, pentecostalism isdahghly Christocentric in theology
and practice:

The centrality of Christ for abiblical theology—and Pentecostal doctrine is

nothing if not Bible-based—is expressed in thedfelhg thesisEvery

biblical doctrine has Christ as its focal point aratliates his light

(MacDonald, 1988, p. 483, emphasis original)

This Christocentrism defies the perception of stima¢ the movement is preoccupied
with pneumatology. Although the movement’s mostidgtive feature is its doctrine
of Spirit baptism, this as well as all of the otpeints of the fourfold gospel are
mediated through Jesus Christ and based on his Werkecostalism successfully
integrates its major beliefs into the theologicalus of Christology. To do theology
that is faithful to the character of the movemeriargely to do Christology.

The Christocentric character of pentecostalisne&snost clearly in its
greatest controversy, the “new issue” of oneneasgepestalism (Reed, 2002; Synan,
1971, pp. 153-163), which arose primarily amongtie stage baptistic
pentecostals, especially the Assemblies of God.thiée@ogy of oneness is basically
revived modalistic monarchianism. Its foundersattempting to reconcile the
baptismal formula of Matt. 28:19 with such textsfass 2:38, equated the name of
Jesus with the name of the Father, Son, and Haht.Skhis led to a change in
baptismal theology and ultimately an abandonmeiitrrimitarianism. In essence,
according to oneness pentecostalism, Jashe Father, Son, and Holy Spirit;
distinctions depicted in the New Testament are rpooperly interpreted as
distinctions between his human and divine natunesret indicators of plurality
within the united godhead. The majority of penté¢alssreject this view as erroneous,
but it does illustrate a feature common to all bhees of pentecostalism: Jesus Christ
is given a very high place, sometimes to the négiethe other persons of the Trinity.
Oneness pentecostalism merely takes this inhetamgtGcentrism to an extreme but
still logical conclusion.

Pentecostals also place great emphasis on thetamgerof the life of Jesus,
including his experience of the Holy Spirit and suyatural power, as a model for
Christian living. While their Christology is nornilfrom above,” stressing Christ’s
divinity almost to a docetic neglect of his humgngentecostals have, at the same
time, uniquely emphasized Christ as the prototy@garit-filled human (Williams,
1988b, pp. 339-342). As James D. G. Dunn (198919p-141) has noted, there are
two phases to Jesus’ relationship to the Spirie fiitst was the period of his earthly
life before his exaltation; in this phase, he was“man of the Spirit,” the one
anointed and empowered by the Holy Spirit. Thisgehigself has two aspects. One
aspect of the Spirit’s relationship to Christ dgrims earthly life was in connection
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with his messianic vocation as the savior of theldydhis aspect of the relationship
is continuous from the annunciation to his cruadfix which Moltmann (1990,

pp. 73-94; 1992, pp. 60-65) elaborates. Pentesostalld agree with Moltmann
(1990, p. 94) against liberal theology that thiseas of the relationship is not shared
by Christians; it is unique to Christ as saviore Becond aspect relates to his
anointing and empowering by the Spirit for minidigm the time of his baptism
forward (Luke 3:22, 4:1, 14, 18), which was notlaswvely a function of his status as
the divine Son of God. This anointing was uniquéemms of its intensity—Jesus was
given the Spirit “without measure” according to déh34—but not strictly unique in
terms of kind or purpose. Williams (1988b, p. 3@8ites:

We now emphasize that the ministry of Jesus, mgesf His preaching the

Good News, healings, deliverance, and many mirasulieeds, flowed out of

His anointing by the Holy Spirit. It would be a rt@ike, therefore, to assume

that Jesus did such mighty works because He waSdhef God. Rather, it

was His Spirit-anointed humanity and the powerimgsbn that humanity that
lay behind His ministry in word and deed.
Dunn (1975, pp. 87—-88) draws similar conclusiors flesus manifested a power and
authority that was not intrinsic to his own pergan an endowment from God, the
Holy Spirit.

Pentecostals and charismatics take the implicabbttss further than Dunn,
seeing Jesus as a prototype for their own expegseotthe Spirit, a model to be
imitated (MacDonald, 1988, pp. 486—488). Dunn (1989.48) retreats somewhat
from this conclusion by framing the Spirit's empaowent of Jesus as uniquely
eschatological, but this restriction does not hgdchs Pentecost was also interpreted
eschatologically (Acts 2:17-21). A favorite textp#Entecostals is John 14:12, in
which Jesus says that those who believe in himdeilthe same and even greater
works than he did; this is interpreted to include miracles, healings, and other
supernatural gifts found in the ministry of Chri&mil Brunner (1952, pp. 324-325),
citing this text, concurs that it is his messiaroasciousness, not the working of
miracles, that separates Jesus’ experience fronotlzeher human beings.
Pentecostals do not limit the promise of this tex€hrist's immediate followers, the
apostles, but extend it to all who believe, evarséhliving today (Williams, 1988b,
pp. 156-158; 1990, p. 376). The contemporary chsincluld believe and expect to
experience the same miraculous works as Jesusdestdls are quick to add the
constant reminder that these experiences do no¢ é@m one’s own power, virtue,
or authority but are done in the name of Jesusjdguthority, and are a continuation
of his work (John 14:13-14; cf. Dunn, 1975, pp.488b6).
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2.3 Ecumenical Meeting Points: Functional Spirit Chistology from Below

The above discussion reveals potential meetingtpbietween pentecostal
Christology and contemporary ecumenical theolodpe first is pentecostalism’s
richest theological construct, the fourfold gosjBafore connecting it to other modern
theologies, its approach must first be comparet thi¢ methodology of traditional
Christology. Traditionally, the locus of Christolo divided into two parts: “person”
and “work.” The study of the person of Christ inved metaphysical questions about
his nature, while theories of the atonement argtheary, but not sole, focus of
“work”; the extent of the atonement is also a mgjablem of “work” in reformed
circles. This pattern mirrors the history of theeelepment of Christian doctrine.
Questions about the humanity and deity of Chrishidated the conciliar age,
whereas serious attention was given to the measfiagpnement only from the time
of Anselm onwards. As dogma, the person of Chrest given much greater priority
as a test for orthodoxy. The great ecumenical sreag much about the two natures
and the one person of Christ, but the work of Glisiseduced to simple statements
about his coming down from heaven and sufferingdymdg for the salvation of the
human race. More elaborate statements about theraent have no more binding
authority than as debatable theories. Similarl{esology traditionally succeeds
Christology as an application of the work of Christvas of course the central point
of controversy during the reformation, continuihg theological mirroring of history.
Hence, from the approach of systematics, the asctgtn of Christology usually
proceeds as follows:

1. Study of and decision about the natures andpeatChrist, which leads to

2. study of and decision about the meaning of theeament, which serves as
the basis for

3. study of and decision about human receptioh@benefits of the
atonement, or salvation.
Because of perceived limitations and problems, petitecostal and many
contemporary ecumenical Christologies diverge ftbis traditional methodology.
Examination of the methodological choices of théiserse Christologies and the
concerns they seek to address is essential growkdaroconstructing a dialogical
Christology.

2.3.1 Functional Christology

Not all recent scholars have agreed with the gyiaf ontological
Christology. Functional Christology, the first potial meeting point, is an approach
most commonly associated with the so-called “b@dltbeology movement” of the
mid-twentieth century. The proponents of functio@aristology sought to understand
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Christ primarily through his work; ontological qtiesis were deemed less important
or irrelevant. This was viewed as keeping withdkerall perspective of the Bible,
specifically in the difference between “Greek” dktEbrew” mentalities; the former
was oriented toward ontology, the latter towardosacand relationship (Erickson,
1991, pp. 215-221). The New Testament, althougtiemrin Greek, had a Hebrew
mind-set. On this basis, Oscar Cullmann (19633pg) was able to claim:

The New Testament hardly ever speaks of the pa&Ghrist without at the

same time speaking of his work.... When it is askethé New Testament

“Who is Christ?”, the question never means exckigivor even primarily,

“What is his nature?”, but first of all, “What isshfunction?”

Even the question of the relationship between ttadf and the Son was a functional
guestion, not a “problem of nature” (p. 4). Theelepment of ontological

Christology in later church history was just theatater development in church history.
Cullmann (1963, p. 326) boldly concluded that, wittihe confines of the New
Testament, “all mere speculation about [Christafunes is an absurdity. Functional
Christology is the only kind which exists.”

The views of the biblical theology movement did wat long-lasting
acceptance. The publication e semantics of biblical languagg James Barr
(1961) has been hailed widely as demolishing theemnt’s foundation, namely the
strict distinction between Greek and Hebrew mintd;send few today would defend a
purely functional Christology based on this obsolaincept. As is the case with many
new movements, the position of pure functionalispresents an extreme, and most
now see the question of a functional Christoleggsusan ontological Christology as
a false dilemma (Erickson, 1991, pp. 216, 234-2B6é%ides its weak biblical and
linguistic foundations, a purely functional approateates other theological
problems. The danger is that soteriology can sup@aristology, and sight of the
person of Christ is lost in pursuit of his benefitéolfhart Pannenberg (1977, pp. 47—
49) saw this as the driving force behind the tresfdmnodern Christology and
criticized Tillich, Bultmann, and others for takirg

Has one really spoken there about Jesus himsalf?aboes it not perhaps

rather involve projections onto Jesus’ figure &f tuman desire for salvation

and deification... projections of the idea of perfesigiosity, of perfect
morality, of pure personality, of radical trust? Bat the desires of men only
become projected upon the figure of Jesus, peredrii him? (Pannenberg,

1977, p. 47)

He maintained that Christology must retain prioater soteriology, else “faith in
salvation itself loses any real foundation” (p..48)this respect, functional
Christology can also be seen as an expedient wayaxling embarrassing
metaphysical issues (Schutter, 1979, pp. 83—8%téer of pragmatism triumphing
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over the theologian’s responsibility to grapplehadifficult questions in the pursuit of
truth. Most theologians reject such utilitarianisggtholic theologian Gerald
O’Collins (1977, pp. 35-36) aptly summarized thsipon of the majority today:
Jesus’ value and function for us demand that wenex@and recognize his
status at the level of his being. His saving waoidicates bothvho he was and
is—both in himself and in relationship to the FatAéere can be no
satisfactory account of what Jesus does if we dis@s unimportant the
guestion who he is. Every soteriological statenmastits Christological
implications. This point has won wide acceptanaiarany case seems
obvious enough. To go on insisting that one capoatue a functional
approach without somehow taking an ontologicalaétanks like exhuming
and beating a thoroughly dead horse.
Cullmann (1962, pp. 42—-43) himself clarified thateaNew Testament scholar, it was
not his intent to negate Chalcedonian Christologyy to not subject “the texts of the
New Testament to the questions raised by the dmgmas.” He affirmed that “the
dogma formulated by this Council corresponds totuina Christology of the New
Testament presupposes.”

Nevertheless, much can be gained from a functiapatoach to Christology,
and a case can be made for loosening the link legtwe ontological and
soteriological questions. The traditional underdtag of the person and work of
Christ is that God became human so that the pededtman could offer a perfect
sacrifice that would satisfy God’s justice and &téor humanity’s sins. Jesus had to
be fully God because only God can save the worldlid@ws, 1988b, pp. 325-327),
and fully human because only a human can justiyumeshed for humanity’s sins
(Williams, 1988b, pp. 340-341). The work of Chrigke- functional/soteriological
guestion—is dependent upon the answer to the agitalbquestions raised by the
person of Christ and derives its meaning from the&nis approach has served the
Christian faith well, and this researcher doessugigest abandoning its basic
conclusions. However, it does present difficulaégs own. First, the dogmatic
formulations of historic Christianity, such as thiealcedonian definition, answer the
ontological questions with greater certainty anecpgion than can be demonstrated
from biblical theology. As Donald Guthrie (1981,401) points out, the New
Testament teaches both the humanity and the de@est but does not show “any
awareness of the tension of the two natures,’|teteaprovide a conceptual
framework for understanding their interrelationttinrs Cullmann was correct.
Chalcedonian Christology represents a valiant argkly successful attempt at
reconciling these biblical teachings, but any rexton of its validity must be
tempered with awareness of its inherently speadatharacter. By comparison,
soteriological statements about the functions aistlean be made with much greater
confidence. To say that the New Testament teattasésus saves from sin and heals
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the sick is incontrovertible; to maintain thatxjpdcitly teaches Chalcedonian
Christology is not.

Second, the traditional approach to Christology pheritizes ontology results
in a closed system that cannot easily and equatlgramodate the New Testament’s
soteriological diversity; it trades dynamism arekibility for stability. This can be
seen in the conceptual tools used to arrive attdwodox doctrine of the person of
Christ, a famous example of which is the staterné&@regory of Nazianzus (1999),
“That which He has not assumed He has not healgdhht which is united to His
Godhead is also saved.” Gregory was probably coarmat Apollinarius definitely
wrong as the New Testament does clearly teachuthbudmanity of Christ. As useful
as this maxim is, however, it cannot make sensdl tthe biblical teachings about
redemption, reconciliation, and transformation. ércling to Rom. 8:19-22, creation
as a whole will be redeemed, but one cannot easke the case that it was assumed
within the human nature of Christ. Such an asseitidut a step or two removed
from pantheism, which is hardly an orthodox positid similar point can be made
about the dominant satisfaction/penal substitut@ory of the atonement that
localizes Christ’s work strictly in his death amderstands it as the answer to the
guestion of the incarnation (Anselm, 1926); morsal about this in the following
chapter. The salvific mission of Christ has pluralt singular, purposes that should
not be judged by filtering them through the relaljwvspeculative criteria of
ontological Christology. Accordingly, any Christgloal model that does not leave
room for incorporating the diverse soteriologiaatétions portrayed in the New
Testament will be incomplete. Much of twentieth toey dissatisfaction with
Chalcedonian Christology derives from this (O’'Qadli 1977, pp. 1-12).

Emil Brunner (1952, pp. 271-273), drawing inspoatfrom Melanchthon’s
aphorism, “to know Christ is to know his benefitadopted this sort of functional
approach to Christology. He thought it better tibofw the pattern of salvation history
in which the benefits of Christ’s salvific work aieceived and experienced before his
person is known and understood. He rightly poimtetthat in the earliest writings of
Paul and the primitive church, unlike the Johani@heistology, far more statements
are made about Christ’'s work than his person, &ed & the fourth Gospel, the
knowledge of Christ’s person is meant to lead tovkedge of salvation (John 20:31;
cf. Brunner, 1952, pp. 340-341). “Anything to ddlwmetaphysical being and
substance is the background, not the foregrountteomessage of the New
Testament,” he wrote (p. 273). The church’s histodncern with understanding the
two natures of Christ and how they are united seeksvers to questions that simply
go beyond what is humanly possible to comprehepd3p7—-363). In conclusion,
therefore, Brunner supported exploring Christ’'skyanor to pursuing the
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metaphysical quest and did not recommend delviaglezply into the latter beyond
simple, faithful acknowledgment of Jesus as trubgl@nd truly man (p. 363).

The fourfold gospel of pentecostalism is clearfyractional Christology with
a noticeable relaxing of the link between persah\aark. The theological
undercurrents of the nineteenth century revival emeents, delineated above, that
coalesced in pentecostalism assumed orthodox CQlaadan Christology. As with the
reformers, it was not an issue of controversy (éfolleger, 1972, p. 312), although it
may be fairly said that in practice pentecostalsehaften almost docetically neglected
the humanity of Christ. The soteriological innowas of the revivalists were not
perceived as affecting the metaphysical questibey, were simply the recovering of
lost or neglected functions of Christ. Alternativederstandings of the atonement and
changes or additions to soteriology do not necégskmand changes in ontological
Christology. Within the holiness and pentecostalemoeents, there is a great diversity
in the interpretation of these functions of Chhist overall agreement regarding his
person. The exception to this, of course, is theness branch of pentecostalism,
which rejects Nicene Trinitarianism in favor of adalistic monarchy of the Son. In
this case, a soteriological innovation, specificalichanging of the traditional triune
baptismal formula and a collapsing of the normédilcrete stages of pentecostal
soteriology into a conversion-initiation complexjmately led to a metaphysical
change in the doctrine of God itself (Reed, 1973.47). Even here, however, the
basics of Chalcedonian Christology are preserveetayning a form of the doctrine
of the two natures (Reed, 2002, pp. 941-943). ktrba noted that the doctrinal
developments of this later movement were not adtresserious theological reflection
but an overemphasis on the priority of the Sonamdnnuanced misapprehension of
certain biblical statements (Synan, 1971, pp. 158%1The resulting sectarian
soteriological exclusiveness of the oneness movememt typical of mainstream
pentecostalism.

The functional Christology of pentecostalism is emample of how the
movement unconsciously anticipated later trendscimmenical theology, specifically
those of the biblical theology movement discusdeu/a. Interestingly, while the
latter’s functional Christologies usually concetgchon Christ’s biblical titles such as
Messiah, Son of God, and Son of Man, the titletheffourfold/fivefold gospel are all
active verbal nouns, even more so than Brunne®SZ1pp. 272—-274) exploration of
the more traditional offices of prophet, priestd &mg. The pentecostal titles indicate
Christ’'s work in saving, sanctifying, baptizing ateg, and returning as
eschatological king. Although several of theserarieiterally biblical titles, they
capture more naturally the dynamism of Christ’svétats in the New Testament than
the more static traditional titles, which do seewrenclosely related to the
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metaphysical questions. This sort of functionali§tbfogy can serve as a vehicle for a
fuller ecumenical Christology by integrating newights into the themes of Christ’s
mission and work without radically restructuring thoctrine of his person and
natures. It provides a structure for exploratiothef diverse aspects and meanings of
salvation, thus avoiding the myopic compositiomei@a—-this, and this only, is the
key to understanding Jesus Christ”—all too comnmocointemporary Christologies.

At the same time, this model avoids violating Oakltsarazor; functions may be

added to Christology without making its overallnfrework needlessly complex.

2.3.2 “From Below” Christology

The second meeting point between pentecostal anderdcal Christologies
flows naturally from the first: the methodologicplestion of approaching Christology
“from above” versus “from below.” These concepts mrost commonly applied to the
ontological questions, but they also have a bearng functional Christology.
Indeed, this issue within Christology points to there fundamental methodological
guestion of modern Christian theology, going badeast to Schleiermacher: does
the task of theology begin with exploratory presagpons about the divine and then
move downward to address the human situation, mrldht start with human
experience and from there work upwards? Christofogy above, the default pre-
critical method used throughout most of churchamsttakes the former approach; it
is “simply an interpretation of the New Testamemfession of faith in Christ and an
attempt to express it in precise philosophical tuedlogical terms” (Kérkk&inen,
2003, p. 13). It presupposes the divinity of Chaisti assumes knowledge of the
purposes of God in him. The advent of biblicalicisin and the quest for the
historical Jesus saw the rise of Christology fratoty, a representative of the latter
theological method. This inductive approach bewiih historical investigation of
the life and person of the man Jesus and histdadgatresponses to him;
Christological affirmations are the result of @# examination of the available data.
Most contemporary theologians prefer Christologyrfrbelow as both the best
approach to the biblical texts and as the best mefrelating Christology to human
experience and need. Pannenberg (1977, pp. 33a8&hown the limitations of the
from above methodology, especially in its presugiosof that which it seeks to
prove, the divinity of Christ. Pannenberg’'s Christly also demonstrates that a from
below Christology is not necessarily a “low” Chaistgy.

On the other hand, some important contemporaryjdgems have preferred
the from above approach, citing the difficulty eidging the gap between historical
knowledge and present-day experience. The exaledtGs no longer physically
present with his people, and his ongoing activiéiesnot open to historical or



37

scientific investigation. As the neo-orthodox thegpans (Barth, 19564, p. 320 (IV.1);
Brunner, 1947, pp. 156-160) warned, attempts tovkmian “after the flesh” €ata
odpxkoa, 2 Cor. 5:16), through historical certitude, vidll to grasp his significance.
Speaking on the problem of historicity, Lessing5@9p. 55) wrote, “What does it
matter to me whether the legend is false or truefiiuits are excellent.” A
Christology based on reconstruction of the histdrdesus is not necessarily a relevant
Christology; many such scholarly endeavors haveddo have any significant impact
on the life of the broader Christian church.

Pentecostal Christology is traditionally from aboVke deity of Christ is
accepted a priori and never questioned; indeedyrémest controversy within
classical pentecostalism, the new issue of oneimesdyed whether or not there was
any divinitybeyondChrist in the distinct persons of the Trinity.ttansferring the
above versus below paradigms to the work of Christn above would also seem the
most natural approach for a functional Christoldgyt emphasizes Christ’s present
work as ascended Lord. There is a sense, howewvehich pentecostal Christology
should very much be considered from below, patidylin light of what the fourfold
gospel contains and what it lacks. As a creedahsaition of pentecostal beliefs, it is
thoroughly Christocentric, focusing on Jesus a®#tadted, divine Son of God. It is,
however, a very selective affirmation; as seemensummary quoted above in §2.2,
p. 28, it only contains the functions and titlesGtirist that relate specifically to the
soteriological experiences of believers. To twiphaase of Barth’s, pentecostals
speak about human beings by speaking about Gotburdavoice. The titles of Jesus
as savior, healer, and so forth refer not only gaheto his messianic work but also
specifically to how Jesus saves and heals an ohaiVipentecostal personally. Even
the last title, Jesus as coming king, refers taraictipated future experience.

Notably absent are any functions or titles thahdbsomehow directly
intersect with Christian experience. PentecostaB/MiacDonald (1988, p. 481)
revealingly states:

The Christ of the Bible had to be experienced leefe could really be

understood. Direct holy experience with him is @teed above all extra-

biblical formal configurations of the knowledgelom. [Not the creeds] but
present experience of the same Jagls traversed Galilee doing such
wonderful things and rising from the dead, provithedt transforming intimate
knowledge of the Lord. (emphasis original)
The Bible makes reference to the activity of the 8othe Word in creation (e.g.,
John 1:1-3, Col. 1:16, Heb. 1:2), but “Jesus astaréis not a title of the fourfold
gospel. No mention is made of the more ontolograaiented titles such as Son of
Man or Son of God. No special attention is givethetitle of Jesus as Lord, though
of course pentecostals confess him as such colyst@nie must be cautious about
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inferring too much from a slogan, which is essdiytihat the fourfold gospel is as a
statement, but this trend is also apparent intétemments of faith of the early
pentecostal associations (Hollenweger, 1972, pp-522; McPherson & Cox, 1969,
pp. 271-296). These devote a relatively large peage of their affirmations to
Christian experience; only in reacting to the orssneontroversy did the Assemblies
of God adopt a more substantial ontological statgrabout Christ and the Trinity
(Carlson, 1977, pp. 124-125). It is highly sigrafit that all the fourfold titles are
somehow related to religious experience. In thepeet, pentecostal Christology is
human-oriented, and thus it is a form of Christglbgm below. Conscious
recognition of this bias and more thorough appilacaof from below methodology
can help both with synthesizing prevailing tremigcumenical Christology and in
bringing out some neglected facets of the pentat@sictional Christology.

Once again, this approach is comparable to BruankrThe mediator (1947),
cited above, his approach is essentially from ablvhis laterDogmatics (1952),
however, he adopted a more characteristically fioefow, functional approach: “The
way to the knowledge of Jesus leads from the hudeans to the Son of God and to
the Godhead” (1952, p. 322). He began his Chrigto#b section with a study of the
guestion of the historical Jesus and its implig&itor faith (pp. 239-259). He
concluded that the end result of criticism was drpd of Jesus very similar to that of
the Synoptics, which the fourth Gospel did not famentally contradict (pp. 246—
247). He then consciously applied an inductive appin to Christology, beginning
with Christ’s work then moving to his person (p127runner contended that Christ
was known through what he said and did (pp. 275hy he explored his work
through the functional vehicle of the tradition#fices of prophet, priest, and king.
Only after this did he address the ontological tjoas and that too with constant
acknowledgment of the inherently speculative qualitoverly precise statements
about the nature of Christ (e.g, pp. 357-363). Benis work included an important
reminder that the order of revelation, early churgtory, and individual Christian
experience shows the way for dogmatics: from sagmgpunter with the Christ to
confession of the eternal, pre-existent Son of Gogersion of this natural order in
theology, as occurs in from above Christology,atistthe meaning of faith as defined
in the New Testament and thus moves Christianitgyafinom its foundation (pp. 340—
342). A tempered from below approach such as Bintsirseeaccordingly a good
model for a responsible ecumenical pentecostals@hogy.

One further matter related to the question of fedsove or from below is the
guestion of sources (Karkkainen, 2003, pp. 13-##)m above Christology usually
relies on John and Paul as they provide the cleprasires of the exalted Christ
worshipped and proclaimed by the early churchoim@ast, from below Christology
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looks toward the synoptic Gospels for a more adeyecture of the historical Jesus;
John is deemed historically unreliable, and Padiingdit know the earthly Jesus. As
noted above, pentecostals have a very high Choggtphnd ontologically they rely
heavily on the fourth Gospel for their understagdih the divine person of Christ.
However, the aspects of pentecostal Christologgumyestigation in this study, the
soteriological functions of Christ in the framewarkthe fourfold Gospel, depend
more heavily on the synoptic Gospels and ActsHeirtmore detailed accounts of the
works of Jesus. In formulating their theology amdgtice, pentecostals rely upon
narrative more than propositional theology. Indeeckcurring tension between
pentecostal and other protestant theologies ifotinger’s prioritization of Luke-Acts
over Paul. Although usually pentecostals do noscmusly relate their Lucan
preference to this particular methodological questthis common tendency further
indicates the compatibility of the movement’s thbugith a from below approach to
Christology.

2.3.3 Spirit Christology

The third meeting point is the place of the Holyrn Christology, or Spirit
Christology. In many recent works, theologians hanagle serious attempts at
developing and resolving the issue of the relahgnbetween Christ and the Spirit, a
guestion that has long challenged Christian thgolmgluding that of pentecostalism
(Macchia, 1999, pp. 15-16). Spirit Christology msadtempt to answer this question in
the framework of a broader Trinitarian or even ‘fpiositarian” theology (Del Colle,
1993, pp. 95-96):

The most succinct definition of Spirit-Christologythat the Holy Spirit is

attributed a constitutive role in the theologicatiaoteriological reality that

we identify as the person and work of Jesus CHBisthis | do not simply

mean that the Holy Spirit bears withess to Chnighat the third person of the

holy trinity has a role in the work of salvationatRer | am insisting that who

Jesus Christ is and the salvation that he bringsgads from a basic and

foundational pneumatological orientation.
Spirit Christology is a revived, rather than nelaedlogy; traces of it can be seen in
many ancient theologies, and the Eastern traditiane always maintained a strong
pneumatological emphasis (Doss, 2005, pp. xxi-xXoxmally, Spirit Christology
refers to a type of ontological Christology andaesnpared and contrasted witlgos
Christology; a conservative Spirit Christology cdempentdogosChristology,
whereas more radical forms seek to replace it (i4a26€03).

The perspective of Spirit Christology did not onigie in pentecostalism (Del
Colle, 1993, p. 95), nor can it be said that theenoent has put great energies
towards answering this question. Casual obsenamonly assume that
pentecostalism is primarily occupied theologicalhd experientially with the third
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person of the Trinity; in actuality, this is noethase. Although pentecostals do give
great attention to the experience of the Spiré,ttovement is inherently
Christocentric, even Christomonistic. This pointiieat be stressed enough;
recognition of this inherent Christocentrism isaVio understanding the movement as
a whole. Whenever pentecostal leaders and theol®gieek to formally articulate

their faith, for example in the dialogue with theokld Alliance of Reformed

Churches, the centrality of Christ in pentecosédidh is always stressed (“Word and
Spirit, church and world”, 2001, p. 48 117). ThisriStocentrism is also evident in
less formal expressions such as music, preachmgeaen church decoration; the
words “Jesus is Lord” emblazon the front of mangtpeostal sanctuaries.

As shown above, the fourfold or fivefold gospelssras the organizing
structure for pentecostal devotion and practicesamndes as the movemengismma
theologiae In this framework, Jesus is the subject and pero of all soteriological
functions; the Holy Spirit is mentioned directlylpim one point, that as the medium
of Jesus’ ministry of baptism. Christ thereforedraes the mediator of the Spirit
rather than the reverse. Despite claims by som&pestals to a greater experiential
knowledge of the Spirit, the problem of understagdii¢' person, work, and
relationship to Christ remains as great a theolgicoblem as it does for other
branches of the Christian church. Indeed, one ipigrmomplaint against the broader
pentecostal-charismatic renewal movement is thestfailed to produce a new
systematic theology recast from the perspectivetbbroughgoing pneumatology,
instead merely adding a charismatic slant to sointleeatraditional loci (Macchia,
1994, pp. 298, 303—-304; Isley, 1994). Interestintlg oneness branch of
pentecostalism has resolved the question of tla@akhip between Christ and the
Spirit (Dayton, 1987, p. 19), but its solution—elivating ontological distinctions
between the Son and the Spirit through modalisnedR2002, pp. 941-942)—is not
acceptable for a Trinitarian theology.

Beyond metaphysical applications, the conceptpafitSChristology also has
utility within the framework of a functional, sotelogically oriented Christology. As
Dunn (1989, pp. 148-149) has noted, there are hasgs to the relationship of Christ
and the Spirit. The first phase of the relationstopched upon briefly above in §2.2,
pp. 29-30, was during the life and ministry of GhrChrist was the human being
perfectly endowed with and empowered by the SfBetause his status as God’s Son

“The researcher has chosen to retain masculine yneno reference to the Spirit in keeping
with pentecostal tradition and in order to emphaslie Spirit's personhood. Theologians such as the
Moltmanns (Moltmann-Wendel & Moltmann, 1983, pp0+Q04; Moltmann, 1990, pp. 83-87) have
made a compelling case for understanding the Ssrdeminine. There is not, however, a consensus
about this even among feminist theologians (McFa@@86). The fuller exploration this matter
deserves lies outside the scope of this work.
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IS unique, his experience of the Spirit is not ctetgly analogous to that of Christian
believers, but it still is meant to serve as agxgte for Christians’ experience of the
fullness of the Spirit. After Christ’s resurrectiand exaltation, his relationship with
the Spirit changed. In this phase, he is not theetbrough whom the Spirit works but
the one who now bestows the Spirit (Dunn, 1989,1d4—143). The one through
whom the Spirit worked is now the one who sendsSghieit to work through, in, and
for other human beings. It is this second phasecibracerns this present study.

As noted above, from the perspective of the pestatéourfold gospel, Christ
is the subject and actor at the center of all i@lig affirmation and expression; he is
the mediator of the Spirit's presence and worknirtbe perspective of an inductive,
from below theology it must be asked whether orthistis the best or most
appropriate way of communicating the dynamics ef@¢kperience of faith. Relevant
to this question is the biblical dialectic of thesp-ascension real presence and
absence of Christ in the individual Christian, theirch as a whole, and the world. On
the one hand, in texts such as Matt. 28:20b, 1&2@ ,Acts 18:10, Christ assures his
followers of his constant presence and guidanaal. &frms this repeatedly through
the use of phrases such as “Christ in you” anéstants about the status of believers
“in Christ.” “Do you not realize this about yourses, that Jesus Christ is in you?” he
asks in 2 Cor. 13:5. Somehow, Christ is spirituatiyted with believers in a
permanent way, and his presence is a reality in filies.

On the other hand, however else it may be intezdreéhe ascension represents
a real parting of the man Jesus Christ from hisipliss; he is no longer with them the
way he was previously. In this sense, there isbalesence. Paul himself
acknowledges this in statements of longing forghmusiaof Christ and in his desire
to “depart” and be with him (2 Cor. 5:1-10, PhiR1-23). Particularly relevant is the
eucharistic text of 1 Cor. 11:26. Although nottakological traditions agree with this,
the eucharist tacitly acknowledges Christ’'s absdaydeoking forward to his coming.
However Christ is understood as present in the miahraeal, it is not his full
presence, the realization of which is eschatoldgatherwise, the cry of longing,
“Maranatha!” (1 Cor. 16:22; cf. Rev. 22:20) is watlt meaning. The early church was
obviously aware of this tension between Christsspnce and absence as the fourth
Gospel presents a more advanced synthesis: Chagiltysically departed, but he has
sent the Holy Spirit as anothetpdrkintoc like himself to be forever present with his
people (John 14:16) and continue his work. Chitigt,revealer of God on earth, is
revealed and made known after his glorificatiorthmy Spirit (14:26, 15:26, 16:13-15;
cf. 7:39, 20:17, 22). First John 3:24 summarizesjithannine synthesis, “Whoever
keeps his [Jesus’] commandments abides in himhand them. And by this we
know that he abides in us, by the Spirit whom hedigen us.”
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Dunn (1989, p. 146), summarizing Paul’'s understamditates that it is
“abundantly clear that for Panb distinction can be detected in the believer’s
experience between exalted Christ and Spirit of"Gechphasis original). This
conclusion can probably be safely extrapolatedtecthe rest of New Testament
Christianity, including the Johannine literaturpad from extraordinary occurrences
such as Acts 7:55 and 9:3-6, which are in any sas&rom below” experiences.
Catholic charismatic Del Colle (1993, pp. 103-10#&#ers, arguing that distinction
between th€hristus praesenand theSpiritus praesenms Christian experience is
both possible and necessary if one is to avoidbatfrinitarian” Spirit Christology.
What can be more safely concluded is that botlCtiméstus praesenand theSpiritus
praesensoinhere within Christian experience, but to tnsplit them out into strict
categories as Del Colle (1993, pp. 104, 107-108% @ overstating both the biblical
evidence and the capabilities of Christian disceamimCertain knowledge of the
Christus praesenis eschatological. Dunn (1989, pp. 146-147), sgitaking from
the perspective of Pauline theology, provides ertiuance to his conclusion:

[F]or Paulthe Spirit of Christ means the Spirit of Christ pasd present.

The exalted Christ and the spirit of God are ortethe same so far as the

believer’'s experience is concerned; when attemptrgpeak of his experience

of grace or power Paul evidently could make namtisbn between God (as

Spirit), Spirit (of Christ) and Christ. ...[But] ind@l's understandinthe

exalted Christ is not merely synonymous with that$Spas not been wholly

absorbed as it were by the Spirit, so that “exaltdst” becomes merely a

phrase to describe the Spirit (as a phrase lik€tinst” could suggest). The

exalted Christ has for Paul a real existence @tiad to God; the equivalence
between Spirit and Christ is only a function of bHetiever’s limited
perception. (emphasis original)
Against Del Colle, a Spirit Christology such as Df©989, pp. 160-161) perceives
does not lead away from but towards the Trinityf®u1989, p. 149).

To return to systematics from this foray into kshlitheology, a moderate
Spirit Christology does not seek to supplant thaifyrbut is ultimately a more
thorough application of the doctrine périchoresigo the relationship of the Son and
the Holy Spirit (Del Colle, 1993, p. 105). Amongxemporary ecumenical
theologians, Jurgen Moltmann has done much to egwils ancient concept, touching
on it in most of his systematic works. He defipesichoresighusly:

An eternal life process takes place in the triuoel @rough the exchange of

energies. The Father exists in the Son, the Sdreifrather, and both of them

in the Spirit, just as the Spirit exists in botlke fRather and the Son. By virtue
of their eternal love they live in one anotheruatsan extent, and dwell in

one another to such an extent, that they are dh@trhann, 1981, pp. 174—
175)

Once againperichoresigs a concept mostly applied to the ontologicakaspf the
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intra-trinitarian relationships, but it also hagimations for a functional Spirit
Christology. If the persons of the Trinity, throutjeir love, so thoroughly
interpenetrate one another so as to be utterlyisible, it logically follows that this
unity carries on to their work as well. In speakaighe work of Christ, it is

impossible to speak of his work alone without dssing the work of the Father and

of the Spirit. Much attention has been given tort#lationship between the Father and
the Son in both ontological and functional Chrisgyl but less to that of the Son and
the Spirit. Pentecostals can learn—and are learamgch from Moltmann in this
area.

A functional Spirit Christology should redress theglect of the Spirit's work.
Salvation is the work of Christ, but the work oét8pirit coinheres with that
salvation. The pentecostal fourfold gospel effeadtivexplores the different
dimensions of the present experience of salvatiah€hrist brings, but it should do
more to emphasize the work of the Spirit as ittesldo each of those dimensions.
Indeed, in light of the discussion above aboutpd@dox of the presence of Christ
and the Spirit, the work of the Spirit should bereneadily discernible in Christian
experience. Jesus saves, but the Spirit regendfates 3:5). Jesus heals, but the
Spirit gives gifts of healings (1 Cor. 12:9). Jebagtizes and fills believers with the
Spirit so that the Spirit may enable them to camgithe work of Jesus (Acts 1:8).
Christians long for the Lord’s return, and the 8pangs with them (Rom. 8:23ff.)
Pentecostals should be at the forefront of expligathis reciprocity within the
salvific work of God and the potentialities of SpChristology.

It must be noted at this point that a pentecogtaitSChristology has palpable
limits, namely with regard to the operation of 8rit in the world outside of the
Christian church and the witness of its peoples &llowable to probe Christ’'s work
through the Spirit’s, as this study intends, afitllst considered genuinely
pentecostal. However, while study of the Spirit rhbagin the theological exercise, it
cannot end it. For pentecostals, the terminatingtpoust always be Christ. The
tension present here is best illustrated by anangh between Harvey Cox and
charismatic theologian J. Rodman Williams at Reg#mversity on April 24, 1995, at
a lecture the researcher attended. Cox spoke deqostalism as a recovery of primal
spirituality, a major theme from his new woFkre from heaver{1995), which draws
parallels between the movement and other religeogsessions such as Korean
shamanism. In his response, Williams questioneda&at his lack of mention of
Jesus Christ in discussing the work of the Spiriix rejoined by raising the issue of
thefilioque. In one sense, his rejoinder was a deflection dfafs’s pointed
criticism—Williams’s question was not really abahéfilioque, which he rejects
(Williams, 1990, p. 153), but Christian particutam—Dbut in another, it highlighted
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the central theological issue perfectly. For pevsgéals, the ministry of the Spirit
proceeds from the Father as well as the Son; hik i8dimited to those tasks that
Jesus mentioned in John 14-16 and as describbd nes$t of the New Testament.

As conservative and soteriologically exclusivistiGtians, pentecostals
generally do not accept that the Spirit is actiweag non-Christians in any way other
than the evangelistic ministry of calling and cartian (John 16:8-11); Assemblies of
God theologian Amos Yong is a notable exceptiors¢®) 2006). For this reason,
pentecostals have criticized much of the agendaeo€anberra assembly of the WCC
in 1991, which chose as its theme, “Come, Holyi§pas well as pneumatologies
such as Moltmann’s (1992) in which the Holy Sgsiperceived to be recast as a
immanent world-spirit less personal than is bibljcpustifiable (Chan, 1994, pp. 38—
40; Stibbe, 1994, pp. 12-16). Moltmann (1994, p.l6® responded that he is simply
balancing out the opposite extremes of the evéuential Barth, in whose shadow
every German theologian works. Part of the tenkemne arises from the thematic
disagreement between conservatives and non-cotisevaver salvation as personal
and individualistic versus salvation as social hatlistic. The former could
sometimes be considered guilty of neglecting bablgtatements from Gen. 1:2
onwards that express the unqualified universalgmes of the Spirit of God; if so, the
latter may be equally guilty of using such statetaén support too much. There is, in
all likelihood, a happy place of meeting betweesntiio extremes, but this will
remain a sensitive issue in dialogues between pesii@ and ecumenical theologies.

In conclusion, a truly pentecostal Christology,vdreg on both the
movement’s history and potential, is a functiongiri® Christology. Functionalism is
the essential character of the movement's traditispmbol of faith, the fourfold or
fivefold gospel of Jesus as savior, healer, saactibaptizer with the Holy Spirit, and
coming king. All of these functions are relatedhe present and future experiences of
Christian believers; even though pentecostalismahasdency towards
Christocentrism, its interpretation of the gosgelesus Christ is strongly human-
oriented. Accordingly, the from below approachppmpriate for a pentecostal
Christology, particularly as it engages mainlinedlogies for which this is the normal
methodology. This exploration of the work of Chiagto uses the concept of Spirit
Christology as a tool for reversing the backwardliagon in pentecostal and other
theologies where the Spirit is known only throudtri€t and his work. A genuinely
pentecostal Christology should have a strong pné&arfi@vor that acknowledges the
perichoresis of the Trinity, which should permeate all aspexdft€hristian theology.
The fourfold gospel of pentecostalism is also chtlee full gospel. Pentecostals
believe that it is only when all its points areluded that the gospel, the message of
salvation, is fully preached. In parallel, ecumahtbeologies have also explored what
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full salvation means, including but not limitedttee social, economic, and political
dimensions. Synthesis of the two can expand theitdeh of what the full gospel and
full salvation mean and lead to what Walter Kagppéi76, pp. 20-21) calls a
“universally responsible Christology.”



CHAPTER 3
THE FOURFOLD GOSPEL OF THE SAVIOR

3.1 Jesus as Savior: The Gospel of Full Salvation

All of the fourfold gospel may be summarized by title of Jesus as savior; it
is the gospel of full salvation. As savior, Jesistifies, saving sinners from the
penalty of sin. As sanctifier, he cleanses beligyem the presence and power of sin.
As baptizer, he empowers believers to bring salwaid others. As healer, he saves
from sickness, and as coming king, he saves foréwgenoted in 82.1.3.1, this
expression serves as the theological foundatiail tthe major branches of
pentecostalism. In the fourfold gospel, Christolagg soteriology converge; the
message is not primarily salvation or sanctifiaaoo healing but Jesus Christ, the one
who brings these benefits to those who believeisCisrthe subject and center of
pentecostal faith, and the themes of the gosped hawexistence or meaning outside
of their relation to the center (Vondey, 2001, $p-34). In other words, the titles of
Christ depict his various functions as the one Land savior.

The order of the titles in the fourfold gospel earsomewhat from group to
group, usually in deference to the group’s inteigiren of the function of
sanctification. In the original holiness pentecbitanch, the full gospel is actually
fivefold; Jesus is savior, sanctifier, baptizeralee, and coming king. Non-
methodistic or “baptistic” pentecostals merge sasaitd sanctifier, whereas non-
pentecostal holiness groups, not treated heretegaactifier and baptizer. Oneness
pentecostalism, also not treated here in mainapséls the three crises of salvation
into one, producing a threefold gospel. As the t§ourfold gospel” is by far the
best-known expression due to the numerical supsrioirthe baptistic branch of
pentecostalism, it is the term used in this sttidyugh all five functions are
addressed. The functions are examined in the ofd&vior, healer, baptizer, and
coming king, with sanctifier discussed at the ehthe chapter as an epilogue, both
because of the controversy of the doctrine witlantpcostalism itself and because of
value of the doctrine of sanctification as a retdation of all dimensions of
salvation. The order used here is also intend@idawde a logical structure for
understanding the progress of the experience dChest's work and to facilitate
synthesis with ecumenical views.
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3.1.1 Justification: Solidarity with the Reformation

Justification by faith is, of course, the distivetiand central doctrine of
protestantism. Martin Luther called it “the artitdg which the church stands or falls”;
protestants see it as the heart of the Christisssage of salvation. Ever since the
Reformation, it has figured prominently in all prstant theologies. The neo-orthodox
theologians gave it much attention, and it is aprissue in the ecumenical
movement. Emil Brunner (1962, p. 191) concurredhWitther’'s judgment,
pronouncing the Pauline doctrine of justificatigh€ true centre and climax of the
Christian message” and the one doctrine distingugs@hristianity the most from
other religions (p. 206). Rudolf Bultmann (19588@) saw his program of
demythologization as “the radical application ¢ ttoctrine of justification by faith
to the sphere of knowledge and thought.” A veryonignt development for
ecumenical theology was the signing in 1999 oflihiat declaration on the doctrine
of justificationby the Lutheran World Federation and Roman Cath©hiurch in
which both ecclesiastical bodies acknowledged comground in their
understanding of the doctrine. Not surprisinglguth an endeavor, there have been
voices of objection and dissent (Dorman, 2001) dyudny estimation, it represents a
monumental step towards the resolution of a majotrthal controversy and greater
Christian unity. The evangelical movement likewgsritizes justification by faith
(Runia, 1997); indeed, along with the authorityref Scriptures, it is the greatest
uniter of the various conservative streams.

The pentecostal tradition stands in agreement thiédke streams. When
pentecostals speak of salvation, it refers firgigmsonal experience of justification
coupled with regeneration and adoption (Arringtb®93, pp. 210-227; Pecota, 1995,
pp. 364—-368), although of these three dimensi@ggneration probably receives the
most attention (Macchia, 2003a, pp. 133-134). Apdcifically relates to
justification, pentecostals have little to conttdto ecumenical discussions in terms
of formal theology. This is deliberate, for pentsteds view themselves in continuity
with the Reformation, if not with classical refordhtheology. In other words, they see
themselves as theological and spiritual heirs ahéu(Synan, 1981, p. 39), if not
Calvin. Pentecostal soteriology is definitely petémt, affirming the Reformation’s
central message abla fideandsola gratia While this was not always evident in the
writings of the early movement (e.g., Seymour, 2@0 65-80), the official articles
of faith of major pentecostal denominations sucthasAssemblies of God (Carlson,
1977, p. 126 85) and the International Church efRbursquare Gospel (McPherson
& Cox, 1969, pp. 275-277, 8IV. & 8V.) include larage clearly affirming these
central teachings of the Reformation. Most pentit®siccept the penal substitution
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theory of the atonement as the most biblicallyecr{Pecota, 1995, pp. 342-343),
which in turn colors all of their soteriology. Indse aspects, mainstream pentecostal
theologies differ little from conservative evangaliones.

Where pentecostalism differs most from both magastr evangelical and
ecumenical reformed theologies is in the Arminibaracter of its soteriology. Except
for an understanding of depravity, if not inabilitigat approximates the reformed
(Hollenweger, 1972, p. 319), pentecostals as aavtiehy the other four points of
classical Calvinism. A representative example @itpeostal soteriology is Daniel B.
Pecota’s (1995) chapter in the systematic thedlegypook published by the
Assemblies of God, a major denomination that isetones erroneously referred to as
“reformed pentecostal.” Consistent with the comrpoactice of broader modern
revivalism, pentecostals rarely if ever preacheach election and predestination, and
when discussed theologically, these concepts &@rdinated to God’s
foreknowledge of human response to his invitatibgrace (pp. 355-359).
Pentecostals vehemently reject the doctrine otdichatonement (pp. 351-354); the
invitation of grace is for all but may be resis{pd. 359-361). Eternal security or
perseverance is not absolutely guaranteed (pp.33@3-though pentecostals have
various ideas about when and how salvation mapdte What must be recognized, as
pentecostals firmly protest, is that their theoltgrminian but not Pelagian (Land,
1993, p. 221). Faith and grace, not human worlesearphasized; the only
cooperation humans offer in God’s work of salvat®by way of response. A case
can be made for leveling charges of Pelagianisimaditires of some pentecostals’
practices and piety after justification but not &ds their teaching of the beginnings
of salvation and the entry into grace. For instancemajor branch besides the non-
trinitarian oneness grouping (Boyd, 1992, pp. 13b+-Reed, 2002, pp. 943-944)
holds water baptism, Spirit baptism, or speakingpirgues as absolute preconditions
of salvation. Pentecostals contend that Calvinisesdchot have a monopoly on
protestantism and that their Arminian gospel i€augnely Christian gospel. In the
doctrine of salvation, therefore, there is moreeagrent than disagreement with the
major protestant traditions.

Related to justification, there are two questiopsvhich pentecostalism
challenges and is challenged by ecumenical theolbgg first concerns the language
and expression of justification: how is saving gragperienced? This, as will be
shown, is a superficial difference of form, noteegse, and is accordingly a difference
rather than a real disagreement. The second qoesfoesents a more serious
soteriological problem: what happens after jusdtiien? Justification is not the end of
salvation, which biblically embraces the entire lamnperson, even all of creation
(Rom. 8:19-22). What happens to those who ardipgstiand to what extent and
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dimensions does the saving work of Christ affeetrtlives and the world around
them? Pentecostals answer this question with tb&ide of subsequence, which
holds that there are distinct stages to the no@haiktian life. It is this doctrine, even
more than the movement’s general Arminianism, ¢hatvs the most criticism from
non-pentecostals.

3.1.2 The Language of Salvation: Revivalism and Estentialism
Pentecostalism communicates the message of salvatrevivalistic terms; it
is variously described as “getting saved,” “acagptiesus,” “making a decision for
Christ,” or “getting right with God.” Most commonlit is seen as regeneration, the
entrance into a new life. Salvation as regenerasiaften portrayed in highly
dramatic language:
We believe that the change which takes place iméaet and life at
conversion is a very real one; that the sinnenes tborn again in such a
glorious and transforming manner that old things@assed away and all
things are become new; insomuch that the thinge arast desired are now
abhorred, Whilstdic] the things once abhorred are now held most saurdd
dear; and that now having had imputed to him tyleteousness of the
Redeemer and having received of the Spirit of CAmew desires, new
aspirations, new interests, and a new perspectiie otime, and eternity,
fills the blood-washed heart so that this desimos to openly confess and
serve the Master, seeking ever those things whiegllaove. (McPherson &
Cox, 1969, p. 278 8VIl.)
The new birth is an individualistic, deeply persameperience, consciously sought
and received. It occurs in a moment when faitHasqd in Jesus’ atoning work, often
in the context of an altar call and a public prefes of faith in keeping with revivalist
tradition. This expectation of salvation as a sresxperience is by no means exclusive
to pentecostalism. Theologically, evangelicalisrd pantecostalism stand on
different positions on the Calvinist-Arminian condium, but in practice, there is great
similarity between the two movements in this aRth originated in American
revivalism, in which persuasive evangelism and @eakdecision figure prominently,
regardless of theological perspective. One oféxébbok characteristics of a neo-
evangelical—a term usually defined so as to inclugletecostals and exclude
fundamentalists—is not having problems with Billyg@am, the epitome of the
modern evangelistic altar call (Synan, 2002c, 8)65
One area of contrast is in the emotion and exulserahthe pentecostal call to
salvation. Besides contributing sociological fastdhere is a motivating goal behind

such fervency, the assurance of the reality oettperience of the new birth. That

SAccording to this statement of faith, the initiabeption of the Spirit occurs at regeneration,
not Spirit baptism. Many similar statements by ofentecostal groups can be easily found. This
refutes the common charge that pentecostals dbetietve non-pentecostals have received the Spirit.
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one’s sins are forgiven is not be merely objecyivelieved but subjectively known.
Salvation is not only a transaction carried outéaven but must be manifested in a
believer’s life. If evidence of a transformed ligenot forthcoming, a person is judged
as not genuinely born again (Arrington, 1993, @8-219). Consequently, preachers
and their respondents put extra effort into malsage they “get it right.” As not all
Christian traditions place as great an emphasmubnard religious expression, this
has sometimes had the unfortunate result of pesti@samot acknowledging God'’s
salvific work among other churches (Hollenwegei72,9p. 317-318). Time brings
moderation to all new movements, and salvation eapees in the following
generations are generally less dramatic than imihal revival.

More cerebral Christian traditions are typifiedpdesying down or even
disdaining the enthusiasm of revivalism and therpretation of justification-
regeneration as a crisis experience. Yet, mangeofteat theologians of the
Enlightenment age and beyond emphasized and eughtsiinat aspect of salvation.
The language is different, more intellectual, aftdrothe concept is expressed in
existential terms. Gotthold Lessing (1956, p. S&)erfully laid out the problem of
the “ugly, broad ditch” of history separating canfgorary human beings from
immediate experience of biblical facts. Sgren Kegard saw the solution to this
problem in an existential “leap of faith” that temended reason as well as the ditch
(Erickson, 1991, p. 126). Kierkegaard'’s ideas dyeatluenced the later neo-
orthodox theologians. Brunner (1943) wrote on thedivity and subjectivity of
faith and salvation as the divine-human encouiiteis area of concern is particularly
evident in the earlier stage of Barth’s theologgn@nenting on the evangelistically
important verses of Romans 10:9-11, he stated:

Set unobservably over against the place where llved@ stands with all its

possibilities, we encounter—as the impossible pigyiof all possibilities,

as the abyss into which no man can leap, and iethich we do all leap—

these three: the Lord, Resurrection, and FaithitfBa933, p. 381)

The result of this leap is an encounter with J&iusst himself. Faith in this regard is
concerned only with commitment to him and receptbthe freedom he gives,
without reference to creed, dogma, or even theeHibelf (Barth, 19564, pp. 759-761
(CD IV.1)). Real saving faith is relational and exntial and not primarily

cognitive. With this assessment most pentecostaigdihave no disagreement.

Bultmann (1984) took this existential perspectielfer with the
understanding of salvation as entrance into “adtbexistence,” a concept he
borrowed from Martin Heidegger. Inauthentic existers the life outside of faith, the
life encumbered by “the flesh,” which is not theygpical body but sin, the pride of
achievement, the cares of the world and all thaaissient within it (pp. 15-17). A
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“genuine human life,” on the other hand, is “litectording to the Spirit’ or life ‘in
faith” (p. 17). This life comes about through theace of God, which is appropriated
by faith. Faith itself is a personal decision, stnmg that individuals resolutely
choose (p. 20), and requires “radical submissiocBdd” (p. 18). The grace received
results in the forgiveness of sin, freeing humandgefrom their pasts and radically
orienting them to the future existence of and v@thd. The new birth is thus an
eschatological new creation (pp. 17-19).

Bultmann’s conception of authentic existence is/hgaontextualized, a
reflection of and response to the prevailing spifithe modern era in which he lived.
Although he focused much attention on the roleurh&n action and decision (cf.
Williams, 1965, pp. 156—-157), ultimately the entrip authentic existence was the
act of God alone through Christ (Bultmann, 1984,243-32). In this, his message
was authentically a Christian one, not merely @ajzhical, and his gospel protestant.
Despite the intense criticism Bultmann receivesanservative circles, there is much
in his thought that resonates with the pentecg@s&aleption of life and salvation. The
passages dflew Testament and mythologferenced in the previous paragraph are a
beautiful interpretation of the new birth and cobkread without hesitation from a
pentecostal pulpit; they would receive a hearty &¥i in response as long as the
author was not identified. The experiential faiftpentecostalism can draw much
support from this surprising source, and its thgplcan be enriched through dialogue
with the thought of Bultmann and other modern thg@ns. All these expressions
such as encounter with God, making a decisionnéwebirth, entry into authentic
existence, entry into grace, and so forth, esdgntiascribe the same salvific work of
God. Each expression is appropriate for and madesesof different contexts, and
each brings out a different aspect of New Testarsaination.

On a final note, salvation in pentecostalism isestgy/pically emotional while
neo-orthodoxy is more intellectual, but betweenttine there is agreement: the
experience is what counts. In this the two strediffisr from evangelicalism, which is
actually the more rationalistic theology in thie@rAs noted above, in evangelicalism
justification may well occur through an experient@motional conversion, just as it
commonly does in pentecostalism. However, theolilyicthis stream places special
emphasis on the instrumentality of the Word of Gosdalvation (1 Pet. 1:23-25),
which is identical to the Scriptures (“The Chicagatement on biblical inerrancy”,
1978). Accordingly, the Bible is given a promingtdce in the evangelical message
of salvation, and biblical apologetics feature istfiy in the movement’s evangelistic
practices. Justification is by faith, trust in ferson and work of Christ, but
existential involvement is secondary to rationaegtance of biblical facts (cf.
Brunner, 1952, pp. 341-342). In evangelical thee®that lean towards
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fundamentalism, the idea of a “leap of faith” iseof rejected and dismissed as
irrational fideism. “God never calls on a persomtake a blind leap of faith,” writes
apologist Norman L. Geisler (1979, p. 338; cf. Hafas, 1991). Since the Bible is
inerrant, it provides a watertight base for beliefving no room for doubt, only
ignorance. Doubt is a moral problem, not an intéllal one, and ignorance can be
removed through further Bible study. Taken to extethis view ironically twists the
doctrine of justification by faith in Christ alom&o justification by knowledge; a
clear illustration of this is the fundamentalistdency to view “liberal” Christians
who do not assent to inerrancy as not really Ganstr saved (Brunner, 1952,

pp. 369-371). This view must be rejected; afterBalltmann’s work was itself a type
of apologetics, and belief in inerrancy is itsefbem of fideism contingent upon the
arrival of the final harmonization (e.g., LindsdlB76, pp. 181-183; cf. Bauman,
1986, pp. 322-324). Pentecostals may disagreetiathresuppositions of more
liberal traditions, but they can appreciate akmpts to communicate the message of
the gospel as a real and personal experiencedhadrtls a super-rational faith
(Bultmann, 1984, p. 42).

3.1.3 Subsequence: Conflict with the Protestant Mayity

Where pentecostalism differs most strongly withlitranal protestant
theology—and far less so with Roman Catholicism twedEastern traditions—is in
the doctrine of subsequence, the claim of normatnhaeidentifiable crisis experiences
occurring after justification. Pentecostals seentbelves as heirs of Luther and the
Reformation, but the restoration of the full, bdali gospel was not completed with the
recovery of justification by faith. The second mef@tion came through Wesley with
the recovery of the doctrine of entire sanctificator “Christian perfection.” The
pentecostal movement is the third reformation rédoevery of the baptism in the Holy
Spirit with the evidence of speaking in tongues tredreclamation of the
supernatural gifts of the Spirit (Synan, 1981, 3-40). Just as these reformations
succeeded one another in Christian history, sethegeriences are to follow one
another in the life of every Christian. Salvatiegms, not ends, with justification;
sanctification, Spirit baptism, and expressionspfitual gifts should normatively
follow. These experiences may be separated bygihgperiod of time, so different
Christians may find themselves at different plamestages in the order of salvation.
For pentecostals, this series of stages is a doog;tthe grace of God in Christ does
not provide just the singular blessing of justifioa, the forgiveness of sins, but
second, third, and sometimes even other bless#ag$, of which should be
experienced just as vitally as the first (Land,3,9%. 117-119).
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3.1.3.1 The Charge of “Spiritual Elitism”

The doctrine of subsequence draws immediate amti¢rom theologies of the
reformed and Lutheran persuasions to both theteftright of pentecostalism.
Besides specific criticisms of the pentecostal bioes of sanctification and Spirit
baptism that will be addressed later, non-pentatsbmmonly raise two principled
and related objections to the concept of subseguengeneral. One involves
theological defense of the supremacy of justifmatithe other expresses pastoral
concerns about spiritual elitism. These concertiso@iaddressed in tandem.

“Spiritual elitism” is a ubiquitous concern raiseddiscussions of pentecostal
subsequence (e.g., Dunn, 1996, p. 111), whetherutith regard to Spirit baptism or
Wesleyan sanctification. Subsequence is perceisastiggesting different categories
or levels of Christians, some higher than othérse¢ond-blessing sanctification
subsequent to justification is claimed by someitig@ication is that they are
sanctified Christians and others are not. SimiJaljpsequent Spirit baptism implies
that some are filled with and empowered by theiSgmd others are not. Non-
Pentecostals are disturbed by insinuations thae kesome deficiency in their lives
as Christians, to say nothing of the faith of thei§€ian church as a whole prior to
1901. Pentecostals have largely accepted the tyatifithis perception, and much
effort is expended in dialogue with other tradiBon assuring that elitism is not their
intention.

Rather than automatically moving to eliminate alcdmforts arising from
this subject, it would behoove all parties concdreseek greater understanding of
this charge and its ramifications. Spiritual eftitiss one matter; the identification and
rectification of deficiencies is another. Much dirStian preaching, teaching, and
dialogue involves the recognition and correctionleficiencies in one’s self and
one’s hearers. The pursuit of holiness and enginetsfication did not originate in a
desire to be better than others or form an exobusoterie of spiritual elite but to be
better than one’s own present condition. Similat, doctrine of Holy Spirit baptism
with the evidence of speaking in tongues arose ttwrecognition by contemporary
believers that they personally lacked somethinditeeChristians had. Pentecostals
by no means have had a monopoly on the discovdnpbtal teachings that demand
personal correction. Liberation theologians haveedGhristianity a great service by
recovering the biblical teaching of God'’s preferandption for the poor and
prophetically calling the church to do better iras where it has been lacking. Karl
Barth sought to correct theologies that instea@ad were simply talking about
humanity “in a loud voice.” Jesus himself told dhat he loved, “You lack one thing”
(Mark 10:21). This is why recognition of the valokedifferent theological systems is
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so important. The purpose of dialogue is not fatony over the other, leading to
theological homogenization, but for mutual edificatand correction. Without
openness to the possibility that deficiencies ie’'®own positions may be revealed,
one cannot enter dialogue with sincerity.

3.1.3.2 Subsequence as a Defense of Justificayiéiaibh

There is a perennial anxiety in some circles ofgatant theology that any
expanded understanding of salvation, whether ibliee area of sanctification or
subsequent Spirit baptism, will undermine the doetof justification by faith alone
and threaten to roll back the Reformation (e.glléthaveger, 1972, pp. 328-330).
Often overlooked, however, is the role that subsage can serve in the defense of
the integrity of the doctrine and experience ofificstion. There are those,
pentecostal and non-pentecostal, who are eagetl&pse the different experiences
promoted by pentecostals as subsequent to jusitiicanto the singular event—
whether it be a crisis or a process—of justificattegeneration. For example, Chilean
pentecostal pastor and scholar Juan Sepulveda,(fip9605—-106) sees the classical,
Anglo pentecostabrdo salutiswith its multiple events as too complex and
incongruent with the testimonies of Chilean pentégis. Most of these instead report
a singular transformational encounter using theeggptial language discussed above,
describing it as becoming a new being, receivingw life, meeting the Lord, and so
forth:

[T]he same experience is seen simultaneously asndiittonal acceptance on

the part of God (justification), as the beginnirig@mew life (sanctification),

as reception of a new power to sustain new life ostile social and cultural

environment, and as sharing and communicatingpitwger to others (Baptism

in the Holy Spirit?) (Sepulveda, 1996, p. 106)
While he acknowledges this is more strictly an geical than pentecostal schema,
Chilean pentecostals still view their experiencéhasoughly pentecostal with its
accompanying phenomena of tongues, visions, enatexuberance, and so forth.

Sepulveda’s view resonates with James D. G. Dué8g/1pp. 112-113),
long-time friendly critic of the pentecostal movemheDunn argues that pentecostals
err in separating Spirit baptism from justificatiand regeneration; he understands all
of these soteriological elements as componentsegptocess or event of conversion-
initiation. He insightfully points out that variougrds the New Testament uses in
relation to salvation should be understood as nhetapdescribing the richness of the
experience of God’s grace, not technical theoldgerans. When theologians attempt
to assign a precise meaning to them, they draim thfetheir vitality. Pentecostals and
others misuse these metaphors when they creatietiestbarriers based on a
particular understanding or pattern of salvation.
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Dunn raises a valid point, but the question remag® whether or not the
initial salvific encounter, whatever it is called,able to bear the weight of the content
of all the New Testament’s diverse expressionmdfmany other elements are
combined with justification-regeneratiocspla fideandsola gratiamay become
endangered as other conditions are assigned exgezience. Within the pentecostal
movement itself, new adherents to the growing maer@mnwho did not come from
Wesleyan backgrounds quickly rejected the ideasettnd blessing” sanctification,
collapsing it into justification-regeneration in athwas known as the “finished work”
controversy discussed later. Although the finalitesas a more progressive view of
sanctification compatible with other protestantlitians, the initial doctrinal
formulations of this branch of pentecostalism iraglthat entire sanctification or
Christian perfection occurred at the moment ofifigsttion itself (Synan, 1971,

p. 148; Leggett, 1989, pp. 113-116), hardly briggstarity to the issue. Oneness
pentecostals went further and collapsed sanciificatvater baptism, and Spirit
baptism into a singular experience that can vepy@piately be described as a
“conversion-initiation.” The result was not a moeenpered pentecostalism with a
properly reformeardo salutisbut an exclusionary sectarianism that denies g8atva

to the rest of the Christian church that does a@than identical experience (Reed,
2002, pp. 943-944). This can be dismissed as fasmtj but it has happened time and
time again whenever some criteria is establishexakence of salvation, be it
tongues, water baptism, a certain level of outwenithess, or so forth, and it will
continue to happen whenever seekers discover fatetdvation in the Bible that do
not neatly conform to received theology. Sepulve@xample has not fallen into this
pattern but easily could if theological or popuwtansensus began to see one aspect of
the experience of transformation assitse qua nonBy keeping justification as
justification, as most conventional pentecostalstide spirit of the Reformatiospla
fide, is preserved, while making room for further stidvacts of God in the

Christian’s life.

3.1.3.3 The Christian Life Beyond Justification

Some prominent theologians who do not hold to dramcof subsequence
acknowledge that the present experience of salvatibails more than justification.
Karl Barth emphasized justification but refusedriake it the absolute center of
soteriology and theology, for which he too has irgxE much criticism in Lutheran
circles (Braaten, 1990, pp. 63—79). While he beliethat “[tlhere never was and
there never can be any true Christian Church with@idoctrine of justification,” he
rightly saw that it is not the one “Word of the @e¥ that the church has proclaimed
“semper, ubique et ab omniBi§Barth, 1956a, pp. 523-524 (CD IV.1)). Penteclssta
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who have preached a protestant message of sal\matiorot always emphasized
forensic justification (Macchia, 2003a, pp. 133-1B45-148), can draw comfort
from his defense:

Thearticulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiaanot the doctrine of justification as

such, but its basis and culmination: the confessfaresus Christ... the

knowledge of His being and activity for us and soamd with us. It could
probably be shown that this was also the opiniobubher. If here, as
everywhere, we allow Christ to be the centre, theiag-point and the
finishing point, we have no reason to fear thatdlvell be any lack of unity
and cohesion, and therefore of systematics in éisésense of the word.

(Barth, 19564, pp. 527-528 (CD IV.1))

He warned against the dangers caused by artifi@akolutizing justification and
giving it a monopoly over soteriology, especialig frequent problem of fusion and
confusion with sanctification (p. 528). InsteadrtBaviewed justification, along with
sanctification and calling, as one aspect of a moreprehensive triune doctrine of
reconciliation (Barth, 19564, pp. 520-521 (CD IYBjaaten, 1990, pp. 67—69).

Moltmann (1990, pp. 186-187) likewise agrees thatgstant theology errs
when it attempts to pack the sum of Christian soltegy into the one doctrine of
justification:

Because the raising of Christ shows this addedevaihal surplus over against

his death, the justification of sinners initiategracess of exuberant

intensification: justification — sanctification 4ogification (Rom 8.30).

Justifying faith is not yet the goal and end of iStg history. For every

individual believer it is no more than the begirqnof a way that leads to the

new creation of the world and to the justificatmnGod. That is why those
who are justified by faith are the people who “heingnd thirst” for
righteousness and justice (Matt. 5.6) and “arequerted for righteousness’

sake” (Matt. 5.10).

Going beyond Barth, he also sees that there is toaalvation than reconciliation,
which is not as prominent a biblical theme as Bar#fue it. The resurrection of Christ
has surplus “value” or merit that leads those figstito the transformational future of
new creation (Moltmann, 1990, pp. 187-189), whiatludes regeneration but is
more that it (Moltmann, 1992, pp. 152-153). “Thi &nd complete Protestant
doctrine of justification is a liberation theologie contends (Moltmann, 1992,

p. 128). Accordingly, Moltmann’s theology embraeasiore holistic soteriology that
expressly makes room for these different aspects.

Where pentecostals differ from Barth, Moltmann, atiters is in delineating
discrete and discernible stages of the overalifsajwocess. This belief in
subsequence is by no means unique; Dunn (1970)legtiticizes sacramentalists
for much the same reasons. Pentecostals have nbexahyits most vocal and

successful proponents. Subsequence is found imdisé ancient sacramental
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traditions with the distinction between baptism aodfirmation and as mentioned
above, finds great support within the theologyrlly, and mystical traditions of both
Roman catholicism and Eastern orthodoxy. The méshdabliness, and Keswick
“higher life” movements all contributed to the riskepentecostalism and its
soteriology of stages.

Pentecostal theologian Simon K. H. Chan (19992pp-211) ably defends
the doctrine of subsequence against the chargardtial elitism as well as positively
offers it as a framework for spiritual developmbayond justification. He sees the
chronological and experiential distinction betweenversion-initiation (justification
and regeneration) and Spirit baptism as a thedbgecessity similar to the
distinction between providence and miracles (p.)28idbsequent experiences of
grace are divine interventions that “interrupt ¢indinary flow of life,” though they
also belong to it. They represent real existemtsalsitions that cannot be viewed as
simply intensifications of the preexisting conditiestablished by conversion-
initiation, as some such as Dunn and third wavegsticals would like to interpret
them (p. 208). If the different aspects of salvatiqustification, regeneration,
sanctification, Spirit baptism, and so forth—ar#dagmsed into the single event of
conversion-initiation, soteriology loses its contiet with spiritual development:

[The charge of spiritual elitism] is misplacedhkttheological oneness of

conversion-initiation and Spirit-baptism leadshe tonclusion that the

Christian life is a matter of getting saved anchtbetting more and more

“Christ-like” without any clearly defined stagesspiritual development....

Evangelicals tend to see the Christian life astmgeindistinct blob. One is

expected to grow, but what the expected pattedewvélopment is seems

always hazy.... It is no wonder that Evangelicalsehaot produced a spiritual
theology that understands Christian progress mgesf some structure of

growth. (Chan, 1999, p. 208)

Justification is the beginning, not the end, of @teistian’s experience of
God’s plan of salvation. To acknowledge that treeeaspects and components of
salvation subsequent to it is not to deprecatéigegion nor to foster spiritual elitism
but to acknowledge the many different aspects ldfdal salvation. Justification by
faith is a vital, central teaching of Pauline tloapl, but to make justification the sum
of soteriology is to make the Reformation truly thetory of Paul over Jesus. It leads
to the neglect of teachings by Jesus about saratton (i.e., to “hunger and thirst” for
righteousness) as well as other dimensions of ®#&#iching. Most protestants,
reformed and otherwise, acknowledge the importandéellowing Jesus’ teachings
and intuitively integrate them into their actiohges, and worldviews. The challenge
of pentecostal soteriology to other protestantsyelbas to pentecostals themselves, is
to integrate these different strands not just athi@and practically but also
theologically.
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The diversity in unity of protestant soteriologyliastrated by the activities
and concerns of the three major streams, evangedimamenical, and pentecostal. All
three generally agree about justification; diffe@snare more technical and semantic
than essential. Yet, stereotypically, their fellbwvps concentrate on different interests.
In a WEF meeting, the topic of discussion may ree@round evangelism of non-
Christian people groups, whereas a WCC confereragefocus on peace and justice
issues, and a gathering of pentecostals may engehth® ministry of divine healing.
Each group may charge the others of neglectingeh&al mission of the church, yet
all three topics were addressed by Jesus in thgetpsSimilarly, evangelicals
emphasize the individual, personal aspect of salvatvhereas liberationists stress
collective and social salvation (Karkkainen, 2008, 228—-229, 231); both are correct.
Misunderstandings arise when an attempt is mabl@d¢e the entire contents of
biblical teaching about salvation into a singleegairy as is sometimes done with
justification. Rather than focusing entirely on @spect of the gospel, it is better to
acknowledge that the Christian mission is multi-elivsional, and that different
members of the church are called and gifted to eotnate on different aspects. The
fourfold or fivefold gospel of pentecostalism isvegtimes called the “full gospel.” By
itself, it is not. The full gospel is all the misaiJesus gave the church to do, and no
one branch or tradition can do it all on its owmlyO~vhen the streams converge and
are allowed to become the river of the living watkGod'’s Spirit is the full gospel
present and all the functions of salvation opeeativ

With regard to the functions of Christ, the doatrof subsequence
acknowledges that not all the work of Christ isamplished at once. One of the
deficiencies of the satisfaction and penal suligtititheories of the atonement that
have dominated protestant theology, including pmgtlism, is that they do not fully
answer the questionCur deus homd2Jesus’ salvific work is limited to his death on
the cross, and the period between the incarnatidrGood Friday, namely the life,
teaching, and miracles of Christ, has no real, dational theological value. This does
not accurately reflect the biblical message. Theendesus means “the Lord is
salvation,” and all aspects of the life of Christ ariented to the salvation of others.
He came to “seek and save the lost” (Luke 19:941@) only to die for them. While
the crucifixion is unquestionably the heart of @leristian doctrine of atonement, the
events of the life of Christ before and after irevalso salvific; he was thus able to
proclaim that salvation had come “today” for Zacais Likewise, his salvific work
continues when his followers carry out his misqiGol. 1:24). A complete
soteriology acknowledges that some aspects oftsavaere accomplished during
Christ’s earthly ministry; others are effected aings in individuals’ lives, and some
await theeschatonThe pentecostal fourfold gospel explores theBerdnt aspects of
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soteriology, and the doctrine of subsequence pesvadway for individuals to
experience salvation as both fulfilment and aptdgion.

3.1.4 Justification, Regeneration, and Adoption aBunctions of Christ and the
Spirit

Justification is rightly esteemed in protestanbtbgy. It represents the
culmination of the work of Christ, the outcome of bompassionate sufferings on the
cross. Nothing can or should be said to diminish tfiet, the traditional protestant
way of looking at justification and salvation, whits shared by pentecostalism
(Studebaker, 2003, pp. 252-253), is not withoutdrfgrtions. Again, one defect of
the generally accepted understanding of the atongtiee satisfaction/penal
substitution theory, is that it tends to causerfragtation in Christology and
soteriology. Not only does it isolate the deatiCafist from the rest of his life and
ministry, ultimately emptying the latter of any uersal soteriological significance, it
also does not provide any major role for the HgyriBin salvation. In a thought-
provoking article, pentecostal Steven M. Studeb§k@03, p. 254) explains how the
forensic understanding of justification in protedgtacholastic thought, which is also
accepted by pentecostalism, subordinates the Spirit

Due to its penal emphasis, justification is linkeith Christ's work on the

cross. As such, justification is christocentric dngge the Spirit's work is not

constitutive of justification. The Spirit plays @rdn instrumental role in

justification by drawing the person to faith in gamction with the written

and/or declared Word of God.
The New Testament, however, does not hold sucarklgdefined view and neither
did the church for most of the period before Anséhulén, 1931, pp. 1-7). Even in
Paul’s thought, the work of Christ on the crossvpted justification, but justification
is also somehow related to the resurrection (Ro#%,4:10), which was a work of
the Holy Spirit (Rom. 1:4, 8:11). Christ accompéshsalvation, yet he could not have
done so apart from the Spirit who anointed him as$/kh (Moltmann, 1992, pp. 58—
71). The work of the atonement involved not only gayment for sin but also the
conquest of death through the life-giving powethaf Spirit. In all things, the Trinity
is not divided, and the work of one Person caneasblated from the other two.

It follows that resurrection can be used as a ninetafor salvation,
specifically as regeneration. It is used in thiswmex especially in the Johannine
literature. The words of Jesus in John 5:21-25easonably be interpreted this way,
and there is also a connection in 20:22, a pagbafi@entecostals understand as the
giving of the Spirit in regeneration prior to sugggent Spirit baptism. Augustine
(1999a, Book XX:6) also interpreted Rev. 20:4-6his manner, connecting the first
resurrection with justification. In the theologytbk reformers, however, regeneration
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received little attention other than as an outcomjestification (Moltmann, 1992,

pp. 144-145). It was left to pietism, liberalismdaevivalism to embrace
regeneration as an image of salvation and developther. Regeneration, as a
spiritual coming to life or resurrection, represetiite more subjective, personal aspect
of salvation.

Seen in this light, the role of the Spirit in sdalea becomes much more
prominent, and the traditional perspective requs@se adjustment. Within
protestant orthodoxy, justification is normally @mstood as the objective aspect of
salvation, the Christological component, and séination is the subjective aspect,
the primary pneumatological component (Studeb&@®3, pp. 253-257). Because of
the concern to keep sanctification from becomingfleted with justification and
moving away from @ola fideposition, sanctification is distinguished from and
subordinated to justification, and so accordinglyhie work of the Spirit. While the
intention is laudable, the end result is problemas will be shown in 83.5,
sanctification cannot be rightly apprehended in thmeplogical system when it is
made to be something parallel or subordinate tifigegion; it is a much broader
concept than that. The work of the Spirit is alsarenthan just the application of
benefits of Christ’'s work.

In accord with the model of a functional Spirit @Gbology, justification and
regeneration, not sanctification, are seen aslpheaid equally important aspects of
the singular work of salvation (Moltmann, 1992, pp7-149, 152-153). Justification
is the objective, from above aspect of salvatibrepresents Christ’'s work in
salvation, from his suffering on the cross to lssemsion and mediative session.
Forensic justification is the legal proclamatiortlod righteousness of the sinner, a
necessarily non-emotional, non-experiential trafisabdetween Christ and God. Its
objective character was naturally attractive tortteee cerebral magisterial reformers.
Conversely but complementarily, regeneration repressthe from below, subjective
aspect of salvation. It represents the Spirit'skworsalvation, bringing new life to the
fallen body of Jesus in the resurrection, and tsailly resurrecting believers to new
life in their regeneration. It captures the ematipexperiential aspect of the crisis of
salvation. It is not surprising that this imagesafvation would appeal more strongly
to pietists and revivalists, including pentecostals

A third image of salvation, adoption, joins justdtion and regeneration
together in synthesis. Adoption normally receiesslattention than the other two
images, but interestingly, pentecostal systemh#olbgies typically give it a
prominent place in their soteriology sections (eAgrington, 1993, pp. 219-227;
Pecota, 1995, pp. 367-68). Adoption beautifullytaegs theperichoresisor
reciprocity of the work of Christ and the Spiritsalvation (Rom. 8:14-17, Gal. 4:4—
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7). In justification, the work of Christ, the gudf sinners is remitted (Rom. 4:5-8),
and they acquire a new, objective status of riggniding before God. In the Spirit's
work of regeneration, they receive life as new toga. In the words of 1 Peter 1:3,
believers are “born again to a living hope throtlgilresurrection of Jesus Christ
from the dead,” a reality subjectively experiendadadoption, the two are
synthesized. God sends forth the “Spirit of adaptiovho witnesses to believers they
are children of God and joint-heirs with Christ.€lihstatus as righteous, new
creations of God is confirmed objectively and satwely. They have parity with
Christ, not ontologically, for Christ’s sonshipldg generation, not adoption, but
relationally and functionally. Christ brought s&lea to the world; in the Spirit,
Christians are to bear salvation and share itl] itsaaspects and richness, in the
world.

Studebaker (2003, pp. 266—269), building on thekwadiFrank D. Macchia,
illustrates this threefold experience of salvas@srthe reciprocal work of Christ and
the Spirit using events from the life of Christistmodel is referred to alternatively as
redemptive justification or redemptive soteriologe describes this view of the
atonement thusly:

The objective work of Christ is not the satisfaotaf a principle of justice, but

rather, it is Christ’'s assumption of humanity’saktion from God and his

restoration to fellowship with the Father throupk tesurrection and
ascension. As Christ died for sin, was raised to life, and ascended to the

Father, so the believer dies to sin, is raiseckts life, and is drawn into the

ambit of the trinitarian fellowship. Since the dgaesurrection and ascension

of Christ occur in the power of the Spirit, the waif the Spirit is constitutive
of justification and salvation itself. The work tbie Spirit in the soteriological
process therefore is not secondary to the workhoisG but is inextricably

united with Christ’s work of redemption. (Studebgk003, p. 268)

In this model, the Spirit reproduces the redemptreek of Christ in the experience of
salvation. Justification corresponds to Christ’attieon the cross, regeneration to
Christ’s resurrection, and adoption—Studebaker do¢€mploy this term at this
point, but it is implied in his phrase, “restoratitm fellowship [with God]'—
corresponds to the ascension. Understood in thimarathe entirety of salvation is
equally the work of Christ and the Spirit. This nrebdf soteriology, if developed
further, has great potential as it responsiblyudes more biblical dimensions and
foci than protestant soteriologies typically dohwiiheir singular focus on justification.
It also illustrates how pentecostal Christologyaadpirit Christology can contribute to
a fuller ecumenical theology.

3.2 Jesus as Healer: Spiritual and Physical Salvain
It is a linguistic, biblical, and theological errar see salvation in terms of
justification alone, especially when justificatimunderstood primarily as a post-
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death gaining of heaven and escaping of hell. w Nestament Greek, “salvation”
(cdlow, cotpia) can be used as a virtual synonym for “healinggezially in the
synoptic Gospels (e.g., Mark 5:34, Luke 17:19)v&a&bn means wholeness, the well-
being of the entire person. Healing and salvatemmot be separated; both encompass
the physical as well as the spiritual:

In the healings of Jesus)(w never refers to a single member of the body but

always to the whole man, and it is especially sigant in view of the

important phrase “thy faith hath saved thee.” Theice of the word leaves
room for the view that the healing power of Jesu$the saving power of

faith go beyond physical life (Foerster & Fohred71, p. 990).

In Latin, the connection is even more obvious. fiteen word for salvatiorsalus
(e.g., Luke 19:9 in the Vulgate), means “a soundiwole condition, health, welfare,
prosperity, preservation, safety, etc.” (Smith,3,8%» 986), and this sense of well-
being or health is preserved in the English wos#dubrious,” “salutary,” and so
forth. A Christian doctrine of salvation that istradso a doctrine of healing will thus
be incomplete, as will be a conception of a sawiloo is not also a healer. The life
and ministry of Jesus and thus Christology are agimable and incomprehensible
without healings and miracles (Segundo, 1985, pp33). The sheer quantity of
healings attributed to Jesus and their level @grdgtion into Christian belief are
unprecedented among the world’s major religions:

In spite of every analogy, the miraculous healiogdesus thus occupy a

unique position in religious history. They are ipably connected with the

uniqueness of Jesus and with His unparalleled s#mséssion. (Oepke, 1965,

p. 213)

Also unique is the persistence and place of thestnynof healing within
Christianity after the departure of its foundere®arly church continued Jesus’
ministry of healing in his name; the book of Adtss writings of the apostle Paul
(e.g., 1 Cor. 12:28, Gal. 3:5) and James (5:14all&)itness to this fact. Reports of
healings did not end after the time of the apostiedMorton T. Kelsey (1973) has
documented. The ministry of healing “was practicathbroken for the first thousand
years of the church’s life,” he writes (p. 6), tigbuothers such as Francis MacNultt
(2005) perceive a great decrease from the timeoak@ntine onwards. At times part
of official liturgy, at others mixed with supersbih, healing long remained an integral
part of the faith. Prayer for healing diminishedstrcally in the second millennium,
hurt by dualism in theological anthropology (Kels#973, p. 12), the cessationist
teaching of the reformers (Kelsey, 1973, pp. 22-R8hven, 1993, pp. 33-35), and
Enlightenment materialism and naturalism, butdk miot vanish entirely. Outside of
the West, cessationism and naturalism did not aeh@uch popularity, and prayer for
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healing persisted. For instance, much has beerabaiat the importance of healing in
African Christianity (Karkkainen, 2003, pp. 252—-2%horter, 1982, pp. 136-137).

The nineteenth and twentieth centuries, rather seamg the victory of the
naturalistic modern worldview, saw an explosiomeéling movements within and on
the periphery of the Christian church. Although thedern healing movement is now
practically a synonym for the pentecostal-charistrabvement, it did not start with
the classical pentecostal revival; its origins dedier, finding inspiration in such
diverse sources as the Society of Friends, Shakdrgntists, and Irvingites
(Chappell, 1988, pp. 353—-355). The experience lbado Christoph Blumhardt, who
influenced many of the leading figures of twentiegémtury theology, should also not
be forgotten (Kelsey, 1973, pp. 236-237). The re@ithe ministry of healing
gained momentum in the nineteenth century holinesgement, finding a place in
A. B. Simpson’s fourfold gospel (Chappell, 1988, B3—364). The revival of
healing reached critical mass with Azusa Streetthadhew pentecostalism, and today
healing is prayed for and administered in everybtineof the broader renewal
movement. The Roman communion, likewise, has rgcesgmphasized the
sacrament of extreme unction as an anointing falimg rather than merely a last rite
in preparation for death. Christian witness to imgaiay be found in extremely
diverse times, cultures, and traditions. This wasgpeaks with a loud voice that
should not be silenced on a priori naturalisticugas; a from below, people’s
theology must give it a fair hearing.

Independent from the healing revival movementsyltgcal interest in
healing has also been renewed in many sectorscaiteuries of neglect. Some of this
may be attributed to the Christocentrism of mucmotiern theology. If the central
concern of twentieth century theology was Jesws) the unified New Testament
witness to his role as healer must be acknowledgédhe intimate link between
healing and salvation explored. Brunner (1952,73) 2discussing functional
Christology, wrote:

One of the most beautiful and fitting names fomudes is the German title of

Heiland the one who bringsealingor salvation, thélealer (or Saviour). All

this expresses the fact that Jesus is first afradkerstood by the Church

through His work, His function, His significance falvation. The

Christology of the New Testament... is determinedulghout bysaving

history (Heilsgeschichteand not by metaphysics. (emphasis original)
Moltmann (1990, pp. 43—-46) concurs; Christologycbetends, must not only be
apologetic and metaphysical but also soteriological therapeutic:

Therapeutic christologis soteriological christology. It confronts thesaiy of

the present with the salvation Christ brings, pnéeg it as a salvation that
heals. Healing power belongs to salvation; othexwisould not save. (p. 44)
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He warns against Christologies and soteriologiasdhly address the metaphysical,
transcendent concerns of the divine-human reldtiprend neglect physical and
social realities (p. 45). Salvation, accordingesuk, according to the New Testament,
is more than just spiritual, more than the forgessof sins and the gaining of
heaven. It encompasses the entire person, includenghysical, as well as the whole
of society. Only from a holistic perspective is taspel fully preached. Paul Tillich’s
(1957, pp. 165-168) view was similar.

More concretely, liberation theologians have emizieakthe holistic character
of salvation, especially its social, economic, antitical dimensions. Much as
salvation can be used as a synonym for healimgnitalso be used as a synonym for
liberation or deliverance. Liberation theologiamstpst against traditional theologies
that perpetuate unjust social structures by mothegealization of salvation
completely to the realm of individual eschatolotpereby encouraging the poor and
oppressed to be content in their present afflistidgteal faith, according to liberation
theology, does not merely accept history but tiams$ it (Boff & Boff, 1984, pp. 16—
19). Christ had compassion on, lived with, ministeto, and died for the suffering;
accordingly, the followers of Christ today mustdeacerned about the plight of the
needy and actively work for their freedom (Boff & 1987, pp. 44-45). Part of this
liberation involves the alleviation of physicallaffions, or healing, and liberationists
look to the healing ministry of Jesus as inspirafar their own theological reflection
and praxis (Boff & Boff, 1987, p. 54). In summaaywide diversity of recent
theological movements, among which pentecostaligst @so be counted, have
shown renewed interest in the ministry of healingd #s theological and practical
implications. An exercise in ecumenical theologytwthe goal of arriving at a
universally responsible Christology will wiselyti to their contributions in order to
better understand the role of Jesus as healer.

3.2.1 The Theological Purposes of Healing in the MeTestament

In order to understand the place of healing wittantemporary Christian
theology, it is necessary to first ascertain itsireand purposes as put forth in the
New Testament. Healings are understood as supeashatis performed by God
usually through a human intermediary. The interrmgdacknowledges God as the
source of the power to heal (Matt. 12:28-32, Mafl®5Acts 3:12ff.), though Jesus
did not refuse worship given him in response tdihggLuke 17:14-18; John 9:38).
Jesus healed by his own authority as God’s anowrnedLuke 4:18ff., 7:18-23), but
even he attributed the healing power to God andthet of God (Matt. 12:28-32; cf.
Luke 11:20). The disciples of Jesus performed hgalby the authority of his name
as he had instructed them (e.g., John 14:12-13, 216t 12—16). Outside of the
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invoking of the name of Jesus, there are no sicamti differences between the
healings in Jesus’ ministry and those reportethiénbiook of Acts.

The reported healings are meant to be understtadlly and physically; the
literal, not the figurative usage @opor andiacig dominates the gospels (Oepke,
1965, p. 204). In the majority of accounts, healwss effected through the laying on
of hands or other touch, the speaking of a simpternand, or the combination of
both. Significantly, healing and prayer are ratgliged. Jesus and his followers were
people of prayer, but their practice of prayer waeparatory, distinct from the actual
administration of the gift of healing by commana:it#$9:40 and 28:8 are exceptions
to this, but even in these accounts, the prayenseeeparatory to the act of healing.
Outside of rare cases such as John 9:6ff., hemlingt associated with medicine or
natural agencies; Jesus and his disciples werghysicians. By comparison, the
main treatment of healing in the Epistles, thalarhes 5:13-18, is incongruous with
the healing narratives both in its emphasis ongarapd its advocation of the use of
oil. Jesus is never reported to have anointedithensth oil, and the practice is men-
tioned only once in connection with the discipledark 6:13, a mission undertaken
before the experience of Pentecost. No mentioraidenof oil in the more detailed
accounts in Acts.

Healings serve two primary purposes in the Newaraent. The first purpose
is that of signs confirming the message of the gbapd the authority of those who
proclaim it (e.g., Matt. 11:1-6, 10:1-8ff., John3B-38, Mark 16:17-20, Acts 8:4—
13). Along with the exorcisms and other miracledqgened by Jesus and his
disciples, they are repeatedly referred to as g@nia), wonders ¢pata), miracles
or powers §uvapelg), and works{pya); all are used essentially as synonyms (Greig,
1993). The healings are put forward as proofs cdlingeelief in Jesus as the
Messiah and the coming of the kingdom of God (MELt1-24). Even within the
biblical record, however, there were limits to #ign purpose of healings and
miracles. In one of the most ironic passages imp&ee, Jesus was challenged to
perform a sign to prove his message; he refusedk(Bta1-12 and parallels). In
Matthew and Mark, the account comes immediatebyr dfte feeding of the four
thousand, a dramatic sign and miracle itself.dhtliof the different signs already
performed by Jesus, one wonders what the Jesu&mngears desired him to do. This
account illustrates the truth that doubt cannobgbe dispelled and belief given
birth by compelling signs; the condition of the hesa as important a factor as
external proofs.

A deeper analysis of healings reveals they welatagral component of the
gospel (Kelsey, 1973, pp. 52-59); healing was agse within itself. The gospel of
Jesus was the gospel of the kingdom of God (Matk-115), and his status as the
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Christ, the anointed of God, was linked to healohgiverance, and liberation (Luke
4:14-21l Isa. 61:1-2a). The works that Jesus performed livéeed to his message.
Healing was intimately bound to the overall missodidesus (Luke 4, Matt. 11:446
Luke 7:18-23), and again, by these statements ghntiteral, physical healing is
intended. Of course, the salvific work of Jesus &las non-material aspects, and the
Gospels occasionally use sickness and healingalogyto spiritual conditions (e.g.,
Matt. 13:10-17 John 12:37-41; Luke 5:29-32 and parallels). Howdweeead this
spiritual meaning back into the healing narrati@ed make it their primary intent as
Scripture, as Martin Luther sometimes did (Volf829pp. 451-452), is a faulty
hermeneutic. Physical healings make up a largegmoof the Gospels, and it was
undoubtedly an important ministry to both Jesusthecearly church.

The kingdom of God was breaking out on earth, améhs known by the
power of God bringing full salvation and freedontliose who would receive it
(Matt. 9:35, 12:28). Healings were a demonstratibtne virtue of the kingdom, the
love of God; Jesus performed healings and otheaaleis because he had compassion
on the peopledroq) (e.g., Matt. 14:14, Mark 8:2ff.) He expected tubowers to do
the same. According to Jesus, the two greatest @mdments were to love God and
to love one’s neighbor (Luke 10:27); the one whstlexemplified this love of
neighbor was the Samaritan who rescued one in damgiebrought about his healing
(Kelsey, 1973, pp. 57-58). If healing is understasdot only a sign of the gospel but
an integral part of the gospel itself, its abidimgportance for the ministry of the
Christian church and for theology, especially Gbfwyy, is understood:

If Jesus saw himself as the Messiah, then he repied the essential nature of

God himself and was his specific messenger, anddaings therefore sprang

from the essential nature of God. (Kelsey, 19739).

Recognized as such, healing is no longer somethaidental to the life and times of
Jesus and the early church that can pass awag abdinch matures, either
institutionally or through knowledge of the Scrips.

The New Testament does not limit such workingsesug and the apostles.
Besides Paul and the Twelve, the book of Acts etsmects healing with Philip the
evangelist (8:6—7). Miracles were part of earlyrchuife, occurring among the
church at Corinth (1 Cor. 12:10) and the recipi@fthe letter to the Galatians (3:5).
In fact, despite his lack of direct teaching onshbject, Romans 15:18-19 suggests
that Paul believed the gospel was only fully pregcivhen accompanied by these
signs, wonders, miracles and works. Nowhere daedldw Testament explicitly state
that these components of the gospel would ceasetprtheeschatonmost
professional cessationist theologians have abamdbi@or. 13:8-12 as a decisive
proof text vindicating their position (cf. 1 Cor.7).
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It is significant to note that in studying healinige relevant section of the
canon is primarily the Gospels, especially the $yies, and Acts. James 5:13-18 is
also important but somewhat incongruous. Paulherother hand, provides little
direct treatment of the subject. Paul does nobesersbo or idopon or their
derivatives outside of the references to spirigii$ of healing in 1 Cor. 12. He does
not uses®lm to indicate healing, anslotnpia is something primarily eschatological
(Foerster & Fohrer, 1971, pp. 992-994). From hssalirse in 1 Cor. 12-14, such
statements as Rom. 15:18-19 and 2 Cor. 12:12 hanldetalings attributed to him in
Acts, it is clear that Paul believed in, experieh@nd practiced supernatural healings.
It was not, however, a topic of vital interest tmtor germane to the occasions
prompting the writing of his extant letters. Pawdikence should give pause in
formulating a doctrine of healing. It should nadwever, be interpreted so as to void
healing of any importance to the gospel or therdoebf salvation, for the teaching
and practice of Jesus must always be borne in miveh formulating Christology and
soteriology.

3.2.2 The Traditional Protestant Understanding of Kaling and Its Impact on
Conservative Theology

The New Testament message of physical healingrasfhe gospel and as
the liberating love of God, however, was not presérthroughout Christian history.
Many causes and contributing factors have beengubfor this loss. MacNutt (2005,
pp. 103-104), for instance, attributes much ofddeine to the institutionalization of
Christianity from the time of Constantine; the f@rof the persecuted church gave
way to the nominalism made possible by the estatlent of Christianity as the
empire’s official religion. Miracles continued arden flourished with the rise of
monasticism (Kelsey, 1973, pp. 163-167), but tlmevgrg emphasis on asceticism
within Christianity led to a depreciation of theygltal and a disdain for the body. As
the glory of martyrdom was largely a thing of tresp suffering was seen as a virtue,
and thus healing was not to be sought but shuriladNutt, 2005, pp. 104-107).
Healing and miracles, when they did occur, becarmaeeasingly associated with the
cult of the saints. Sacramental and charismatitrigeavere no longer commonplace
by the time of medieval catholicism (MacNutt, 20pp, 124-131).

3.2.2.1 The Reformers and Contemporary Miracles

The situation within protestantism, more germanghi® study, is both clearer
and more serious. The reformers and their followlesnot recover the biblical
ministry of healing but rather lent theological kiag to its cessation. As with so
many other areas of theology, protestant teachiogtehealing and miracles was
formed in response to the positions and practi€esealieval catholicism. The
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reformers were challenged by the church hierarolgréduce miracles to prove their
new doctrines. They refused, responding that tstaieny of the Word of God was
sufficient. Ironically, in refuting his opponentalvin (1960, pp. 14-18) negated the
plain meaning of the New Testament texts suppothegole of signs and wonders in
confirming the true preaching of the gospel. Theegal position of both Luther and
Calvin was that the age of the miraculous was fonded time only, attesting to the
gospel until the church was firmly establisheds tview was not original to the two
reformers but dates back to Aquinas (Ruthven, 19933) and earlier (Warfield,
1918, pp. 47-48). Once this establishment occuarind the time of the
completion of the New Testament canon, the superalagigns were withdrawn by
God, having been replaced by the surer witnesseoBtble, the Word of God.

Although their overall position was that the mirs gifts had ceased, the
reformers were not entirely consistent in theirsegisnism, especially experientially.
While shunning monastic asceticism, Luther, permapse than any other, laid the
foundation for protestant interpretation of saleatas exclusively nonmaterial (Volf,
1989, pp. 449-452). As Kelsey (1973, p. 221) ndtagher rarely missed an
opportunity to show that the ‘real miracles’ wer wisible ones.” Salvation was
strictly an inner matter; the outward, or physieathly self was not touched by it.
This is not to say that Luther believed that God ha concern for human suffering.
Luther himself saw the healing of Philip Melanchtradter prayer and organized
healing services based on the instructions in J&1i&s-18 (Kelsey, 1973, p. 233).
Still, healing and other material blessings werly dispensed as part of God’s
gracious providence, not an integral part of savatwhich was only spiritual (Volf,
1989, pp. 451-453). Similarly, it should be noteaktCalvin’'s views on why
supernatural healing ceased were not entirely ,cdeat some statements suggest he
believed human factors such as ingratitude may bam&ibuted to the withdrawal of
the miraculous (Williams, 1988b, pp. 158-161). Aligh formal cessationism finds
its strongest backing in reformed theology, it was majority view of protestantism,
including the Arminian side. John Wesley, for exémpttributed the cessation of
miracles to corruption associated with the ingbiglization of Christianity in the
Roman Empire rather than the closing of the Newalreent, but otherwise his views
differed little from Calvin’s (Williams, 1988b, pi61-162).

3.2.2.2 Benjamin B. Warfield and the FormalizatafrCessationism

As a formal doctrine, however, cessationism waglogmatized by
protestants until later, largely in response toribe of various healing movements.
Most of these arose outside the circles of maiastrerthodoxy and were accordingly
rejected by conservative protestantism. It was &w®m B. Warfield, the highly
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influential “old Princeton” theologian, who constdited and elaborated the doctrine
of cessationism in his polemical wa@ounterfeit miracle$1918). Warfield surveyed
such diverse groups as Roman Catholicism, the Gatpostolic Church in
Scotland (Irvingites), holiness and pentecostaligsp and Christian Science. He
condemned all for making claim to the miraculowspezially healings; he took little
effort in distinguishing movements that were otheeaorthodox from groups on the
outer margins of Christianity such as ChristiareSce. Ruthven (1993, p. 53) notes
that “the very act of a group’s claiming miraculqa@vers was, for Warfielggrima
facieevidence for its heterodoxy.” Warfield (1918, ga—25) limited the
performance of genuine Christian miracles to thestps and persons upon whom the
apostles had laid their hands. He dismissed repbtéter miracles even from such
authorities as Augustine based on their credulcurtdwiew (Warfield, 1918, pp. 75—
77). Ironically, Warfield used arguments very samilo those of the skeptics who
attacked the biblical miracles that he so vigorpdsifended.

Warfield had one primary and several secondaryldigezal concerns behind
the development of his doctrine of cessation. Timagry concern related to the
purpose of miracles and healings. In contrasteathove survey of the New
Testament, Warfield believed in only a singulargmse, that of accrediting divine
revelation (Ruthven, 1993, pp. 75-78). Concurriritipwany in the reformed
tradition, he approvingly cited Abraham Kuyper ashte role and limitations of
miracles:

He [God] has given to the world one organically piete revelation, adapted

to all, sufficient for all, provided for all, andoim this one completed

revelation He requires each to draw his whole gtisustenance. Therefore
it is that the miraculous working which is but gign of God’s revealing
power, cannot be expected to continue, and in mdifect does not continue,
after the revelation of which it is the accompamitrigas been completed.

(Warfield, 1918, pp. 26-2%)

Warfield (1918, p. 21) discounted the edificationdtion of thecharismata asserting
that

the immediate end for which they were given islafitdoubtful, and that

proves to be not directly the extension of the chubut the authentication of

the Apostles as messengers from God. This doesm@an, of course, that only
the Apostles appear in the New Testament as workingcles, or that they
alone are represented as recipients of the chaasiBat it does mean that the

charismata belonged, in a true sense, to the Aggsthd constituted one of
the signs of an Apostle.

That a student of the Bible of Warfield’s calibeutd come to such a conclusion is

81t is not clear from Warfield's attribution if he fuoting Kuyper directly or providing his
own paraphrase.
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bewildering. As mentioned above, in his extantiwgs Paul gives little attention to
healing, but it is among theharismataof 1 Cor. 12—14 given variously to each one in
the church as the Spirit wills (1 Cor. 12:10). Paghtire point in this passage, as well
as others such as Rom. 12:3-8, is that differdts lgave been given to all in the
church, primarily for the edification and benefitame another (1 Cor. 12:7, 14:3-5,
12, 17, 26). He did not rebuke the Corinthianshi@nifesting theharismatabut for
abusing them and valuing some more highly thanrstiithin this lengthy

discourse, nothing suggests that the Corinthiamsiifald gifts were somehow
connected to the unique apostolic ministry of ratteh or the enscripturation of the
Word of God. They were, rather, normal expressaireveryday church life (1 Cor.
14:26-33). Warfield (1918, pp. 3-5) recognized tact but failed to see that the
edifying character of the gifts argues stronglytfair continuation and not their
cessation. Theharismatahave value far beyond that of accrediting the gbapd

have abiding significance for the life of local goegations.

Beyond restricting the true purpose of healingsrairdcles to confirmation of
the gospel message, Warfield sought to use theidedf cessation to guard other
concerns. Christologically, he feared that an alg@ixperience of the miraculous
would diminish the uniqueness of Christ (Warfiel@18, p. 28). Similarly, like
Luther and others who had gone before him, Warkeigphasized the greater miracle
of justification-regeneration and eternal salvatidfhile acknowledging that
Christian salvation has temporal and physical benehese are to be understood as
primarily eschatological (Warfield, 1918, pp. 17806}

Our Lord never permitted it for a moment to be imad that the salvation he

brought was fundamentally for this life. His waspdratically an other-world

religion. He constantly pointed to the beyond, ade men find their true

home, to set their hopes, and to place their aspis there. (p. 177)

Again, this is a scripturally and theologically das proposition: how is the benefit
of eternal salvation alone superior to the sammalsalvation with the additional
benefit of alleviation of temporal suffering (hewj), both of which the early Christian
communities possessed? Ruthven (1993, pp. 112-«tifi8jzes Warfield for holding
a deficient pneumatology, a deficient doctrineh#f kingdom of God, and a
Christology that renders Christ essentially inaiiv his present session. A more
thorough exploration of the biblical data in theseas, using the hermeneutical
approach Warfield normally employed, leads to ammicher theology incompatible
with cessationism. Finally, contributing to Wartid view was a personal factor that
cannot be criticized but should nevertheless bechdhe tragedy of the protracted
illness and untimely death of his wife (Ruthven939p. 56). All theologies are
influenced by personal experience.
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3.2.2.3 Dispensational Cessationism

Contemporaneous with Warfield was the rise of dispéonal
fundamentalism. John Nelson Darby of the Plymoutttiiden was the founder of
dispensationalism; in America especially, his t&aglgained influence far beyond his
denomination and spread to many conservative griMpsNutt, 2005, pp. 148-151).
Dispensationalism, too, denies the continuatiothefmiraculous as reported in the
New Testament, often repeating Warfield's arguméat., MacLeod, 2001, pp. 118—
127) but supplying others as well. As a theologg, movement claims its
distinctiveness by its supposedly consistent agptio of a literal hermeneutic to all
portions of the Bible (Ryrie, 1995, p. 40). Theulesf this hermeneutic is a division
of religious history into distinct eras, which aederred to as economies or
dispensations. In each of these dispensationsy&aieds to humanity differently, for
example through the Mosaic law in the dispensatidaw and through grace in the
dispensation of grace, the church age. Under mggedsational schemes, the
ministry of Christ and his miracles belong to tinel ®f the dispensation of law. The
dispensation of grace or the church age beganra¢€&est. The period covered in the
book of Acts, however, belongs to a transitiona bgtween the two dispensations
(MacLeod, 2001, pp. 123-125; cf. Deere, 1993, pfp-112). Accordingly, the events
recorded in both the Gospels and Acts should noiskd for the formation of
doctrine or norms for church practice, for suparratmiracles and healings like
those recorded therein have ceased (Kelsey, 19724p-27). Ironically, a text that
explicitly supports this claim when literally infeeted is never supplied in
dispensationalist arguments. Further irony is $e¢he widespread adoption of the
dispensationalist scheme by pentecostals, espeitiaschatology.

3.2.2.4 Contemporary Evangelicalism’s Caution

Reformed confessionalism and dispensationalisnesemit the two strongest
forces within conservative evangelicalism and fundatalism. As both these streams
are dogmatically cessationist, it is not surpridimgt neo-evangelicalism has resisted
the revival of healing as well as other supernaifts associated with the
pentecostal and charismatic movements. Althoughetatnal to the question of
healing, cessationism also protects another kegerarof these theological traditions:
the integrity of Scripture as the Word of God fdf; the reasons offered, healing and
other miracles have been withdrawn from the chutoém surely other supernatural
manifestations such as prophecy and speaking gueswith interpretation have
ceased as well. As widely interpreted by consereatirevelatory gifts and utterances
necessarily come forth under the inspiration oftoéy Spirit in the same manner and
intensity as biblical prophecy. For a contempof@hyistian to claim revelation from
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God and to speak it forth is to add to the Wor&otl, the Bible, a proposition
repugnant to the evangelical theological systera §1.3.2). A formal doctrine of
cessationism, with biblical arguments to back itstpves off any such practices. It
should be noted that this is a problem only footbgical systems that identify the
Bible with the Word of God in a one-to-one corraspence.

Because of the various charismatic movements, eliaats have become
more open to the idea of post-biblical miracles hedlings, usually admitting them
as a prerogative of God in his sovereignty. Thegustal doctrine of healing in the
atonement is generally rejected (Purdy, 1995, pig—508), as is healing as a discrete
spiritual gift given to individuals, contrary toQor. 12:7-11. This moderation
eliminates the tension inherent in the Warfielditiempt to simultaneously and
vigorously defend biblical miracles but deny prdsdgy ones. It does not, however,
provide any integration of the biblical teachingpabmiracles into modern practical
theology except for apologetics. Cessationist agpumare still widely used to deny
contemporary revelatory gifts and utterances, @ythe greatest point of contention
between the neo-evangelical and renewal movemeémsgreatest flaw in the
evangelical cessationist argument, however, iads of convincing biblical support.
When probed using the same approach from whichgtaposed, the paradigm of
verbal plenary inspiration and a literal hermerzuts proof texts and reasonings are
found wanting. Ultimately, the conflict between f@stant cessationism and the
continuationism of pentecostalism is not, as dften framed, a conflict between
doctrine and religious experience or even a cdrifitween a theology based on the
Bible and a theology based on experience. It sndlict between experience and lack
of experience (Deere, 1993, pp. 54-56). From tinsewative perspective, neither is
suitable as the foundation of a theology; furthietital and theological work is
necessary to justify either position.

3.2.3 Healing in Liberal and Ecumenical Theology

Liberal theology was more consistent than Warfad the dispensationalists,
if less scriptural: it largely denied both bibliGad present-day miracles. The
perspective of liberalism on healing, however, niust be understood not in the light
of biblical teaching or protestant orthodoxy bug Enlightenment worldview from
which it emerged. A simple cataloguing of Enlighteent and post-Enlightenment
philosophies—naturalism, materialism, deism, ero@m, skepticism, positivism,
and so forth—immediately reveals the challengemfpmodern acceptance of any
sort of supernatural healing. Naturalism was, fopractical purposes, a
presupposition of the historical criticism of thiol® axiomatic for much of liberal
theology. The absence of miracles and healingamittbth the historical and
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contemporary protestant churches made this assomytiderstandable; it was a
prime contributing factor to what Gotthold Less{i§56) called the “ugly, broad
ditch” between the modern age and the biblical eiorl

If I had actually seen him [Christ] do miraclesl ifad had no cause to doubt

that these were true miracles; then in a workeniodcles who had been

marked out so long before, | would have gained somtonfidence that |
would willingly have submitted my intellect to hisnd | would have believed
in all things in which equally indisputable exp&ges did not tell against
him.... ... if even now miracles were done by believ@igistians which | had
to recognize as true miracles: what could preventnom accepting this proof
of the spirit and of power, as the apostle calted.i.[But] I live in the
eighteenth century, in which miracles no longergeap... The problem is that
this proof of the spirit and of power no longer bag spirit or power, but has

sunk to the level of human testimonies of spird @ower. (Lessing, 1956,

p. 52)

Skepticism towards the miraculous had a great itnpachristology,
particularly the quest for the historical JesuscNlof the original quest was
inherently biased against the supernatural (Brd®82, pp. 326-333). The miracle
stories of the Gospels were deemed mythical acoigtiobscuring the true Jesus of
history. Liberal biographers of the nineteenth agnattempted to remove these
accretions through either outright eliminationloe tlevising of naturalistic
explanations of the phenomena. With the publicatibAlbert Schweitzer's (1911)
definitive tome, however, the quest was deemeate lfailed and the problem of the
historical Jesus versus the Christ of faith unsedae (Bornkamm, 1960, p. 13).
Despite its inner contradictions, the original duew its accompanying naturalism
greatly influenced contemporaneous liberal thealogj and their works gave little
treatment to this aspect of the ministry of Jekas tomprises a very large percentage
of the Christian Gospels.

Critical investigation of the Gospels and the dfeJesus did not end, however,
with the end of the original quest. The developnadriorm criticism and refined
criteria for assessing historicity has helped tvathtand twenty-first century scholars
to avoid some of the excesses of the nineteentiirgequest. One hesitates to suggest
unanimity in contemporary Jesus studies, but asarmnss about healing seems to have
been reached within recent critical scholarshiph@ugh no particular pericope can
be proven historical, that Jesus was in some cigpabiealer and exorcist is accepted
as being historical beyond reasonable doubt (M&@92, pp. 781-782; Perrin, 1967,
pp. 136—-137). Gunther Bornkamm (1960, pp. 130-%B&nks for the majority:

It would be difficult to doubt the physical healipgwers which emanated

from Jesus, just as he himself interpreted hisr@asiut of demons as a sign of

the dawning of the kingdom of God... There can béggdittle doubt that

precisely in this area of the tradition many stohave taken on legendary
traits, and legends have been added.... At the Samedltere can be no doubt
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that the faith which Jesus demands, and which dlenecognises as such, has
to do with power and with miracle.
Healing and miracle stories permeate all strataaglitions in the Gospels and feature
prominently in Mark, the most primitive of the fo@pinions of course vary as to the
cause, mechanism, and nature of the healings adisms, but the fact that Jesus
somehow effected cures and deliverances is notlywpleestioned (Habermas, 1995,
pp. 124-125). (The nature miracles are anotheremptt

3.2.3.1 Healing in Neo-Orthodoxy

As a great pioneer of form criticism, it was Bultmawvho helped to advance
non-conservative theology in this area; althougmarily a New Testament scholar,
his influence upon systematic theology is consiolereBultmann has been widely
misunderstood in conservative Christianity as erfbdenier of the Bible’s testimony
of the miraculous. Bultmann, however, was not arlibbut a reviser of liberalism. He
is often characterized as one of the major figofedbe neo-orthodox movement,
though his thought cannot easily be confined by¢htegory. Bultmann shared the
naturalistic worldview of the liberals but proposedifferent solution to the problem
of the historical Jesus: the alleged myths of iepgl were not to be eliminated but
demythologized (Bultmann, 1984). Such stories, ehit historical, were
nevertheless the Word of God and needed to besrpieted for the modern age. In
other words, even if not factually true, they hadessage and great value. As a
preacher, Bultmann sought to recover the messagetfie mythological form and
restore the value to the contemporary church. Heepeed that the miracles of Jesus
were proofs of his power and authority (Bultman®63, p. 219), the exorcisms in
particular confirming him as the Messiah (p. 2Z&nilarly, the healing miracles of
the apostles demonstrated their authority to fe&rgims and regulate church life
(Bultmann, 1951, p. 61). Two complaints can beecigbout Bultmann’s work in this
area. First, in his interpretive work, he did nepeund purposes behind the healings
that in any way were an advancement beyond thopeotéstant orthodoxy; his
theological conclusions differ little from Warfiéédd Second, Bultmann did not realize
the potential of his program of demythologizatientaconcerns the miracle and
healing stories. After recognizing their accredjtsignificance, all his approach did
was cast doubt on their historicity. He did notwhwmw they could be
demythologized to have significance for moderndiféhe church’s proclamation. In
other words, he gave them more respe&eaggmathan the liberals (Bultmann, 1984,
pp. 11-14), but he followed the liberals in assigrthe miracle and healing stories
little theological value and no practical significz.
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In general, it cannot be said that the greater rgaanted to the possibility of
the historicity of Jesus’ healings made much impaciainstream protestant
theology during this era (Kelsey, 1973, pp. 27—82en the more supernaturalistic
Barth gave it little attention in his many worksncerning which Kelsey (1973,
pp. 23—-24) notes, “Healing was simply dismisseddégyiect rather than by being
denied.” In reality, the situation with Barth is reaccomplex than that. For example, in
commenting on Rom. 15:17-21, the normally verboseB(1933, pp. 531-533)
passed over in silence Paul’'s thematic claim tortgapreached the gospel fully
“through the power of signs and wonders, by thegraat the Spirit of God.” On the
other hand, few topics escape treatment in his matm@hurch dogmaticsand
healing is discussed briefly in a broader sectiotmaoman health and sickness (Barth,
1961a, pp. 356374 (CD l1l11.4)). Much of the disdasss psychological and
sociological in nature, but he made several statésrtbat could be helpful in
formulating a practical doctrine of healing. He dhat it was a command of God for
humans to will to live and be healthy (Barth, 196d@ 367-368 (CD I11.4)). Healing
and health are the will of God and manifestatione kingdom of God. Sickness is
an “inevitable encroachment” of death into Godsation; Jesus resisted it in his
ministry of miracles. Extremely valuable from a femostal perspective is Barth’s
(19614, p. 368 (CD ll1l.4)) acknowledgment of a meppurpose in the atonement of
Christ:

[God] Himself has already marched against thatmdaf death]... and He has

overcome and bound its forces and therefore thbsielness in Jesus Christ

and His sacrifice, by which the destroyer was hiffg@ught to destruction.
Unfortunately, he did not pursue this thought fartbutside of an approving
recounting of the experience and ministry of Blundbh@Barth, 1961a, pp. 370-371
(CD lIL.4)).

As Kelsey suggests, neglect is perhaps the best twatescribe Barth’'s
treatment of healing; he did not ignore it entirlelit did far less with it than he could
have. Many have criticized Barth for neglecting ypmatology and charismatic
concerns (Busch, 2004, p. 219). His discussioresfig ministry of healing and
exorcism and the early church’s experience otttaismatais extremely cautious
(e.g., Barth, 1961a, p. 370 (CD Ill.4)). Just asat for the great reformers before
him, for Barth (19564, p. 646 (CD IV.1)) the mimadf Christian experience was
justification. The primary work of the Spirit, adlonhom he confesses more mystery
than knowledge, is to attest to Jesus (Barth, 195%6e648—650 (CD IV.1)). Barth’s
tentativeness in pneumatic areas suggests a netecta embrace fully the task before
him as a systematic theologian, to explore and exg@ll areas of biblical teaching,
even the most experientially challenging, thatratevant to contemporary Christian
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belief and practice. Healing has not traditionaken regarded as overly relevant to
church life, but trends emerging on the fringeha thurch as well as within its
center, trends that Barth (1961a, pp. 364-371 (CH) himself noted, demanded
reevaluation of the conclusions of tradition. As treat giant of twentieth century
theology, Barth missed an opportunity to start @oye accurately, magnanimously
join and support) another theological revolutiorpawerful as the one which he
launched wittDer Romerbrief The answer to the question of the significance of
healing, signs and wonders, and the power of thet &y modern Christian
preaching and ministry is not found within his tlogry. One can only wonder as to
what the outcome might have been had Barth beendgeneration later or had
pentecostalism sought ecumenical dialogue anddgeall advancement sooner.

3.2.3.2 Healing in Liberation Theology

To find a more useful modern employment of the ingahinistry of Jesus,
one must cross the Reformation divide to the litb@natheologians, although it cannot
be said today that liberation theology belongs &siekly to Roman Catholicism any
more than it can be said that Martin Luther belomgdusively to the Lutheran
churches. As Juan Luis Segundo (1976, p. 149) syritéberation theology is a
profoundly ecumenical theology.” Although they dat agree with all of Bultmann’s
contentions (Boff, 1978, pp. 10-12), liberationdlogiians have used form criticism
and demythologization positively. In a similar manas the exodus of the Israelites
from Egypt has been used, the ministry of Jestiseésick and oppressed has been a
major source of insight into the biblical meaniridiloeration. His miracles show that
the kingdom of God has arrived:

His miracles and healings, besides demonstratmdikinity, are designed to

show that his liberating proclamation is alreadynfenade history among the

oppressed, the special recipients of his teachmddfiest beneficiaries of his

actions. (Boff & Boff, 1987, p. 54)
When Christians engage in liberating works, th@yamntinuing Christ’s ministry and
advancing the kingdom of God. Unlike pentecostatsyever, liberation theologians
usually appropriate these passages through derogilaation, not literal imitation.
Seeing no distinction between supernatural ortspirand physical realities (Boff &
Boff, 1987, p. 53; 1984, pp. 16-19), the healirgivering power of God is
manifested whenever and however liberation takeseplRather than depending
solely on immediate miraculous intervention in indual cases of sickness,
liberationists strive to transform sinful sociablifical, and economic structures that
produce deprivation and unhealthy living conditiofise end result—the alleviation
of suffering and the arrival of wholeness—is theeaso both may be considered the
work of the healing God (Elizondo, 1996, pp. 54-56)
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Although not all sections of Christianity have regkcpositively to the message
of liberation theology, it represents a valianeatpt to recover further dimensions of
the biblical picture of salvation, which is holsand not limited to only the spiritual
dimension of life. Liberation theologians belieat Christianity can address both the
eternal and temporal, the spiritual and the saeithlout contradiction:

Liberation theology simply assumes the need fosq®al conversion and

prayer while placing the emphasis on the immedratesformation of

society.... Yet deliverance/liberation from sin ahd healing which comes
through membership of the kingdom continue to leeviiry core of the

Christian community movement and the theologidgefation. (Elizondo,

1996, p. 55)

Demythologized healing serves as a useful paratigrine agenda of liberation
theology. Indeed, liberationists arguably have enpénted the ideals of
demythologization—making the Christian messagevegiefor the modern world—
far more successfully than Bultmann himself, trenper of demythologization. The
challenge of pentecostalism, however, remainshddiblical accounts of healing
have utility only when demythologized, or can theyput more immediately to
practical use?

3.2.4 The Holiness-Pentecostal Contribution: Healmin the Atonement

While conservative and liberal theologies sepayatelved away from
supernaturalism, the precursors of pentecostalisnedhincreasingly towards it, and
healing became a common theme in nineteenth ceAtagrican Wesleyan revivals.
As the holiness movement radicalized the methaodéestsage, it placed increasing
emphasis on the immediacy of salvation. Realizatfo@hristian hopes became less
eschatological and more temporal. According toé¢laeers of the movement,
justification and the forgiveness of sins as wslkanctification and “Christian
perfection” could be received in an instant bytfalt this is so, they argued, then
there is no reason why physical healing, salvaticthe body, should be not
immediately receivable as well (Chappell, 1988,356—-357). Holiness leader A. B.
Simpson, one of the most important influences enptntecostal movement, included
it as one corner of his fourfold gospel. Simpsarkta more moderate approach to
healing than some of his contemporaries; he saw & vital, indispensable
component of the gospel but less important and-aktian the message of salvation
and sanctification-Spirit baptism (Simpson, 1888, §-7; Sawin, 1986, pp. 11-15).
Implicit in this interpretation of the gospel iglanial of the age-old anthropological
dualism that devalues the physical aspect of hdifearThe soul may be more
important than the body, but the body and its suf§ss are not unimportant:

Man has a two-fold nature. He is both a materidl aspiritual being. And
both natures have been equally affected by theHadlbody is exposed to
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disease; his soul is corrupted by sin. We woulerdfore, expect that any

complete scheme of redemption would include bothrea, and provide for

the restoration of his physical as well as the vation of his spiritual life. Nor
are we disappointed. the Redeemer appears amongithelmoth hands
stretched out to our misery and need. In the onhdi#s salvation; in the

other, healing. (Simpson, 1888, pp. 9-10)

Besides the Wesleyan-spawned revival movementinpeeas also a topic of
interest to a group on the outer margins of thadfian church, Mary Baker Eddy’s
Christian Science. While today Christian Scienca msovement in decline and its
doctrine is radically different from that of thelim@ss movement, as will be shown, it
has importance for later developments within treater renewal movement.

Belief in divine healing was present at the birtipentecostalism and has
never been absent from it. Indeed, part of the maveé’s explosive growth all over
the earth is due to the alleviation of suffering aestoration of wholeness that it
promises. If the broader renewal movements—clasgse#ecostals, catholic and
protestant charismatics, and third wave participarttan be said to be absolutely
united on a single matter, it is belief in the @onation, not cessation, of divine
healing. The modern renewal movement is, for a@tpcal purposes, the modern
healing movement. Unlike other outbreaks of healewgvals that declined after a few
years, as a whole pentecostalism and the charismatrement have never moved
away from it. As Hollenweger (1972, pp. 358—-360jasoindividual groups and
denominations have experienced a diminishment aifrigs, but new ministries
constantly arise to further the gospel of healByecific doctrinal questions about
divine healing and the personality and practicespecific healing evangelists
continuously spark controversy and division witthe movement, but as to the reality
of healing there is no doubt.

That these diverse movements, united in testifianigealing, comprise one
quarter of all professing Christians should givaggato dogmatic assertions of
cessationism, regardless of cessationism’s impuesiseological pedigree. The
pentecostal and charismatic belief in healingdg@ct challenge to traditional
formulations of soteriology and Christology. Thelibf brings a physical dimension
to salvation, which is often considered only aiymt matter, and calls for
reevaluation of the meaning of Christ’'s work. legtions the value of suffering in the
Christian life and the world generally. Assembl¢$50d theologian Vernon L. Purdy
(1995, p. 515), representative of many pentecoatalscharismatics, states, “The will
of God, normally, is that the believer be healthiyhe pentecostal message of healing
has theological and practical ramifications thaitrzs be ignored by any branch of
modern Christianity.
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The theological basis of the doctrine of healinghomwn to both
pentecostalism and the healing movement withirotler holiness groups is not, as
might be supposed, the gifts of the Holy Spiritatdsed in 1 Cor. 12 but the death of
Christ (Dayton, 1987, pp. 127-130). This doctrs&nown as healing in the
atonement. Menzies and Horton (1993, p. 195) st@eommon belief succinctly:

Sin brought with it sickness and death. God by msaittiagainst sin, sickness,

and death. His love and grace made a way for dalnve from the penalties of

sin. Through the atonement wrought by Christ av&glnot only was the

curse of sin broken, but our deliverance from sagawas also cared for.
Pentecostals understand sin as the root, thoughegessarily individual and direct,
cause of sickness and suffering (Purdy, 1995, #@-496). In other words, sickness
generally is the result of the common fall of humaand the subsequent corruption
of the natural world, not the result of personakgiequiring repentance, though this
possibility is not automatically ruled out in evanglividual case. The remedy for sin
and sickness is the same: the vicarious suffeangsdeath of Christ. Pentecostals
extend the theory of penal substitution to incladeonly payment for humanity’s sin
but for its major consequence of sickness as \edit as forgiveness of sins may be
received simply by faith in Christ’'s work, healintay be received in exactly the same
manner (Nelson, 1981, pp. 96-99). Pentecostalsthasioctrine of healing in the
atonement primarily on Isa. 53:4-5, which is alaotgd in Matt. 8:17 and 1 Peter
2:24. Psalm 103:1-5 and Heb. 13:8 are other impbptaof texts. For many
pentecostals, belief in healing in the atonemenbtoptional; some classical
denominations include an article affirming it irethstatements of faith (e.g.,
Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 515, 517; McPherson & C@§9, pp. 269, 285-286).

3.2.4.1 Criticism and Response

Although simply formulated, the doctrine of healinghe atonement
represents a significant advance in the understgrafithe work of Christ. With it, a
material and temporal dimension is added irrevoctbsoteriology (Volf, 1989,
pp. 457-458). However it is interpreted and to wheat extent it is applied,
affirmation of healing in the atonement negatessuny of anthropological dualism
that minimizes the value of physical life (Purd995, pp. 500-509). If God cared
enough to provide remedy to human physical suffgtimough the suffering of his
Son, it is not theologically valid to say that thady has little value and its afflictions
are unimportant. Across the theological spectrin@re is growing recognition that
the biblical portrayal of salvation is holistic.fi@rences in opinion arise as to how
this should be expressed and executed as pare @lihstian mission, but all agree
that salvation involves more than the forgivendssrs and the eschatological
gaining of paradise, however important these amtfivthnn, 1990, pp. 107-108). By
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placing provision for healing in the atonement,tpeastals secure a place in
Christology for expanding the understanding of a&bn to include the physical and
temporal. In dialogue, pentecostals and other dggcdl streams can use healing in
the atonement as a point for synthesis and biblicasponsible expansion of
salvation to include the totality of life.

As a facet of the fourfold gospel and an outcomtefwork of Christ, healing
occupies a special place in pentecostal beliefoaactice. While a vast improvement
over cessationism and any form of anthropologicalidm that views physical
wellbeing as unimportant, the doctrine of healimghe atonement is not without
problems of its own, and it has been criticizeddnlical, theological, and practical
grounds. The criticism comes not only from thostsioke the movement (e.g.,
Mayhue, 1995) but also charismatics such as J. Rodilliams (1988b, pp. 364—
365 n. 36) and some recent pentecostals (Warring@88, pp. 169-170). If healing
in the atonement is to be upheld as an essentigbaoent of the gospel and a basis
for expanding understanding of the work of Chtisgse critiques must be examined.

The criticism on biblical grounds primarily conceitie interpretation of the
proof texts traditionally used by pentecostalsdiaklish the doctrine, Isa. 53:4-5 and
its quotations in Matt. 8:17 and 1 Peter 2:24. phese “with his stripes we are
healed” is interpreted as a prophetic referencesus’ torture and crucifixion, his
vicarious suffering on behalf of humanity. Pent¢alssargue that the healingpf and
idopan) referred to in these passages includes, buttismived to, physical healing.
Others object, asserting that from the contexhefverses, the healing should be
interpreted figuratively, referring to spirituallgation only. For example, Richard L.
Mayhue (1995, p. 128), argues that every incidei®@e within Isaiah—assuming a
single author of the book—is figurative, denotihg spiritual “healing from sin.”
Similarly, Williams (1988b, pp. 364—365 n. 36) psiout that the quotation in Matt.
8:17 connects healing only with Jesus’ life, natttie Likewise, when quoted in full,
1 Peter 2:24 clearly refers to Christ’s vicarioeating of sin and the believer’s
sanctification:

He himself bore our sins in his body on the trhat tve might die to sin and

live to righteousness. By his wounds you have lesated.

No clear mention of sickness or bodily healing esde in this context. As a
charismatic, Williams affirms contemporary divineafing but maintains that these
texts do not support the traditional pentecostairpretation.

A more serious theological criticism concerns theppety of sickness as a
subject for atonement. On this matter, pentecsstadlar David Petts (quoted in
Warrington, 1998, p. 169), states:
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It was because of manssn that atonement... was necessary. No atonement

was needed for sickness. Sickness is not a misademewhich attracts a

penalty.

The biblical concept of atonement involves the nedation of human beings with
God after a breach in their relationship due to Sinkness is, among other things, a
result of sin; it is not something requiring atoregor forgiveness. Accordingly, the
very concept of “healing in the atonement” is aappropriate confusion of
categories. This argument is further strengthenyatid penal substitution paradigm,
which most pentecostals hold in common with coretare evangelicals. Christ
suffered only to obtain pardon for sinful humannigsi, who otherwise were bound for
eternal destruction (Mayhue, 1995, pp. 123-124)ada other, lesser purposes such
as physical healing to the work of Christ is perediby some as a lessening of the
value of his sacrifice, which came at such a great.

While the above points should give pause to umaliticceptance of the
doctrine of healing in atonement, closer scruteweals that these arguments
themselves suffer from grave weaknesses. It isthraiemost commentators on
Isa. 53:4-5 understand and emphasize the healinganed therein as spiritual and
figurative. It must be considered, however, whetherinterpretation of healing as
spiritual is based primarily on factors inherenthe text or if it is first an unconscious
reading back into the text of centuries of Christiaeological reflection, which most
of the time has been dualistic and has placed irdlue on the physical life.
Historically, physical relief has not been appresgisas worthy of mention in the same
breath as eternal salvation. However, the ovecaltext of this servant song in
particular and the latter part of Isaiah/Deutemdhl in general is, even before it is
embraced as a Christian prophecy, a promise of&3egtoration of Israel after
judgment and punishment. Throughout the HebreweBilble Lord’s disciplining of
Israel involves spiritual and physical afflictiohlwoth the individual and the group—
in other words, the entire human condition holatic Healing or restoration after
such affliction certainly involves the spiritualdapsychological dimensions of life,
but it also includes the physical and temporal.t€oy to Mayhue (1995, p. 128) and
others, it is in this holistic sense thxat is used within the book of Isaiah in such
places as 19:22, 30:26, and 57:18-19. Pentecoistati@ns, in adopting this theme
of Scripture as the foundation of the doctrine @dling in the atonement, are merely
accepting at face value the normal meaning®ofindidopot. The burden of proof
lies with those who do not believe these terms kshbe interpreted in this normal
sense to demonstrate why the restoration promms#dtese passages cannot include
physical healing.
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The counterargument is further eroded when theeat@mnt is seen as more
than a penal substitution and is expanded to ircthd defeat of humanity’s
oppressors as is done in @hristus victorparadigm. Under the penal substitution
theory, all that need be addressed, indeed alcdrabe addressed, is the problem of
humanity’s sin. The Bible’s statements concernlregdeath of Christ, however, do
not know this limitation, and the benefits of therement need not be limited to what
neatly fits that particular theory (Menzies & Meezj 2000, pp. 160-162). As noted
earlier, one of the grave limitations of the saitsion or penal substitution view of the
atonement is that it does not assign any salvdlae/to the life of Jesus Christ, only
his death (Aulén, 1931, pp. 86—89). In Qleristus victorview, Christ’s life from the
incarnation to the resurrection involves a cosrtmaggle against the forces or tyrants
that oppress humanity, usually characterized asuthigoly trinity” of sin, death, and
the devil. The death of Christ, of course, is theeatial part of Christ’s work and the
moment in which the victory was won, but every drtis ministry was oriented
toward the battle (Aulén, 1931, pp. 18-34). Undaerdtin this manner, seeing healing
as part of the atoning work of Christ causes noltdgcal problems. It simply
recognizes another dimension to the Christian wtdeding of salvation, healing, and
adds sickness to the list of tyrants. To inclu@ediom from physical afflictions as
part of salvation need not detract from justifioator even be assigned the same
significance (Simpson, 1888, pp. 6—7, 101-104).

Beyond the Isaianic proof texts, when healing idarstood as part of Christ’s
overall salvific ministry, healing in the atonemean readily be seen as part of the
theme of all the Gospel witnesses. Healing is gitie Jesus’ declaration of his
mission, the Nazareth manifesto (Luke 4:16-27).kMsreplete with healing stories.
Although the fourth Gospel contains fewer healingoaints than the Synoptics, John
makes a significant connection between healing@mist’'s death through the
allusion of 3:14-15 (Thomas, J. C., 2005). In rassage, Christ’s death is likened to
the story of Num. 21:4-9, in which Moses erectétanze serpent upon a pole; the
Israelites were to look upon it to be healed oksraites. The sole purpose of the pole
was the saving of physical life through healing.iBrpreting this as an analogy for
the crucifixion of Christ, John implicitly makesdiag one of the benefits of the
atonement, interestingly without allusion to thaidsic servant song. While this
theme within the fourth Gospel featured prominemtlthe writings of the early
pentecostals, it is rarely referenced in contempatescussions of healing in the
atonement (Thomas, J. C., 2005, pp. 35-38).

In conclusion, the biblical evidence can be argweslipport the doctrine of
healing in the atonement. While the pentecostalpnetation of Isa. 53:4-5 presents
some difficulties, they are not insurmountable, #nsl text is not the only basis for
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the doctrine. More than any other perspectiveptrgecostal view provides a strong
rationale for abandoning faulty anthropological léara and appropriating salvation
for all aspects of the human life. Accordingly, thectrine of healing in the atonement
is highly compatible with a from below approactCioristology and soteriology that
begins with the human condition and its desperatiéfi would acknowledge the
need for a reckoning of the sin issue in the dhhoenan relationship, for which the
cross of Christ graciously provides a solutions hot at all inappropriate, however, to
raise the subject of other needs and to seek refoettyman suffering, a great
portion of which is caused by sickness. Christ, etbloy compassion, healed the sick
in his earthly life (Matt. 14:14); healing is ardpyathe most significant facet of his
ministry. That he might continue this work in hisath in no way diminishes its
atoning value. Contemporary Christologies that sedde relevant to the various
contexts of suffering and oppression in the wooldaly can benefit from this
expanded view of salvation and the work of Christ.

3.2.4.2 Pentecostal Healing and the Word of Faithvidnent

That the Bible supports the healing in the atondnseone matter; how this
teaching is appropriated and disseminated pralstisahnother. Theologically,
pentecostal discussions of healing tend to lacleldgwment and nuance, leading to
unfortunate consequences. Two approaches are conimeriirst (e.g., Arrington,
1993, pp. 253-269; Menzies & Horton, 1993, pp. 29®&) focuses primarily on the
provision of healing in the atonement. In this ag@h, less attention is given to the
role of the Holy Spirit in healing or the functiofihealing within Christ’s ministry as
proclaimer and bringer of the kingdom of God. Heglis held in analogy to other
provisions of the atonement such as justificatioa thereby becomes absolutized,
disregarding the nuance and warnings of A. B. Sonp$he second approach (e.g.,
McPherson & Cox, 1969, pp. 145-157) uses an opposthodology but yields
similar results. Every biblical reference to hegjimcluding ones alluding to the
atonement, is collected without differentiation eTieferences are not organized to
form a doctrine of healing; rather, their cumulatieight is intended to show how
important healing is to God and therefore alwagswill. Human participation is
limited to supplying the faith necessary to recdiealing. Both of these approaches—
though not necessarily the cited examples—areizdtil for their theological naiveté
and their failure to address adequately difficuiéstions such as why healing does not
occur with greater frequency. Some of the examulpplied do attempt to address
these issues but in the form of an addendum toalteration of, their primary line of
argument. In practice, the addendum is not alwayssterred to receivers of the
message, and much error and confusion may result.
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The best known and widespread example of misapiatapr of healing in the
atonement is found in the “Word of Faith” branchloé charismatic and independent,
non-denominational pentecostal movements; it i3 lat®wn as the prosperity gospel
or “health and wealth” movement. Although it tydigaschews all
denominationalism and formal theology, the Wordraith movement is important
because it overwhelming dominates television pastatism and is therefore a
source of doctrinal instruction for a vast numbkethe movement’s adherents. Critic
D. R. McConnell (quoted in Abanes, 1997, p. 37bjea that the Word of Faith
movement is, for all practical purposes, “no lonjgst apart of the charismatic
movement: iis the charismatic movement.” The Word of Faith mogafis another
interesting example of the Christological innovati®f the broader pentecostal and
charismatic movement, though few theologians onéxeditional pentecostals would
see these innovations positively (Abanes, 19973pp-379; Purdy, 1995, pp. 515-
517). This present work will examine only the moegi’'s appropriation of the
subject at hand, healing in the atonement, andrtishs that result from it. Although
an objective observer would find difficulty in jifgtng all of the criticisms leveled at
the movement, its defects in this area must beesddd in order to advance an
ecumenical pentecostal theology of healing.

The prime emphasis of the Word of Faith movemettiesspoken word or
“positive confession” of faith (Lovett, 2002, p. B9 Faith is a spiritual substance or
power by which the universe is governed; even Godélf uses and is subject to the
principle of faith (Abanes, 1997, pp. 372-373, 33&1). Christians have access to the
creative power of God through the positive confassif faith, the speaking of faith-
filled words to shape reality into what believeranwit to be. The manifestation of
this confession may be long in coming, but it wilentually come as long as the
believer has sufficient faith. Sickness, finantiatdship, and other forms of suffering
are always due to a lack of faith or “negative essfon,” the speaking of non-
positive words, however accurate they really magAimnes, 1997, pp. 381-382).

Word of Faith teachers also universally acceptib&rine of healing in the
atonement (Hollinger, 1988, pp. 132-134). Whenrpreted using an unnuanced
literalistic hermeneutic (Lovett, 2002, p. 993% tiromise of healing becomes
absolutized; healing is always the will of God wesy situation (Abanes, 1997,
pp. 383-386; Moo, 1988, p. 192). Passages suclads \:29-30 and 11:22-24 are
also taken absolutely so that a lack of faith esahly perceivable barrier to healing.
To demonstrate faith, a positive confession mushbmtained at all times; nothing
should be said that contradicts the Word of Goel Bible:

Every time you confess your doubts and fears, ymiess your weakness and
your disease, you are openly confessing that thedWibGod is not true and
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that God has failed to make it good. He declarast thVith His stripes you

were healed,” and “Surely He hath borne our sickeesind carried our

diseases.” Instead of confessing that He has boynsic] diseases and put
them away, | confess that | still have them. | tHieetestimony of my senses
instead of the testimony of the Word of God. Agg@s | hold fast to my
confession of weakness, sickness, and pain, kulilhave them.... The
believer who is always confessing his sins anduveisknesses is building
weakness, failure and sin into his consciousnegsever tell anyone about
your weakness or about your past blunders andésilfGossett & Kenyon,

1997, pp. 18-19)

Any recognition of negative medical facts or rdatiassessments of situations are
impermissible. Sickness, poverty, and any othee tyfpsuffering are all considered
personal flaws resulting from insufficient manigida of reality by faith. Word of
Faith or prosperity theology may be consideredoihygosite of liberation theology.
God's preferential option is for the faithful, ahd shows this by blessing their lives
materially as well as spiritually. It is not a $mbe poor and sick, but it may be a sin
to remain that way (Abanes, 1997, pp. 382—385).\Maitics from within and
without the charismatic movement have amply docuetestatements by Word of
Faith preachers to this effect as well as the sadlts that have sometimes occurred
when healing has not manifested in accordancetivlprinciples of positive
confession.

It is this combination with faith teaching that pokes most contemporary
criticism of the pentecostal doctrine of healinghe atonement as an unhealthy,
absolutized expectation. The Word of Faith teachimogvever, can only be interpreted
as a recent innovation with little relation to tréginal formulation within the
holiness and early pentecostal movements. Althdighd of Faith shares many
beliefs with classical pentecostalism, especialthwegard to Holy Spirit baptism,
speaking in tongues, and eschatology, its beli@dsibpositive confession and healing
do not originate from the stream of Wesleyan rdigua, as do those of
pentecostalism, but from other sources. Word ahRaiaching has a striking
resemblance and, via one of its key figures, EK®@hyon, traceable connections to
Christian Science, the teaching of Mary Baker Eduaiygl other “mind science” belief
systems (Abanes, 1997, p. 386; Hollinger, 1988,14@-145; Lovett, 2002, pp. 992—
993). A type of monism, Christian Science goed&yond the antipathy to the
physical found in traditional dualistic ChristiantAropology by absolutizing the
body-soul dichotomy. The body, along with the dshe material world, simply does
not exist except as an illusion of the mind (e=gldy, 1906, pp. 263ff., 468, 591).
Positing ignorance instead of a lack of faith asgburce of humanity’s ills, the
Christian Science perspective on healing bears tharea slight resemble to that of
positive confession:
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Therefore the only reality of sin, sickness, ortdea the awful fact that
unrealities seem real to human, erring belief,|@id strips off their disguise.
They are not true, because they are not of Godly(ED06, p. 472)

When sin or sickness—the reverse of harmony—serrasd material sense,
impart without frightening or discouraging the peati the truth and spiritual
understanding, which destroy disease. Expose amulidee the claims of evil
and disease in all their forms, but realize noityeal them.... The sick are not
healed merely by declaring there is no sicknesshyplinowing that there is
none. (Eddy, 1906, p. 447)
The protest of the theologies of liberation hagelrihome to the Christian church the
importance of addressing the very real problensuiman beings’ lives and society.
Solutions to real problems do not come by denyiagrt or spiritualizing them away
through a positive confession or mind-set. Faitth la@aling are closely connected, but
Jesus also delivered those who were imperfecttim éa lacked sufficient strength to
help themselves (e.g., Mark 5:35-42, 6:54-56, 2T4€ef. Segundo, 1985, pp. 141
144). Biblically, faith is trust in the goodness@bd—which is in no way dependent
upon the skill of the believer—and hope for a pesifuture with God. It is never a
denial of the present realities of suffering noa#iempt to manipulate reality or God
through words and convictions.

3.2.4.3 Toward a More Mature Understanding of Heglin the Atonement

The pentecostal doctrine of healing in the atonénsdniblical as well as
useful pastorally. Yet, the reality is that notvalio have faith are healed, a significant
theological and practical problem. As critics righgoint out, Christians believe that
the forgiveness of sin is automatic and guaranbeeduse of the atonement, but
healing does not come automatically or in all caGese may believe that healing is
found in the atonement but should also understaaidhealing is not present in the
atonement the same as way as justification isth&blogical perspectives
acknowledge that justification is not the only bigirgrined by the work of Christ.
Not all of the benefits are available at the préesieme; none have yet experienced the
resurrection of the body or the renewal of creatibot even all who believe
experience the full benefits available presentbage is a benefit of salvation, but not
all have it yet. Healing, physical and otherwisa@yrbe viewed in a similar light. Most
pentecostal theologians who affirm healing in ttemament acknowledge this
distinction:

Spiritual healing is primary, but physical healisglso a part of the atoning

work of Christ, since He came to redeem the whelsqn, not just part of us.

Still, there is a difference between salvation freimand physical healing.
(Arrington, 1993, p. 260)

Virgil Warren (quoted in Purdy, 1995, p. 518) reféw healing as a “non-uniform’
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result of salvation.” Healing is a benefit of Clissvorks, but like other aspects of
salvation, there are other factors involved suctihasovereign will and purposes of
God. More mature reflections on healing and lackezling take many other factors
into account to arrive at a theologically and eig@ral healthy perspective.

Like Barth, Jirgen Moltmann (1992, pp. 191-192p alsknowledges healing
in the atonement, and in his Christology he pravidéruitful discussion of the
limitations inherent in the concept of healing lit¢®oltmann, 1990, pp. 108-109).
Healing is, at the very best, a temporary releesa suffering and death. All who are
sick and experience healing will at some poininmetagain become sick and
ultimately die. Even the most spectacular miraoke¥esus reported in the Gospels,
the raising of the dead, were temporary resusgitafiLazarus and others still faced
death a second time. True and full healing is @stbgical, concomitant with the
resurrection of the dead. Healing, though parbiagion, is but a sign and foretaste
of that future promise. That all healings are terapoand imperfect, however, does
not mean that they are without value. That Jesusstered healing both in his life
and through his death shows that this alleviatioimuman suffering, whatever its
limitations, is important to God and therefore ddalso be important for the
Christian church.

3.2.5 Toward a More Holistic View of Salvation

The pentecostal experience of healing serves ag@ctive to theologies that
neglect the physical and temporal aspects of satvand as a challenge to the
naturalism underlying some aspects of modern Ganishought. That modern,
mainstream theology, both conservative and libé&iad,done little with healing does
not prove that healing is an irrelevant, minor @noof theology but rather
demonstrates the widespread and lasting influehcertain categories of
Enlightenment thought, views that are no longdre@dently true in a post-modern,
pluralistic world. Of course, the question arise$athe nature of the healings
reported by pentecostals and charismatics; empuadication of them has been
notoriously difficult. This is an investigation bmyd the scope of this theological
work; it is sufficient for the present purpose teraly consider a few possibilities. If
the healings are merely psychosomatic or natu@itsmeous remissions, they may
still be considered the work of God (Moltmann, 198@. 191-192). The rate of
healings claimed by pentecostal and charismatics@dms is very high; even if there
are naturalistic explanations for the phenomererdke is unusual and therefore
significant. Conversely, only one reported heahegd be proven to have non-
naturalistic causes for the worldviews of both matestic skepticism and Christian
cessationism to fall. The present-day ministryedling is a far greater threat to
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philosophical naturalism than any result of scieninvestigation is to the Christian
faith.

Earlier (82.1.3.2, p. 18), the ideological investinef evangelicalism in the
doctrine of inerrancy was noted. Inerrancy is usedefend the evangelical
understanding of the Bible’s inspiration and thedllbgy derived from that
understanding. Critical study of Scripture is régeicbecause it threatens the
framework from which evangelical theology is dedv&imilarly, some forms of
ecumenical theology have a considerable investmdhe conclusions of historical
criticism. While many of those conclusions haveimé&rmust not be forgotten that
much of the pioneering work in biblical criticismas/done in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries and that the presuppositioddiadings of the critics of that era
are permeated with philosophical naturalism. Ifphemise of naturalism is
withdrawn, some of the conclusions of the critiosvrviewed as self-evident quickly
become suspect. Reevaluation and correction dfsfarduld be a lengthy and painful
process, and hence some resist the proposal afnarsupernatural activity by God
in the world. Bultmann (1961, p. 120), for exampien confronted with this
possibility in the life of the respectable figureBlumhardt, stated, “The Blumhardt
legends are to my mind preposterous.” One canaatytprove beyond all doubt
whether Blumhardt's experiences were supernatetalat God, but Bultmann
refused to entertain the possibility. It would be tostly for his overall thesis.

Conservatives, including pentecostals, err howesam they reject
Bultmann’s insightn toto; he raised a much broader question of worldvieat th
cannot be ignored in the contemporary world. P&tth@ aversion to Bultmann is a
visceral reaction against the connotations of tbedwmyth”; acceptance of
demythologization implies denial of the factuatirof that which is demythologized.
Bultmann’s point, however, is thaveryonedemythologizes; the question is the
extent to which it is done and the transparencglired in the process (Bultmann,
1984, pp. 8-12; cf. Schniewind, 1961, pp. 45-4Tpgbrization, for example, is a
form of demythologization (Bultmann, 1984, p. 1IRemythologization has positive
applications and is at times completely necess&agiger, 1976, pp. 46—48).
Conservatives, even pentecostals, demythologigertee degree. For example, they
too reject a literal interpretation of the threers&td universe that so aroused
Bultmann’s incredulity. They see it as expressirgpiaitual reality in language
accommodating the common worldview of biblical tspneeaven and hell are perhaps
trans-dimensional states of existence rather tieagmphical locations.
Demythologization as a hermeneutical and theoldg¢pcd needs correction, not
wholesale rejection, and that correction is feaiétl if modern-day experience of the
supernatural is accepted as pentecostals conteatis@id, one must not lose sight of
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that fact that in comparison to the stories of pHrecient religions that are commonly
called myths, the Bible is largely free of traditad mythic elements.
Demythologization has its own dangers and limitg,the least of which is the
confusion of the abstract with the spiritual (Brann962, pp. 404—-407).

Used constructively, demythologization providesaifive framework for
developing a fuller doctrine of healing and salvatiThe relevant question that arises
from a mediating interpretive position is, musttaklings mirror those in the Bible,
or does God perform healing works beyond the tgbé¢sose narrated? The
innovation of pentecostalism is the permanent hitgcof a physical and temporal
soteriological component to the work of Christ tigh the doctrine of healing in the
atonement; salvation can no longer be confinecketusively spiritual or
otherworldly dimensions. This does not in itsebywever, automatically yield a
complete “full gospel” as it usually stops at thg/gical and psychological healing of
individuals (Karkkainen, 2005, p. 45). The pentealogerspective on healing does
not need to be demythologized but giveseasus pleniobeyond patently and
exclusively miraculous categories so that it camceon itself with other dimensions
of human affliction beyond individual needs.

Miroslav Volf (1989) drew a connection between tdteon theology and
pentecostalism that has largely been acceptediadademic theological world,
which is their shared belief in the “materialitys#lvation.” Although on the surface
they are diametric opposites, even competitoreerhiomeland of liberation theology,
largely catholic Latin America, they have naturidiingties in their expanded
understandings of Christian salvation as havingspntual, material dimensions. As
Macchia (2002, p. 1135) notes,

The place pentecostals give to healing has imphicatfor an understanding of

the gospel that is not restricted to the forgiverwssins or the reconciliation

of the “soul” to God, but extends also to the ldiem and redemption of
human society and the entire cosmos.
Liberationist Virgil Elizondo (1996, p. 52) affirnitee fundamental compatibility
between the pentecostal and liberation movements:
In fact, each one has what the other lacks andsneeatder truly to
accomplish its goals. Both empower the disenfrasezhiPentecostalism
through interior deliverance of the individual ahe liberation movements by
enabling the people to take control of the fordesoaiety which govern their
destiny.
As Lucan theologies, both pentecostalism and ltmeraheology seek to apply the
fullness of Christ’s work to every aspect of huneaistence. Both movements draw
inspiration from the Nazareth manifesto of Luke44:21, in which the arrival of the
Spirit in liberating power heralds the coming of tessiah. The challenge for
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pentecostals in continuing Christ's mission is¢kreowledge the presence and
activity of God’s Spirit in the healing of soci#lki in both miraculous and non-
miraculous ways, and not just in the curing of undiial afflictions. Likewise,
liberationists must resist the temptation to derolgbize too extensively and focus
exclusively on the naturalistic, political, and sbcimensions of liberation (Boff &
Boff, 1987, pp. 64—-65). Joining the emphases otwltemovements can help lead to a
universally responsible Christology, a fuller gdsp@d a more holistic ministry of
healing. Such would not be a new theological intionabut a return to the biblical
pattern of signs and wonder accompanying the pmoati@n of the gospel of the
kingdom in the power of the Spirit.

Pentecostals are fond of Heb. 13:8, “Jesus Clsrista same yesterday and
today and forever.” Jesus the savior is Jesusdhkeh and the work of healing he
carried out while on earth continues to this ddye Telationship between healing and
salvation is being increasingly recognized in déeetheological streams to the benefit
of all. Not fully developed even within pentecodtaology, however, is the link
between Jesus and the Spirit in the ministry ofihgaAs noted previously,
pentecostals have come close to this in seeing J&sthe prototypical Spirit-filled
man and linking his miracles to the operation @f 8pirit. Yet, this theme is diluted
by focusing on healing as a benefit of the atoneémagher than a gift of the Spirit.
When healing is held in analogy to justificationfaith, the roles of both the Holy
Spirit and believers in the mission and ministrheéling becomes marginalized.
Healing is treated as a spiritual gfti generisand thus not all of the detailed
teaching of Paul about spiritual gifts in 1 Cor—-12 has been brought to bear on the
subject. Some of the tension in viewing healinglasys provided but not always
received arises from this.

This problem reveals further difficulties with inpeeting the atoning work of
Christ exclusively as a penal substitution detadh@a his earthly ministry. Jesus
saved people and forgave sins before his deathlsbehealed before his death. His
healing power was attributed to the Holy Spirit Keud:14ff., Matt. 12:28, Acts
10:38), and the healing ministry for which he cossioned his followers was not
directly connected to or expressed as an extemdibis sacrificial work (Luke 9:1—
6). Again, this aspect of salvation is better ustterd through thperichoresisand
reciprocity of the work of Christ and the Spirite&ling is objectively provided by the
atonement of Christ, but as a foretaste of theagetdgical kingdom, it is a new
creation by the Spirit. Healing is a gift of thei@pand as with other gifts, the Spirit
retains sovereignty over it (1 Cor. 12:4-11). Spai gifts are diverse, spontaneous,
and unpredictable. They are best approached wittitande of expectation and
openness. The ministry of healing continues todag, all Christians are called upon
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to participate in it vitally. What God may healddmow, and when, and through
whom needs to be left to his sovereign grace, uisGans may be confident that it is
his will to heal the needs of individuals, socistiand the whole creation through
human and supernatural means.

3.2.6 Excursus: Healing and the Demonic

Not only healings but exorcisms of evil spirits diethe irreducible historical
core of the Gospels. The two are closely linkedhaaministry of Jesus, healing was
often effected through exorcism (e.g., Matt. 9:32-12:22, 17:14-20, Luke 13:10-
13), and Jesus as deliverer is an unstated butcitripinction of the fourfold gospel.
Fuller exploration of the meaning of the demonibayond the scope of this study, as
is an apologetic for the widespread, sometimes ewdnusiastic, belief in demons
among pentecostals. However, a study of Jesusadex lorannot be considered
complete without some reference to his ministrgragxorcist (Kuemmerlin-McLean
& Nelson, 1992, p. 142). The meaning and signifteaof these accounts in the
Gospels provide a much greater challenge for cqmbeany Christians than
supernatural healing by a benevolent God. In thetWselief in a world full of evil
spirits was a casualty of the Enlightenment, aniéyat is difficult to have an
intelligent discussion about the demonic withowiting reminders of some of the
worst excesses of medieval Christianity. Witch Bupersecution of the mentally ill,
and theological absurdities associated with angglohnd demonology are
embarrassments most thoughtful Christians woulel tiikleave behind as regrettable
mistakes from a superstitious age. Barth (19605pp-522 (CD 111.3)) in particular
criticized orthodox theology for giving demons tmoich respect and recognition by
clubbing demonology with other areas of theolodyisTesulted in giving cause for
the dismissal of the entire Christian messagearptiocess of demythologizing the
demonic. For much of recent history, it seemedebétir Christianity to abandon any
concept of the demonic whatsoever.

As the modern age gave way to the postmodern, henyvhe demonic
regained some respectability as a theological cagggillich, 1963, p. 102).
Bultmann (1961, pp. 119-120) completely opposedaditgynpts to resuscitate belief
in literal evil spirits, but he did see symbolizaddemonology “the important truth of
the trans-subjective reality of evil.” Paul Tillictsed the demonic as a symbol with
surprising frequency in hiSystematic theologyror him (Tillich, 1963, pp. 102—-106),
the demonic was a counterweight to the truly divine/as that which “distorts self-
transcendence by identifying a particular beardrabihess with the holy itself”

(p- 102) and elevates “one element of finitudenfmite power” (p. 103). Although
not literal, personified evil spirits, the demomias for Tillich a real threat to life and
true religion.
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Barth (1960, pp. 519-531 (CD II1.3)) went much e, expounding on the
demonic as an implication of his broader doctriheathingness. Barth’s work in this
area is highly creative and innovative, but it dies been rightly criticized as tortuous
and needlessly obscure. Barth acknowledged the mierhat sought to deny it any
sort of positive relationship to God’s creationisla product of God’s No and opposes
all that is good in creation. “They can only hated@nd his creation,” he wrote
(1960, p. 523 (CD 111.3)). Barth seemed to simudtausly affirm and deny the reality
and personhood of the demonic, and he echoed thengaof C. S. Lewis (2002,

p. 125) to neither completely ignore nor overlyedsabout demons. Barth (1961a,
pp. 370-371 (CD lIl.4)) also wrote approvingly bétmessage and deliverance
ministry of Blumhardt. His comments reflect a matand healthy perspective on this
subject:

Blumhardt's perception may have been mythologiaati(this is surely better
than no perception at all), but he saw in the aomdiof this girl, and later of
many others, the presence of the opposing wortbeo&bsolutely abnormal
and objectively unseemly, i.e., the satanic darkmeselation to which there
must not be adaptation into something willed by ®atrevolt, protest, and
angry negation.

Liberation theologians have also shown interesthéndemonic as a symbol.
The New Testament’s depictions of demonic “rulerd authorities” (Eph. 6:12,

Col. 2:15) are readily transferred to oppressiv@a@nd economic structures.
Despite full acceptance of the reality of the deirmomany pentecostals have been
reluctant to make this connection. Elizondo (19263) explains:

The naming of the “idols” of the dominant structicé oppression has been

one of the main sources of healing and deliverantten the movements of

liberation. One of the critiques of Pentecostalfssm within the movements
of liberation is that often they perform exorcisiogt do not seek to name the
specific demons of society which are producingillhess, thus giving the
individual a personal experience of deliverancéout seeking to eradicate
the demon itself. Unless the roots of the diseasattacked, it will certainly
continue to destroy people.
If the satanic is that which seeks to “steal aridakid destroy” (John 10:10), it is
myopic to see the activities of evil forces as awed only to individual behaviors and
circumstances. Although not all will agree with @lithe ideological conclusions of
liberation theology, the movement serves as a @topheminder that social,
economic, and political structures that carry @eéradas consonant with the goals of
the demonic should also be targeted by the Chmistimistry of deliverance.
Speaking from the context of Hispanic American peastalism, Eldin Villafafie
(1993, p. 181) has incorporated this insight intognoundbreaking attempt to
formulate a contextual pentecostal social ethic:
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It [Hispanic pentecostalism] must realize thatesna evil goes beyond the
individual; that we are all enmeshed in a sociahg that is complex,
dynamic and dialectical; and that our spiritualéigd the very Gospel that we
preach, needs to be as big and ubiquitous as dieah

Most twentieth century exercises in demonologyluiding the above
examples, have involved some form of demytholo@mratt is difficult to object to
this interpretive approach even from a conservdiilsgcal perspective. Much of
Christian mythology concerning the demonic, as @&slpopular perceptions of it, is
more patristic and medieval in origin than biblioakside of the edges of the canon.
Traditional Christian demonology makes claims faydnd what is biblically
sustainable, for Scripture provides little conciefermation about the origin and
nature of demons. The plain accounts of demonieigcin the Gospels and Acts
focus only on their effects on human beings. Mavewescriptions of the demonic
and satanic are confined to the apocalyptic pastiand if any of the different genres
of biblical literature deserve the descriptor ofthofogical, it is the apocalyptic.
These sections of Scripture deliberately use higislyal language to depict
symbolically the truths they wish to communicated &w from any theological
tradition insist on interpreting them literally. @nding the apocalyptic, the biblical
portrayal of the demonic bears closer resemblamdest of Barth, Tillich, and the
liberation theologians than to that of medievalcspative angelologies and
demonologies and artistic representations. A retmanmore biblical demonology
requires the purging of foreign preconceptions taate become almost universally
associated with this controversial area of study.

The sum of these possible interpretations is tieattivities of demons and
their expulsion by Christ and his followers shontit simply be discarded as
mythological accretions with no connection to objexreality. Although the
Enlightenment has forever changed the Western \ganltlerstanding of the
spiritual, it is highly significant that the demoras a theological category could be
safely ignored for only a short span of the modege before attracting serious
attention again. Given that, the more traditioraitpcostal understanding of evil
spirits should also be given acknowledgment; issastice from the modern
reinterpretations discussed above is not as gsaafiest appears. The term
“exorcism” is rarely used in contemporary pentealsn, “deliverance” and “inner
healing” being more popular. The goal of a delingrihealing ministry is to bring
liberation to the total person, spiritually, emaotdly, physically, and socially. This
may involve the eviction of evil presences, but thiee they are in reality
psychological, metaphorical, or literal matterditThe debate over the
demythologization of the demonic is given more imi@oce than it deserves. In many
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traditional cultures, the popular worldview hasdifficulty in believing in active,
personal evil spirits; promoting a more scientilightenment worldview should
not necessarily be a high priority for the Christraission in such a context.
Conversely, in other cultures, firm insistence efids in literal demons may cause
unnecessary alienation; conversion to this viewpsanves little good. Holistic
wellbeing and freedom from oppression are whatenalt this area, perhaps more
than any other, a healthy balance is vital but tafately difficult to achieve. Part of
the temperance needed within pentecostalism magd@mplished through
eschatological adjustment; more is said aboutith§3.4.3.1, below.

3.3 Jesus as Baptizer: Power for Ministry

As discussed thus far, the soteriology of pentadisst embodied in the
fourfold gospel is comprehensive and holistic.nhitation of the ministry of Christ, it
contains the potential to address all aspects widmity’s needs, physical as well as
spiritual, individually and corporately. Yet, peatstalism has been frequently
charged with not living up to this potential, fomgtoo much on individual well-
being and neglecting social, economic, and politesponsibilities. For many
segments of the movement, this charge is not udedinAs Cecil M. Robeck (1987,
p. 103) writes:

Yet for the most part, pentecostals... are not witalywn for their

continuing contribution to the resolution of sogiadtice issues. In many

instances, pentecostals have come to question toseguestion thetatus
guo. They have become selective in the way they utaleighe concerns of
evangelism. They have carefully chosen the elen@ntesus’ ministry with
which they wish to be identified. And this is esjpdg true within the North

American context.

This is no small problem. Differences over the img@oce of social action and over
which particular social issues are important arth@toot of the conflict between
conservative and liberal Christians over ecumeraodl missionary cooperation
(Hedlund, 1993; Lord, 2003, pp. 281-283). As thieadle has heated up in the
twentieth century, pentecostals have grown claséng evangelical position in this
area (Robeck, 1987, p. 106). Although they haveatatly neglected social action
(Karkkainen, 1999, pp. 80-81), priority has beeregito evangelism, the “saving of
souls.”

Addressing this vital issue in a constructive mainbeth theologically and
practically, is necessary for advancement of uauitgf cooperation. Acknowledging
that other theological traditions have insightd ttemm complement one’s own is a
considerable distance away from practical implemugon. Ecumenical dialogue may
lead to greater levels of respect for and fellowshith the other, but it is too easy to
leave the ecumenical challenge at the confererde &gad continue on one’s present
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trajectory undiverted. For pentecostalism to expéndision of salvation beyond only
the proclamation of spiritual regeneration and ingend recover the full gospel of
Jesus, it must find some way of connecting therahemenical perspectives on
salvation with its own traditions. Likewise, if n@@ntecostal ecumenical theologies
are to grow from their contact with pentecostalismye is needed than
acknowledgment of the latter’s basic orthodoxy patience with its exuberance.
These traditions must find meeting points withia gentecostal fourfold gospel that
correspond to and enrich their own sense-makingpgetives.

As will be shown, the theological issue underlyihg problem within
pentecostalism is not found in the movement’s @blogy, soteriology, or
pneumatology; it is more likely a problem with éschatology (Snell, 1992, pp. 51—
53). Indeed, in the movement’s pneumatology is dotlne solution to the problem.
Surprisingly, the best place for ecumenical meeding synthesis lies in
pentecostalism’s most distinctive—as well as mostrmoversial—doctrine, the
baptism in the Holy Spirit. All Christians, of caa, believe in Spirit baptism; it is a
biblical doctrine. Where they differ, and differdely, is in its interpretation. Spirit
baptism is theine qua norof the pentecostal movement, that which givesit i
identity and distinguishes it from other traditioitss not surprising, therefore, that its
interpretation is unique. The pentecostal docton8pirit baptism differs from both
the traditional protestant view, in which Spiritdtiam is identified with salvation and
regeneration, as well as the non-pentecostal resiaew, in which Spirit baptism is
the same as entire sanctification. Pentecostatkthat this experience is most
commonly received some time after justificationt ®ome Christians never receive it
at all. Most controversially, classical pentecastahintain that it can only be deemed
to have been received when speaking in tongues®asut did on the original day of
Pentecost.

Although such a novel formulation is seemingly @l® with most of Christian
history, the pentecostal interpretation has mademnaoads into virtually every
denomination via the charismatic renewal, attaigingspectable level of tolerance if
not wholesale acceptance. This suggests that ihgreater legitimacy to the
pentecostal interpretation than is commonly assuanethat it can find resonance
and support in a wide range of traditions. Pentat®sightly perceive the biblical
function of Spirit baptism as neither salvation sanctification but power for
ministry (Snell, 1992, pp. 44-48). Ministry is nesarily directed outward, from the
individual to the community and from the commundythe world (Acts 1:8).
Pentecostals hold that the second blessing ofjiiré 5 intended to help believers
share the fullness of salvation with others by ewgring them to replicate the
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ministry of Christ (Dempster, 1987, pp. 146-149)e pentecostal distinctive is the
call for all Christians to experience their own rpenal Pentecost.”

It is the researcher’s contention that the Bibleve as historical and
contemporary theological trends lend support tgpir@ecostal understanding of
Spirit baptism and that the doctrine deserves riareghtful consideration than mere
tolerance. As it is properly oriented towards segwthers, it can also serve as an
energizing point for leveraging the fourfold gosjpeb a truly fuller gospel in both
theology and practice. Just as healing in the atené¢ provides a firm basis for
incorporating non-spiritual dimensions into the @dex of salvation, the doctrine of
Spirit baptism formalizes subsequence and, whepeplpapprehended, fosters
movement in the Christian life towards greater lee# service. The call to Pentecost
is the call to ministry, which is necessarily bsetitial and evangelistic. With regard to
Christology, understanding Christ as the baptizén the Spirit as well as the
archetypical one baptized by the Spirit gives gremsight into the purpose and
direction of the Christian life. Christians are ooty followers of Jesus but are called
to continue his ministry of salvation, healing, dibération in the power of the Holy
Spirit.

3.3.1 The Pentecostdbine Qua Non: Origin and Evolution

Historian Vinson Synan (1971, pp. 99-100 n. 12)dften called
pentecostalism “a movement without a man.” No €mgrson can be ascribed as its
founder, and many different leaders, famous anduwls both men and women,
contributed to its development and growth. As @iris movement and theological
stream, however, it owes more to John Wesley thyare else (Synan, 1971, p. 13).
Pentecostalism is directly descended from methodisdithe ensuing holiness
movements, and it was Wesley's teaching of Chngprfection that ultimately led to
the pentecostal doctrine of Holy Spirit baptism.rbles said about Wesley's
distinctive teaching on sanctification and its velece for contemporary theology in
83.5. At this time, it will suffice to broadly dedoe the evolution from methodism to
classical pentecostalism.

Although he was not the first to conceive of theadWesley did much to
popularize the concept of a higher Christian fgecifically of individual attainment
of greater levels of sanctification after justitica. Affirming that Christ brought
freedom not only from the penalty of sin but frame presence of sin, Wesley
believed it possible for a believer to be entidyctified in this life, before death,
through faith. This interpretation of sanctificatidiffers radically from the reformed
tradition, which views sanctification as a nevedieg (in this life) process derived
ultimately from justification. “Genuine sanctifigan... stands or falls with this
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continued orientation toward justification and teenission of sins,” writes G. C.
Berkouwer (1952, p. 78) representing the reformadpective. Wesley affirmed the
progressive nature of sanctification but also cotéel that a perfection of love could
be attained in the present life, even receivedrmmoanent by faith:

...I maintained—(1) That Christian perfection is tlate of God and our

neighbour, which implies deliverance frath sin; (2) that this is received

merelyby faithy (3) that it is givennstantaneouslyin one moment; (4) That

we are to expect it, not at death, buery momenthatnowis the accepted

time, nowis the day of this salvation. (Wesley, 1968, p.efhphasis original)
This perfection in love or entire sanctificatiomist identical to justification but
occurs subsequent to it (p. 24).

Wesley was not, however, a systematic theologiamalpueacher, and his
teaching on this vital subject was not as cleanasy would have liked. He provided
ample backing for sanctification as a teleologtbaime of Scripture but less so for it
as a second blessing or crisis experience subseustification. Wesley himself
never clearly claimed to have been entirely saectifPeters, 1985, pp. 201-215);
most interpreters of Wesley understand his famddsr8gate experience in which his
heart was “strangely warmed” as his regeneratigndf, 1971, pp. 16-17).
Additionally, how to confirm objectively that engisanctification has occurred was
not clear for the early movement. To simply clairattone has received entire
sanctification and has ceased from sinning hastaiceggaucheness and is more likely
a clear indicator that one has not been perfeat&hristian love and humility.

Further development of the doctrine was neededrizkydesley’s revivalistic
preaching.

Accordingly, many methodists and later participantthe holiness
movement—Ilargely former methodists who felt thgimal movement had moved too
far away from Wesley's teaching—sought strongeli¢cabbacking for this second
soteriological crisis, especially its instantanegaception. Many were drawn to the
baptism of the Holy Spirit as portrayed in the Gas@and Acts as a synonym for
entire sanctification. Wesley himself did not malkis connection; his teaching was
more Christocentric in orientation (Dayton, 197p, $1-42). His contemporary, John
Fletcher, was the first to emphasize Spirit baptigrough his specific understanding
of its place in the@rdo salutisis not entirely clear. Over time, the understagah
Spirit baptism as entire sanctification grew, ameté¢ was competition between
Wesley’s position and it. Ultimately, the newerwiprevailed with the holiness
movement’'s employment of “pentecostal languagedrtp up the doctrine of entire
sanctification biblically, especially as a discratt of grace subsequent to salvation
(Dayton, 1987, pp. 90-92). The second soteriolddiessing was increasingly
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understood as not only a sanctifying but also apemering experience. By the end
of the nineteenth century, virtually all in the in@lss movement agreed with this
interpretation, and along with the acceptance wahdihealing and premillennialism,
all of the elements of the pentecostal fourfoldpgbsvere in place save speaking in
tongues (Dayton, 1975, pp. 47-53).

As noted in the previous chapter, the modern pestatmovement began
theologically if not phenomenologically when Charleox Parham, a American
holiness preacher, assigned his students at Beihlel School in Topeka, Kansas, to
study the Scriptures and determine what was tHechllevidence for the baptism in
the Holy Spirit. All of the students apparently @pendently concluded that it was
speaking in tongues, and with Agnes Ozman'’s expeegi®f glossolalia on January 1,
1901, in response to prayer for Spirit baptism,dlassical pentecostal movement was
born (Synan, 1971, pp. 99-102). Another preachdtia J. Seymour, connected
with Parham and took the new doctrine to Los Argjealifornia. Seymour was
catalytic in starting the Azusa Street revival 80&, and after contact with the
revival, many of the major holiness denominatiant/nited States quickly accepted
the new doctrine (Synan, 1971, p. 137). Most rethitmeir belief in entire
sanctification as a second soteriological expegear split out Spirit baptism as a
third (Synan, 1971, pp. 115-116). With the furtsieidy of Scripture and the
experience of tongues came the realization thatt®giptism could not be identified
with entire sanctification; its purpose was notliofiness but power for ministry. The
original holiness pentecostals considered entmetgacation a prerequisite for being
filled with the Spirit. Others who later joined theovement, not from Wesleyan
backgrounds, rejected the teaching of Christiafepgon but accepted Spirit baptism
as a second work subsequent to salvation. The fimatian of subsequence and the
catalytic linking of tongues to Spirit baptism makhis thesine qua norof
pentecostalism and the movement’s distinctive doution to contemporary
Christianity (Synan, 1971, pp. 121-122).

Although they differ on sanctification, the majgraf Trinitarian pentecostal
groups formed during the classical period haverggdly the same understanding of
Spirit baptism. Based on a simple but valid harrpation of Acts 1:4-5, 2:4, and
2:38, being filled with the Spirit, receiving th@i8t, and being baptized with the
Spirit are roughly synonyms for the same act ofabeended Lord (Arrington, 1994,
pp. 52-58; Wyckoff, 1995, pp. 425-427). The auttfokcts also refers to the same

‘Edward Irving (1792-1834), the founder of the Céithapostolic Church in Scotland, held a
doctrine of Spirit baptism and tongues virtuallgndical to that of classical pentecostalism. The
movement did not have widespread influence, howerat no direct connection has been traced
between it and the later pentecostal movement {@0rt991).
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experience as the Spirit “falling on,” “coming updar being “poured out on”
believers. Some in the broader renewal movemenhgdissh between the initial
experience of being baptized with the Spirit andtiple later fillings as a
revitalization of the former experience. Spirit bam does not occur simultaneously
with justifying faith, and it is not to be idengfil with regeneration (Williams, 1988a,
pp. 42—-43). Usually it must be actively sought, @rwén be delayed for days, months,
or years after salvation, although ideally, it eawal should be received immediately
after the believer’s new birth or water baptism QRbff, 1995, pp. 451-454).
Speaking in tongues is classically held as the atwa “initial physical evidence” of
being baptized with the Holy Spirit, though it istrthe sole or even most important
sign of the Spirit-filled life.

For various reasons, not all Christians receivestperience of Spirit baptism
with speaking in tongues, though it is availablaitoFew classical pentecostals
would maintain that those who do not speak in tesgip not have the Holy Spirit.
Most acknowledge a primary indwelling at regeneraind do not equate Spirit
baptism with salvation (e.g., Arrington, 1994, g@--44, 58). After all, the early
pentecostal leaders had a considerable delay betive confessions of salvation
and their Spirit baptism. Despite the common chafgspiritual elitism, most
pentecostal leaders and theologians are apolagsbiat their doctrine and seek to be
sensitive to others’ views and experiences witligutying their own. That all do not
have the experience is not necessarily becauspearfsanal failing but most probably
due to the loss of the doctrine in the church afésrturies of historical neglect. The
truth was restored in the new revival movementigmostals affirm, and all should
now seek it and patiently wait until it arrives.

3.3.2 Initial Evidence and Real Evidence: Purposeand Accomplishments of the
New Pentecost

Although it is inappropriate to reduce pentecosialto simply a “tongues
movement,” it is not surprising that the early mmesnt was characterized as such.
Given the historical milieu, the pentecostal doarof subsequent Spirit baptism was
not particularly unique or noteworthy; the influehnon-pentecostal holiness
churches held it as well. What makes the pentelcpstapective unique and teae
gua nonof the movement is its corollary, the doctrinerofial evidence. This is also
the one doctrinal point disputed most by non-pergtads. Classical pentecostals
believe that speaking in other tongues, the phenomef glossolalia, is the
normative initial physical evidence of the baptisnthe Holy Spirit (Wyckoff, 1995,
pp. 439—-442). Each of these descriptors is impoftarthe pentecostal
understanding. Glossolalian®rmative in that it should always occur along with
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Spirit baptism. It isnitial, in that it is the first sign that the baptism ha®n received,
but it should not be the last. Itpdysical in that other, non-physical evidences,
particularly a transformed, emboldened witnessukhalso accompany the baptism.
Finally, it isevidencein that it proves Spirit baptism has occurred,ibis not to be
identified with the baptism; it is only a sign, ribe sum, of the experience. Again, at
the time there was widespread belief in subsedBpmit baptism but some
concernment about how to confirm objectively thdiad been received. Speaking in
tongues ultimately prevailed as the most biblical discernible proof of the
experience. A century later, this is perhaps apesssing question.

It may be said that the doctrine of initial physieaidence is the consensus of
the broader pentecostal movement. Unless glosaaeadurs, Spirit baptism is not
deemed to have been received, and the one seékirxperience should continue to
seek it until he or she speaks in tongues. Althaffbially part of many
denominations’ statements of faith and a widespledief among pentecostal
ministers, it is by no means a universal belieftipalarly in European and Chilean
pentecostal churches (Hollenweger, 1972, p. 33&nesdenominational charismatics
such as J. Rodman Williams (1990, pp. 209-212)Ce1this Bennett (1971, pp. 57—
65) have views identical to classical pentecostaisbut many charismatics are less
dogmatic, seeing tongues as a gift that usualbften accompanies Spirit baptism,
but not always (Hocken, 1988, p. 158). On the bafsicts 19:6, some see prophecy
in the vernacular language as equally valid evideRcominent Foursquare leader
Jack Hayford (1996, pp. 96—107), while advocatmgtie universal availability of
tongues, has taken the position that there is blcchl mandate for judging when
Spirit baptism has occurred; initial evidence is a@alid subject for dogma. Third
wave neo-charismatics deny initial evidence altogetthough many do speak in
tongues. In any case, a pentecostal congregatihich all members speak in
tongues would be exceptionally rare, if not nonstxt.

3.3.2.1 The Value and Utility of Tongues

Despite Paul’'s perceived discouragement in 1 Chrpé&ntecostals value and
promote the experience of speaking in tonguesdeersl reasons apart from its value
to the congregation when accompanied by the gifttefpretation. First, as noted
above, it is seen as conclusive, objective proaff tihe baptism of the Spirit has been
received. Once it has occurred, an individual mestddoubt that he or she has been
filled with Spirit (Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 330-33#)e experience of glossolalia
serves as tangible, personal proof that one hasuatered the transcendent. In this
vein, Cox (1995, p. 87) has insightfully remarkédat the persistence of tongues in
pentecostalism:
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[I]t represents the core of all pentecostal comuictthat the Spirit of God

needs no mediators but is available to anyone intanse, immediate, indeed

interior way.
Second, speaking in tongues is promoted becautewalue for personal edification
(Williams, 1990, pp. 231-234). Of all the spiritggits discussed by Paul in 1 Cor.
12-14, only speaking in tongues strengthens theafishe gift (14:4); all other gifts
are for the purpose of ministering to others. Mpagitecostals equate speaking in
tongues with “praying in the Spirit” on the basfslaCor. 14:14-18. Accordingly,
other passages that use this expression such as&8nEph. 6:18, and Jude 20 are
interpreted as referring to praying in other torguéhe faculty is therefore seen as a
special aid to intercession and prayer.

Finally, speaking in tongues, as a consequenceingbilled with the Spirit,
is seen as the gateway to other spiritual giftsrkes & Menzies, 2000, pp. 189-199;
Wyckoff, 1995, pp. 443-444). This contention is mbistorical and anecdotal than
biblical. Before the pentecostal revival, speakingpngues was not the only gift
deemed to have ceased as the church matured. gigalaphecy, and other more
supernatural gifts were not common or widely souggfiore the modern renewal
movement began, and today their practice is largedpciated with its various
branches. One reason that many pentecostals oppetexation of the initial
evidence doctrine, even if they are not entireinfatable with it, is the fear of the
slippery slope effect. If the experience of speghongues is downplayed to avoid
discomfort or the appearance of “spiritual elitisthmay eventually become
uncommon again or cease altogether and with itpther supernaturaharismataof
the Spirit. The “cooling down” experienced in mg®ntecostal and charismatic
churches in the second and subsequent generations $hat this fear is not
unfounded. For all these reasons, therefore, pesi@sm still promotes speaking in
tongues as a gift available to all Christians, efether gifts are rightly deemed
greater (1 Cor. 14:5).

3.3.2.2 The Importance and Purpose of Spirit Baptis

Dwelling at length on the issue of tongues, howeeere can lose sight of the
real import of the pentecostal doctrine. Glossalaliconsidered the initial, physical
evidence of Spirit baptism; it is not the only eande, nor is it the most important
evidence. The baptism signifies the full releasthefSpirit in the believer’s life, and
the experience should therefore produce otherteesohsonant with that belief.
Although it is not sanctification, it should leawldn increase of the fruit of the Spirit
and greater personal holiness (Wyckoff, 1995, g@—443). Like Paul in 1 Cor. 13,
William J. Seymour, the leading figure in the Az ®teeet revival, criticized those
who emphasized tongues at the expense of the metant things:
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Tongues are one of the signs that go with everyizegpperson, but it is not
the real evidence of the baptism in the every dayYour life must measure
up with the fruits of the Spirit. If you get angoy, speak evil, or backbite, |
care not how many tongues you may have, you hawvthadaptism with the

Holy Spirit... If you want to live in the Spirit, levin the fruits of the Spirit

every day. (quoted in Land, 1993, p. 124)

Seymour became critical of the initial evidencetdae not because of doubt over the
experience but because of a perceived lack of ésdin the lives of some of the early
pentecostals. As a holiness pentecostal, he bdlitga the fullness of the Spirit was
only endowed upon those who had been sanctifiacentHe could not believe that
people who still exhibited racial hatred were stiect or filled with the Spirit,
regardless of how much they spoke in tongues (C895, pp. 62—64).

Seymour’s complaint was even more justified becadiske great promise
shown in the early stages of the revival; any geglyipentecostal movement will not
give room for social prejudices. The story of thigioal day of Pentecost, as well as
the entire book of Acts, is one of the Holy Spmieaking barriers dividing human
beings. Part of the prophecy of Joel fulfilled thay was the Spirit poured out on “all
flesh,” young and old, male and female, rich andrgécts 2:17-21); the apostolic
church later learned that this included other raresnationalities too (Acts 10:45,
11:18, 15:6ff.; cf. Gal. 3:28). Many have seenhia bccurrence of tongues at
Pentecost a reversal of the Tower of Babel, a neb¥&od’s Spirit to bring the human
race back together. Histories of the beginninghefAzusa Street revival read like a
reconstruction of this aspect of Acts. Women waelly involved and accepted in the
early leadership. More remarkable for the time amture was the free association of
different races; as one observer put it, “the cbl@ was washed away by the blood”
(Cox, 1995, p. 58). This had not been achievedimwitie preceding holiness
movement. For Seymour, this was the true miraclResftecost; the baptism in the
Holy Spirit brought the power to realize the vismiiberation and equality.
Unfortunately, this holiness and freedom did net ks racism and patriarchy quickly
reasserted themselves in the young movement. Bgrtti®f the classical period, the
various pentecostal denominations were dividecelgirglong racial lines. The role of
women in the movement has also been a story df digth shadows, though as
mentioned in 82.1.3.2, p. 20, pentecostals havergéy been more progressive in
this area than other conservative American dendmima Since the 1990'’s, efforts
have been made by many pentecostal leaders tosadah@blems of racism within the
movement and recapture the unity and vision obtiginal revival (Synan, 2001,

p. 375).

Along with the new experience of the Spirit canteea ecumenical vision.

The renewal of Pentecost was seen as a chandeefohtirch to start afresh and, in
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the power of the Spirit, recapture the unity Ching¢énded it to have (Robeck, 1999,
pp. 340-344). Unfortunately, this ecumenical impu&s one-sided. For the most
part, pentecostalism was ready to give an expegiand a doctrine to the other
churches but not open to receiving any correctiochanges. There was an
anticipation that the revival would spread througfrall denominations and that the
movement of the Spirit would wipe away such obsgletiman-made structures. That
other Christian traditions might have somethin¢etch the movement was not on the
agenda. Even the gift of the Spirit came with ctods, all the beliefs about holiness
that pentecostals thought were necessary for riecgilie baptism. Not surprisingly,
the other churches did not receive this overtueenthy the pentecostals intended, and
so the pentecostal movement largely rejected atbeominations and the ecumenical
movement as a whole. The Assemblies of God wef#rass to issue in 1962 a strong
statement condemning the WCC (reproduced in Holdgyar, 1972, pp. 516-517).
Although again in this area, the classical pentatosovement did not live up to its
potential, the vision has been fulfilled in unfares ways via the subsequent
charismatic, third wave, and other renewal movemdgntecostalism has not
converted all other denominations to its doctrineébdhe preconditions it set for
receiving its core experience, but nonethelesspirguality and fervor birthed
through the movement has had a truly global img@eyond the charismatic
movement, some pentecostal groups are now actaeticipating in the ecumenical
movement, though many still remain cautiously alégHollenweger, 1996, pp. 9—
10).

Perhaps most importantly and intrinsically, thettsap in the Holy Spirit
contains a call to ministry and missions. The prinpurpose of the pentecostal
experience is the reception of power for minisiimyActs 1:8, Jesus said,

[Y]ou will receive power when the Holy Spirit hasme upon you, and you

will be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all JulehSamaria, and to the end

of the earth.
This verse discloses the theme of the book, theaspof the gospel to all lands and
peoples in the power of the Holy Spirit. The eatligentecostals took this
commandment literally and believed that their neypegience was a commissioning
to missions (McGee, 2002, pp. 887-889; Synan, 1971101-103). Specifically,
they believed that they had received the gift oissionary tongues,” also alternately
called xenolalia, xenoglossolalia, or xenoglostia,ability to speak a foreign
language without study. Some left America to preaehgospel in other countries
based only on this experience. Upon arrival, tieeyrled they were mistaken in their
belief, and the movement as a whole eventually gbadits interpretation of what
speaking in tongues signified. Although cessatigmdemics sometimes highlight the
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failure of the movement to produce known humand@ggs in order to disqualify the
experience (e.g., Hodges, 1963, pp. 231-233),tirality the phenomenon of
“missionary tongues” occurs nowhere in the New dm&nt. Acts 2:6—12 is the only
place where known languages are explicitly recagmhibut even here the occurrence
of xenolalia was not sufficiently communicative t€¥estill had to preach to the
assembled crowds in his own language (Williams0199. 214-216, 225). Reports
of genuine xenolalia are not unknown in the moverbenare poorly documented.

Despite this initial misunderstanding, the moventexg been enormously
successful as a missionary force (Hedlund, 19934®-476; Hollenweger, 1996,
p. 3). As noted in the previous chapter, the pestat movement is traditionally
deemed to have begun in 1901 with a handful of neemlAt the close of the
twentieth century, various sources estimate thadeorenewal movement to contain
upwards of 500 million participants. One would laechpressed to find in all of
human history a religious movement with more sprdéa growth. Pentecostals
would contend that this success is due to the ppwetided through Jesus’ work of
Spirit baptism, a blessing given only to be shafédugk true pentecostal experience is
never anything completely personal and individualthe beginning of movement
ever outward in the service of the Lord and theiserof others, the effort to bring the
fullness of salvation to the world. While reflect®oon growth should be tempered
with humility, the rapid spread of the movementsibelster its claims to the
importance of its distinctive experience.

Finally, the new Pentecost was seen as an eschatllsign, heralding the
soon return of Jesus Christ. The importance oflibigef for pentecostalism is
discussed in greater detail in 83.4.1.1.

3.3.3 Spirit Baptism and the Tradition: Defense andynthesis

The above presentation of the pentecostal doodfiigpirit baptism with
speaking in tongues is mostly positive. As the nmnoet’'ssine qua norand most
distinguishing feature, it is but natural that thisque belief causes conflict with
other theological perspectives and that not altestias optimism. From the
beginning, pentecostalism has drawn criticism itisatore doctrine is unbiblical, is
incompatible with traditional protestant theologpd fosters spiritual elitism.
Thankfully, the tone of the debate has improvedeagecostalism has gained wider
acceptance and as pentecostals have positivelyedcand implemented corrective
advice. At the same time, as pentecostalism aret thileological traditions have
drawn closer, the discussion, though elevatedirttessified in the quest for greater
unity, particularly from the side of mainstream regelicalism. Before relating this
point of the fourfold gospel to a wider ecumeniCaristology, it is therefore
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necessary to examine the biblical case for anchagthe pentecostal understanding of
Spirit baptism and initial evidence. Both sideshef debate have published
voluminous works that engage the biblical matendér greater detail than is

possible in this necessarily limited survey, whiclvers only the most relevant points.
Some of the more important recent works by pentatoare that of Robert P.
Menzies (1994), Roger Stronstad (1984), and HowarBrvin (1984), the last an in-
depth response to Dunn’s (1970) seminal critiqumil&ly, as pentecostalism claims
to recover a biblical doctrine long lost by the iy it will also serve the discussion

to examine the history of Spirit baptism in thedater Christian tradition.

3.3.3.1 The Experience of Acts Today

It is widely acknowledged that the biblical eviderfor the pentecostal
understanding of Spirit baptism is confined alneatlusively to the book of Acts,
with some adjunct support from the Gospels (Wyckb®05, p. 428), such as John
the Baptizer’s distinguishing between his baptismrépentance and the coming
baptism with the Spirit in Matt. 3:11 and its péek. Acts provides the only New
Testament descriptions of the reception of theiSpithe early church. As Acts is
inspired Scripture, Pentecostals feel that it cppr to seek to reproduce the
experiences therein based on the words of PeRgrakecost:

Repent and be baptized every one of you in the rdrdesus Christ for the

forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive giiie of the Holy Spirit. For

the promise is for you and for your children anddth who are far off,

everyone whom the Lord our God calls to himselttgA2:38—-39)
The original Christian day of Pentecost was notueiand unrepeatable. From the
perspective of authorial intent, it is clear thetge words were recorded to
communicate to all who read them, regardless ¢ tiplace, or group identity, that
the same blessing was available to them as webr{Stiad, 1984, pp. 57-58). Within
Acts itself, the event of Pentecost recurred adtléaur times: at Samaria in 8:5-17,
with Cornelius and the other Gentiles at Caesard®i44—-48, with some disciples of
John at Ephesus in 19:1-7, and though not desanbaetail, with Saul in 9:1-19.
After the so-called “Gentile Pentecost,” Peter hathseveral times (e.g., 10:47,
11:15-16, 15:8-9) proclaimed that the gentileseption of the Spirit was identical to
that of the apostles. Taken severally, these ad¢s@inow that Spirit baptism
commonly occurs subsequent to belief and regeperatiat it does not happen
automatically to all who believe, and that it igmally accompanied by speaking in
tongues.

First, subsequence is a feature of many of theusatsolt is most obvious in
the experience of the first disciples in Acts 2.tBa basis of John 20:22—
pentecostals have no methodological difficultiethweuch a correlation—the first
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disciples had already received the Spirit on theala&Christ’s resurrection.
Pentecostals interpret this as their regeneratidrifiadwelling” by the Spirit, to use
the common evangelical term. Pentecost, occurongesfifty days later, was their
baptism in the Spirit or filling with the Spiritohfor the purpose of regeneration but
empowerment. Pentecostals deny that the apostiesthars present at Pentecost
were a special case different from other Christgitiser in the first century or the
twenty-first, instead holding that this first ocremce is intended as a precedent and
pattern for a two-stage experience of the Spirit.

The case of the Samaritans in Acts 8 also exhiisspattern. The Samaritan
believers did not receive the Spirit (vv. 14ff.)eafbeing evangelized by Philip;
instead, there was a delay until Peter and Johe ¢am Jerusalem to minister to
them. If, as is commonly held by most Christiareypde are saved and regenerated
when they believe and are baptized (v. 12), therebgiving the Spirit (cf. Rom. 8:9),
then there must be some explanation for this d&awn’s (1970, pp. 63—-68)
contention that the Samaritan’s initial responsthéogospel was “defective” is highly
speculative and leaves much to be desired (cf. MenR. P., 1994, pp. 207-213). It
needlessly complicates the simplicity of the gogpel calls into question Philip’s
competence as an evangelist. Frederick Bruner (3877 4), Dunn’s cobelligerent,
himself states:

The problem lies not with the Samaritans. We haveecord that it lay with

Philip... Indeed, we have no record of subjectivé law the part of any party

in this account. The discovery in Acts 8:14-17nsufficient commitment on

the part of any parties or a finding of the impetflfilling of any conditions

must be imported into the text, they cannot be grpdrom it.
Bruner (1970, pp. 175-181) instead argues thatsedreignly and uniquely delayed
the gift of the Spirit in order to teach the apesth lesson in tolerance, but this is
equally an importation into the text. The pentegbsiterpretation that the fullness of
the Spirit is usually received some time afterithigal reception at regeneration and
involves some seeking and prayer is more faitidfuhe text in light of the overall
context of Acts and the wider Christian understagdif salvation than these forced
explanations.

The other relevant narratives in Acts support sgbeece only indirectly.

With the account of Saul in 9:1-19, the receptibthe Spirit is peripheral to the
more important report of the conversion of the feripersecutor of the church.
Insufficient details are provided to overwhelminglcide for one view or the other,
but the gap of three days between his vision apdra@nt acceptance of the Lord and
his baptism by Ananias to be filled with the Spdlttes not contradict the pentecostal
pattern. The remaining two accounts appear to mmdersubsequence, but only at
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first glance. In 19:1-6, the Holy Spirit comes upba disciples of John immediately
after their water baptism. More important thanahb&ial experience, however, is the
guestion put to them by Paul in v. 2, “Did you ligeghe Spirit when you believed?”
There were two possible answers: “Yes, we recenaeh we believed,” or “No, we
did not receive when we believed.” The questiorgsests that Paul did not assume
that full reception of the Spirit occurred autornaliy with belief and that he had
anticipated the possibility of the second answex situation similar to that at
Samaria. That the disciples provided a third answeEmfusion—shows only that he
was wrong in his estimation of them as followergedus. Even the grammar of the
guestion suggests subsequence. “When you beliey¢ldé translation of the active
aorist participletistevoavteg, which may also be translated as “believing,” ‘ingv
believed” or even “since you believed” (KJV). Whetlthe aorist should be
interpreted as an antecedent or a coincidentggllateft to the bias of the interpreter
(Dunn, 1970, pp. 86-87; Ervin, 1984, pp. 62—-63;IMfits, 1990, p. 276); the case for
the antecedent is at least as strong as for tineident. Finally, in 10:44-48, there is
no delay between hearing the word, believing, @eeiving the fullness of the Spirit,
complete with glossolalia; not even water baptistervenes. For pentecostals, this
exception proves the rule: being baptized withSpeit immediately upon believing
is ideal but only happens rarely.

Biblically, the case for tongues as initial evidens more difficult to establish
than that for subsequence. Again, support comesapity from Acts. Of the five
narratives discussed above, three mention tongyesidy: Jerusalem in 2:4,
Caesarea in 10:46, and Ephesus in 19:6. With tbeuat of Saul in chapter 10, no
mention of tongues is made, but Paul himself sthitgshe speaks in tongues in
1 Cor. 14:18. The crucial account of Samaria ala&es no mention of tongues, but
the problem with Simon the magician (Acts 8:17$trpngly suggests that when the
believers received the Spirit at the hands of gas#ées, some visible or audible
manifestation occurred. From this descriptions iuite reasonable to infer that
speaking tongues occurred at Samaria as well. @iberBennett (1971, pp. 57-58)
reasonably asks, “How did the apostles Peter and koow immediately that Philip’s
converts had not received the Holy Spirit?” Mangdaars from different theological
perspectives concur with this conclusion; Willia(@890, p. 210 n. 5) cites several,
including A. T. Robertson and F. F. Bruce, and D(8v5, pp. 189-190) says itis a
“fair assumption.” Within Acts, glossolalia appe&wshave occurred along with Spirit
baptism in the majority cases and possibly univgrsa

The only other place speaking in tongues is adddessatside of the later
ending of Mark 16:17 is 1 Cor. 12-14. Here, Paahs®to take with one hand only to
give back with the other. The rhetorical questibaz130, “Do all speak with
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tongues?” implies a “no” answer both to itself andhe doctrine of initial evidence.

On the other hand, in 14:5 he stat#3® 6¢ mévtoag vudg AaAelv yAdooaig, in which
0élw can be translated naturally as the simple actidiative, “I want you all to
speak in tongues,” as in the RSV and ESV (Williat®90, p. 397). Likewise,
prophecy is similarly limited by a rhetorical questin 12:29, “Are all prophets?”,
yet all are allowed to prophesy in 14:31 (MenzkesP., 1994, pp. 248-249;
Williams, 1990, p. 211 n. 10). The frequent asearthat, “The Bible says not
everyone should speak in tongues” itself is didpletaneither Paul nor any other
writer of Scripture makes such an explicit stateitmAhthe most, one can say that the
biblical evidence is somewhat unclear and grarttiady the pentecostal argument is
not as unreasonable as it first appears. Pentéxostaally bolster their case with the
confession, “and we have experienced it to be Albliough by no means decisive,
this argument from experience should receive egeaht with the argument from
lack of experience. The presence or absence cd@his in an individual’s life and
the Christian church as a whole is more a histbaod experiential question than a
biblical one.

The biblical debate over the pentecostal doctriribsequent Spirit baptism
involves more than the exegetical minutiae. Quastmf genre and canonical
criticism are just as important, if not more sothe view of many protestants, both
conservative and liberal, Acts belongs primarilyite genre of historical narrative
and should not be used as a primary source fdothgation of doctrine. For example,
evangelical leader John R. W. Stott writes in hfkiential The baptism and fullness
of the Holy Spirifquoted here from Stronstad, 1984, p. 6; alsal¢iteMenzies &
Menzies, 2000, p. 38; Williams, 1990, p. 182 n. 4):

This revelation of the purpose of God in Scriptsineuld be sought in its

didactiq rather than ithistorical parts. More precisely, we should look for it

in the teaching of Jesus, and in the sermons aitich@# of the apostles, and
not in the purely narrative portions of the Acts.

In other words, regardless of how particular act®in Acts are exegeted, the
perceived Pauline doctrine of the Spirit, comirgirthe more didactic Epistles,
should take precedence.

This perspective has gained some acceptance ia saations of the
pentecostal movement that seek further identifbcatvith evangelicalism. As
pentecostal Robert P. Menzies (1998, p. 1) notds hermeneutic of Evangelicalism
has become our hermeneutic.” Prominent Assembli€od New Testament scholar
Gordon Fee has largely taken this position with s@aditional nuance. For Fee, the
details of the accounts of the reception of theiSpi Acts are incidental to Luke’s
primary purpose as a historian and should not kentas normative (Fee, 1991,
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pp. 89-94). Fee’s position is similar to Dunn’s @picthat he holds that the
pentecostal experience is essentially valid and Ineaseparable from conversion,
though it need not be. He writes:

[T]here is in fact very littldiblical support for the traditional Pentecostal

position on this matter but... this is of little reminsequence to the doctrine of

the baptism in the Holy Spirit, either as to thédrey of the experience itself

or to its articulation. (Fee, 1985, p. 88)

The more liberal Hollenweger (1972, pp. 324—-34k&k¢s$aa similar position.

He acknowledges that:

Luke also makes a distinction between the recemtidhe Spirit and reception

of salvation. According to Luke, one can be a Giamswithout having

received the Holy Spirit. For him the Spirit is setimng additional to

salvation. (Hollenweger, 1972, p. 337)

Instead of forcing a harmonization like consernatvangelicals do, he puts forth a
strong, albeit at times condescending, case asydlve Pauline writings must be
preferred to the Lucan (pp. 339—-41). He also sppakgively of a pentecostal leader
who “has begun the process of leading his Assacidiack to a Reformation and
Pauline theology” through an articulation of fdithholly based on the Pauline
witness” (p. 341).

Not all are persuaded by this line of reasoningloward Marshall (1970) and
others have argued persuasively that the authionke-Acts must be taken seriously
as both a historian and a theologian. PentecosigéiRStronstad (1984) has
thoroughly explored how this theology of Luke israaunicated with particular
regard to the pentecostal doctrine. Contrary tartemuation of Hollenweger (1972,
p. 341) that Luke is preferred only “by people vdre not capable of dialectic
thought,” J. Rodman Williams (1990, p. 182 n. 4uas for the propriety of the
opposite methodology:

A proper methodology entails, wherever possiblngi priority to the

narrational and descriptive over the didactic....sTikilikewise true about the

coming of the Holy Spirit. Since Acts is the actuedord of this event, its
narration is the primary place to gain perspeciveé understanding.
Acts is the only part of the Bible that describesny detail the reception of the Spirit.
Despite its limitations and problems, it is not §ibke to formulate a doctrine of the
Spirit that is faithful to the different biblicaladitions without it.

As it originally developed, the raison d’étre oéthew pentecostalism was that
it had recovered something that had been losexperience of the fullness of the
Spirit as described in the earliest history of¢harch, the book of Acts. Inherent in
the new movement was an informal type of the heautcs of ideological suspicion
articulated more formally in the later liberatidreblogies (Segundo, 1976, pp. 7-9).
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With the new experience of the Spirit came a dsitaf theologies and traditions that
had taught it was “not for today” (Land, 1993, pp-—19). This is well illustrated by a
report from Harvey Cox (1995, p. 252) about pergtdsm in Africa:
The theme of liberation by the power and guidarfdeeHoly Spirit from
European domination is central to many of the Afniecndependent churches.
In fact, in some the conviction emerged that theogeans had purposely not
told Africans about the Holy Spirit, but had brougjem instead a trimmed-
down edition of the faith; and it was now the rasqbility of the Africans to
restore the full Gospel.
Entering sincere dialogue with other theologicatiitions necessitates a relaxation of
suspicion on all fronts, but true ecumenical thggldoes not require one partner to
unilaterally give up itsine qua nonn order to comply with the other’s hermeneutical
model. The rediscovery of Lucan theology and exgmee is at the heart of the
pentecostal contribution to modern theology andoébe stripped or explained away
without causing irreparable harm to the movemetrb(fStad, 1984, pp. 82—83). Not
all will accept all of pentecostalism’s conclusiphat achieving uniformity is not the
primary reason for entering dialogue. Neverthelgss pentecostal viewpoint
deserves a fair hearing in the vital and needezlidson of moving away from a
wholly Pauline protestant theology toward a mutilgs approach that better
integrates the different biblical witnesses.

3.3.3.2 Subsequent Spirit Baptism and the Tradition

Biblical concerns aside, it is incorrect to claimatt the pentecostal doctrine of
subsequent Spirit baptism is a modern innovationgtetely discontinuous with the
broader Christian tradition. As shown in the histaroverview of the development of
pentecostalism, it did not arrive fully formed amtheralded on January 1, 1901. Its
roots are methodist, going back to Wesley in tighteienth century, who in turn was
influenced by older mystical traditions. The motiga behind the early pentecostal
movement was not to start something new but recem@rething old and through the
baptism with the Holy Spirit to reach new levelshofiness, love, and ministerial
power. Study reveals that the pentecostal undetistgrof a two-staged reception of
the Spirit for regeneration and power has conshderaistorical support, not from
protestant orthodoxy, but from the older cathaladition.

In sacramental theologies, regeneration and waiaidm are closely linked;
this is the first soteriological work of the Spit@onfirmation symbolizes a further
imparting of the Spirit in empowerment for servitt@s corresponds to biblical Spirit
baptism or filling. Numerous authorities make mentof this throughout church
history. For example, in AD 416, Pope Innocent dt@rthat the act of confirmation or
chrismation of infants was reserved for bishopstey alone have the authority to
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confer the Spirit as was done by Peter and Joltts 8:14-17 (Dupuis & Neuner,
1996, p. 541 81406). In 1411, the General Couridillarence decreed the following
concerning confirmation:
The effect of this sacrament is that in it the HBpjrit is given for strength, as
he was given to the apostles on the day of Perttanasrder that Christians
may courageously confess the name of Christ. (BufWleuner, 1996, p. 545
§1418)
The presenCatechism of the Catholic Chur¢h994) makes the two stages of the
reception of the Spirit explicit. Its interpretatiof the initial experience of the first
Christians is identical to pentecostalism’s:
On several occasions Christ promised this outpguwfrthe Spirit, a promise
which he fulfilled first on Easter Sunday and timeare strikingly at Pentecost.
Filled with the Holy Spirit the apostles began togaim “the mighty works
of God,” and Peter declared this outpouring of$pe&it to be the sign of the
messianic age. Those who believed in the apogicdaching and were
baptized received the gift of the Holy Spirit irethturn. (p. 250 11287)
This “special outpouring” is received through tlaersment of confirmation (p. 253
11302). “Confirmation brings an increase and deimgeof baptismal grace,” one sign
of which is an increase in the gifts of the Holyr&gp. 253 11303).
In surveying the first eight centuries of churchtbry, catholic charismatics
Kilian McDonnell and George T. Montague (1994, #9Bconclude that the evidence
from tradition points away from Dunn’s more refonaterpretation of Spirit
baptism as the essence of conversion-initiationtawdrds the pentecostal
understanding of it as a subsequent, contingenbempmnent:
Baptism in the Spirit, as the awakening of the litdl of the Spirit with the
charisms (including the prophetic), does not belkanthe essence of Christian
initiation. Otherwise there would have been fewhautic (valid) baptisms
since the early centuries. The essence of Christiaation has remained
intact. Every authentic initiation confers the H8lgirit. But Christian
initiation has been missing a property, which fldvesn its essence, namely,
what today is called the baptism in the Holy Spthe full flowering of the
sacramental grace. Like the missing right arm pégaism in the Holy Spirit is
not a minor appendage. It belongs to the wholeake€sristian initiation.
The parallels drawn here are not intended to sudlgasclassical pentecostal
theology is sacramental. As a revival movementigmastals generally tend to
downplay the ordinances of the church and, exaegpdme oneness groups, do not
hold to baptismal regeneration. They interpretdéeelopment of confirmation as the
ritualization of an originally charismatic expergen just as the biblical practice of
baptizing believers subsequent to the regenerptiviession of faith was transformed
into the rite of infant baptism efficacioes opere operatolrhe point here is that
subsequence is not at all alien to the traditichthat there is considerable
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precedence for a two-staged experience of the Spit. In this, pentecostalism is in
continuity with the historical faith of the broadehristian church in a way that other
protestant and free church traditions are not.@dreecostal approach is an attempt at
recovering the biblical and existential realitydiat the sacraments symbolize.
Again, it is more difficult to show historical pregent for the doctrine of
tongues as initial evidence. While portions of Hew Testament may suggest
glossolalia was common in the early church, refegero it in post-apostolic
literature are few. The overall impression is thhtle the gift did not cease with the
apostles, it was neither particularly common ndraexdinarily noteworthy. The
Didache for example, does not mention speaking in tonguedcitly. It discusses
rather dispassionately prophets who speak “in pivé"s( év nvedpartt) (Willker, 2006,
11:7-12), which could reasonably be construeddlude glossolalia but not stretched
to support a doctrine of initial evidence. Soméhaf more explicit references to
tongues-speech are found in Tertullian and the Btusts (Kelsey, 1964, pp. 33—39),
but again, they have little relevance for the goesdf the evidence of Spirit baptism.
It must be noted that the Montanists were not comal for their charismatic
experiences but for their refusal to submit to chuauthority. A more serious
problem for the pentecostal case is Augustine, edplicitly rejected the idea that in
his time tongues should be expected as a sigreafdiming of the Spirit (Burgess,
1991, pp. 8-9). Some support does come from Johys@$tom in the late fourth
century (McDonnell & Montague, 1994, pp. 286—-289jhough Chrysostom sadly
admits that the time of the spectacular charisndspassed, he commented on the
experience of the early church in a way that suggesgues as normal initial
evidence and, more indirectly, the occasional sylsece of receiving the Spirit:
Whoever was baptized he straightway spake withues@nd not with
tongues only, but many also prophesied, and soseeparformed many other
wonderful works. For since on their coming ovemnfralols, without any clear
knowledge or training in the ancient Scripturesytht once on their baptism
received the Spirit, yet the Spirit they saw not,lIf is invisible; therefore
God's grace bestowed some sensible proof of tleaggn(Chrysostom, 1999)
Throughout the remainder of church history, glossloccurred sporadically
and without widespread impact until the revivalghaf nineteenth century that lead to
the birth of the modern pentecostal movement. mmary, the cumulative historical
evidence for normative experience of tongues, ertliie strong parallels between
Spirit baptism and the sacrament of confirmatismquite weak. The pentecostal
understanding in this area represents a theologitedpolation from Scripture rather
than a recovery of an experience consonant wittbtbader tradition of the church
(Chan, 1999, pp. 195-196).
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3.3.3.3 Ecumenical Contributions

As noted above, the charismatic movement has seoviedfill, if not in the
way anticipated, the original ecumenical visiorired pentecostal movement. There
are many individuals and churches from older denations and traditions that have
accepted the pentecostal doctrine of Spirit bapégherin totoor in a modified
form. However, ecumenical theology is not a onedidonversation, and other
theological streams have much to contribute tovgite to understand the fullness of
the Spirit. Among these voices are the great ndmwdox theologians who so greatly
influenced twentieth century theology. For the nyuest, they lived and worked
before the pentecostal movement found its thecddgicice and a receptive ear from
the wider Christian church, but in their writindete is much that anticipates and
resonates with the pentecostal experience. Moentlyc Jirgen Moltmann and the
liberation theologians have exerted similar infleewn the direction of modern
theology, and they, too, have much to contributeni® conversation.

Charismatic theologian J. R. Williams (1971), wieman his career with the
study of existential theology, has helpfully sureéyhe pneumatologies of the leading
neo-orthodox thinkers, Barth, Brunner, Tillich, adltmann. As concerns the issues
under consideration here, Williams (1971, pp. 65-e&mined their works with the
goal of seeing how they apprehended the work o&ghiat in the Christian life
beyond regeneration and indwelling, which is uséduthe question of subsequence.
He also desired to see how they addressed the@ues$t'extraordinary
manifestations of the Spirit” from the context @frgpectives that do not normatively
seek the supernatural or miraculous, which is u$efisharing about tongues and
other spiritual gifts with non-charismatic tradim

As noted earlier in 83.2.3.1, Barth has been gt for insufficiently
developing his pneumatology, at least in compartsdms voluminous writings on
other subjects. With regard to the baptism in tloé/tbpirit, his precise understanding
is not entirely clear or consistent from one pétie Church dogmatic$o another
(Williams, 1971, pp. 67—72). The first section lo¢ final, incomplete volume (Barth,
1969, pp. 3—40 (CD IV.4)) is titled, “Baptism withe Holy Spirit,” which Barth sees
as the beginning of the Christian life. It is thdentified with conversion and
regeneration. He saw Pentecost as both an experériorgiveness of sins and
empowerment, thereby merging these two works ofihiet that pentecostals
normally separate temporally (Barth, 1969, pp. 30(GD IV.4)).

In some places, however, his earlier writings saggdwofold operation or
experience of the Spirit, not unlike the distinatjgentecostals make between the
Spirit’s indwelling at regeneration and the fullaesceived in Spirit baptism. He
spoke of Pentecost as
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the endowment of those men, so that they becametivaahad not been

before, witnesses of the great acts of God ashhdytaken place in Jesus

Christ, and could do what they had not been abtitbefore, express their

witness in such a way that it could be heard amtbrstood in every secular

tonguel[.] (Barth, 1958, p. 341 (CD IV.2))

While this statement does not establish a belistimsequence, it suggests that Barth
did not primarily think of the experience at Peotas regeneration but
empowerment. This is consistent with what he hattemrearlier, that the New
Testament doctrine of the Spirit points

beyond all that the Spirit can mean for the belienehis personal relation

with God to that which, in the power of the Spiatight to happen in the

believer and through the believer for God, i.ethi& service of God|[.] (Barth,

1975, pp. 454-455 (CD 1.1))

The outpouring of the Spirit—a term he used fredlyeand differently from baptism
with the Spirit—is for empowerment for service, dahd primary work of the Spirit is
the ability to witness about Christ and the work&od (Barth, 1975, pp. 455-456
(CD 1.1); Williams, 1971, p. 70). This outpourinig ‘still taking place today” (Barth,
1961b, p. 295 (CD 1V.3.1)). Although Barth did it forward a doctrine of
subsequent Spirit baptism, pentecostals can agtkdiim on all of these points.

It is not surprising that Barth does not discussagmg in tongues as initial
evidence of the fullness of the Spirit, but overad writes positively of the
experience as described in the New Testament @iili 1971, pp. 72-75). Solely
through study of 1 Corinthians, he communicatesdeidnds what pentecostals
believe to be the truth about the experience:

Speaking with tongues lies on the extreme limi€Cbfistian speaking as such.

It is an attempt to express the inexpressible iicwthe tongue rushes past, as

it were, the notions and concepts necessary toangspeech and utters what

can be received only as a groan or sigh, thus ngedionce interpretation or
exposition (14:7f.). The fact that this is possigdéems to show that we are not
to think of it as a wholly inarticulate, inhumandalizarre stuttering and
stammering. Certainly there can be no questiorucélp “emotional
eruptions”... otherwise Paul could hardly have désatithe capacity for them
as pneumatic. (Barth, 1958, pp. 829-830 (CD 1V.2))
Like Paul, Barth (1958, pp. 828-829 (CD IV.2)) wanot only against any Christian
activities, endowments, or works that are lackmépve, but also against
communities lapsing into “pride or sloth” so thiaé$e “extraordinary capacities” of
the Spirit become absent.

Williams (1971, pp. 78-84) next turns to Brunnehoan hisDogmatics
related the doctrine of the Spirit to the doctrriehe church. Like Barth, Brunner
(1962, pp. 15-16) warned that theology was notpapd to fully grasp the
significance of the experience of the Spirit, antalanced intellectualism could even
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hinder it. He perceived that the contemporary dhuvas in need of a revival not just
of doctrine but of the power and gifts of the Sypasiperienced by the early church.
Pointedly, in the context of 1 Cor. 12—-14 he stated
The miracle of Pentecost, and all that is includeder the concept of the
charismata—the gifts of the Spirit—must not be soft-pedalfezin motives of
theological Puritanism. (Brunner, 1962, p. 16)
At the same time, he pulled back from mysticism anraintained that the experience
of the Spirit is mediated through Christ, whichndull agreement with the normal
orientation of pentecostalism’s functional Christp:
The Holy Spiritis immediacy, pure presence, pure personal fellowshipHe
is immediacy on the basis of the revelation intistorical Mediator—and
thus on the basis of mediacy. (Brunner, 1962, p. 16
Beyond this, Brunner said little that bears dineoth the questions raised by the core
doctrine of pentecostalism, but these few statesnam@ encouraging. As Williams
(1971, p. 81) exclaims, “The only difference, rgaietween Brunner and ourselves is
that what he calls for, indeed prays for, we affitarbe happening in our midst!”
Paul Tillich’s (1963, pp. 114-120) most significaontribution to the area
under discussion is in the relationship of the iSforstructure and ecstasy in the
human spirit and in the church. He notes that tmieg of the Spirit's presence
brings disruptions in existing structures and dstaanifestations including tongues,
revelatory perceptions, and healings (pp. 114—-T'Egstasy, in its transcendence of
the subject-object structure, is the great libagppower under the dimension of self-
awareness,” he writes (p. 119). He recalls how @ofinthians Paul recognized the
importance of ecstatic manifestations but soudsdlance between them and
structure, not allowing spiritual outbreaks to luptive. The later church had
difficulty keeping this balance, with institutiomzdtion ultimately driving away this
dimension of the Spirit's presence (pp. 117-118ch (1951, pp. 111-118) himself
cautioned against both abuse of the ecstatic asdpprehension of the meaning of
miracles that in any way threaten the integrityezfson and revelation. Williams
(1971, p. 91) writes:
Whether one agrees or not with all of [Tillich’sgws about human life and
the Spirit, it is impressive to behold a theologfane who is often criticized
for being too philosophical, too much the systeona) taking a powerful and
impressive stand in support of the “Spirit-movenséaind “ecstatic
manifestations.” ...Surely all of us (whatever ouatien to the “Spirit-
movement”) would concur with Tillich’s insistenca the necessity of form
and order.
As seen earlier, Bultmann’s program of demytholagion, while representing
a direct challenge to the pentecostal worldvievbath correctable and helpful for
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understanding the full gospel message. His exegdetiork also gives valuable insight
into the New Testament church’s experience of at§Williams, 1971, pp. 100—
109). Bultmann (1951, pp. 153-164) contends theaSghirit is given to Christians in
baptism, a point with which most pentecostals walisdgree. The power of the
Spirit, however, is latent most of the time; it mbe sought after to manifest in
miraculous or ecstatic ways, primarily in the comiaf corporate worship (Bultmann,
1951, p. 161). This view is very similar to thattloé “third wave” evangelical
renewal movement, which sees Spirit baptism asraoguat regeneration and
reactivated through multiple subsequent fillingsa@uer, 2002, p. 1141). The Spirit
also gives power for missions, for teaching, afoministries. Miraculous
phenomena were normal in the early church, theagsldgical community. In the
local congregation, the “chief persons of authaaity those endowed with gifts of the
Spirit” (Bultmann, 1955, p. 97, italicized in ongl); it was only later that the church
moved away from charismatic leadership to instigiization.

These four theologians lived and worked beforectisismatic movement
was fully underway, and how it might have affectieeir theology had they
experienced it is unknown. On the other hand, JiMeltmann, one of the most
important theologians of the second half of thentreth century, has theologized
during the time span of the broader renewal moveised has recently engaged it in
dialogue. Surprisingly, he makes little mentiorpehtecostalism in his major work on
pneumatology (Moltmann, 1992; cf. Althouse, 2003, 2-3). In the April, 1994,
issue of theJournal of Pentecostal theologhedicated to this work, he revealed that
the movement was “not in my field of vision as bit& the book” (Moltmann, 1994,
p. 66). Interestingly, while he included a smalkpter on Wesley and sanctification,
no similar treatment is given to the baptism olrkess of the Spirit. In the few
references he makes to the renewal movement,thigdatis one of a friendly and
appreciative outside observer. His brief discussiospeaking in tongues is positive
and reminiscent of Barth’s except that his primaflection is not upon the
Corinthian texts but the experience within the eamporary church (Moltmann, 1992,
pp. 185-186; 1997, pp. 60-62).

Moltmann’s more valuable contribution to the prés#iacussion is in his
general integration of pneumatology into all are&€hristian theology; his work in
this area is as important as his work in eschajyo{grkkainen, 2002, pp. 125-126).
To summarize his pneumatology as spread througiibot his major writings is
impossible in a dissertation of this scope, butsofthe relevant ideas may be
brought to bear. Moltmann (1992, pp. 8-10) seexiaiss deficiency in Western
theology, both protestant and catholic, where thekwf the Spirit has largely been
limited to the redemption of individual human besrand their incorporation into the
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community of the church; this is an unintendeddgct consequence of tifioque.
In his theology, he calls for recognition of themmaniversal work of the Spirit in
creation, which biblically is established as eadyGen. 1:2 and corroborated in
diverse passages. Likewise, the work of redempsionore than the salvation of
individual souls; it is the resurrection of the lgadhd the renewal of all creation
(Rom. 8:19-23), works that are effected by the FRpyrit. The Spirit of creation is
accordingly the Spirit of the new creation, and ri@gemptive-recreative work of the
triune God encompasses the entire cosmos origibedlyght forth and embraced by
the Spirit.

This expanded pneumatology has significant impgbeest for Christian
missions. Moltmann encourages Christians to bedawwdved in the complete
mission of the Holy Spirit, which goes beyond jpsipagating the faith or, worse,
denominations (Moltmann, 1996b, pp. 129-130). Blia theology of the liberation,
preservation, and restoration of all God’s creatiodifferentiated. The Spirit is the
source of life, and his presence embraces albhfearth, not just human, while
resisting all that would threaten life (Moltman®96b, pp. 123-125). Sin, Satan, and
death are not the only forces of evil, and the huswul is not their only target.
Ecological destruction, the frightening possibilifiynuclear annihilation, economic
deprivation and injustice, political tyranny, anti@r global social and environmental
problems threaten the life the Spirit gives to tioga Moltmann contends that the
struggle for life and against destruction is theeese of the Christian mission. For
him, all Christians are charismatic because Godyitesl all (Moltmann, 1992,
pp. 180-184). He passionately challenges profgssetbcostals and charismatics to
bring their gifts into the “everyday world” of humaeality and movements for peace
and liberation (Moltmann, 1992, pp. 185-186).

Although he does not strongly engage the quesficulosequence, a type of it
is implicit in his work. Moltmann (1992, p. 10) dlemges his readers to become more
involved in the pressing issues endangering theanuraice and the entire natural
world. Challenge implies change; to accept it reggia shift in the outlook and
actions of individuals and Christian fellowshipssas| as the church universally. To
join in this work of the Spirit in new vitality inligs a future, contingent
empowerment of sorts, a new awareness of needharadility to do something
about them with God’s help. Moltmann (1992, pp.4B88) speaks of this as the
“awakening of charismatic experience.” Pentecostaigld respond to this challenge
by stressing that the activation of tttearismataoccurs via the experience of
subsequent Spirit baptism, the biblically provigdranointing for mission. The
parameters of that mission may be defined by tlypodd works such as Moltmann’s,
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but the church can carry out its mission only dfi@ving received “power from on
high” (Luke 24:49).

The theologies of liberation may be viewed simylad Moltmann’s. Due to
the nature of liberation theology, a detailed tresit of Spirit baptism is not to be
expected within its major works. It is not a systeitheology but an outlook and a
call to action. It does not rework but assumes niasgyc features of Christian belief
and spirituality (Elizondo, 1996, p. 55). Liberatitheology, as originally devised,
must be understood inside the context of Latin Acagr Roman Catholicism, and as
shown above, the concept of subsequent baptisightylcompatible with catholic
tradition. As with Moltmann, liberation theologyrdains a challenge that implies
change. Once a Christian becomes aware of sooidicpl, and economic problems,
that knowledge must be acted upon. “We can be tdmiss authentic Christians, only
by living our faith in a liberating way,” writes baardo Boff (Boff & Boff, 1984,

p. 13). The conversion to the ministry of liberatie not a conversion of salvation but
a missiological reorientation of life; Christiantfais no longer only an inward
spirituality but an outward movement to help othérthus may be viewed in parallel
to Spirit baptism as a crisis subsequent to jestiibn. Engaging in the work of
liberation may be viewed as a sign of the anointihtihe Spirit (cf. Luke 4:16-21).

In summary, all of these leading theologians aedlttgical movements
contain much that is compatible with and can cbntsa to the pentecostal
understanding of the fullness of the Holy Spimplortantly, none of the insights from
these major ecumenical theologies fundamentallyradict the idea of subsequent
Spirit baptism or devalue the gift of speakingandues. Where they speak most
relevantly to pentecostals is in expanding thedtaratanding of the mission of the
Holy Spirit, which can help stave off the tendentgome, as Robeck (1987, p. 103)
describes, to be individually selective in whicpedts of the gospel they will seek to
advance. Pentecostals should feel free to leam fhese theological systems as to
how they can more completely continue the ministrZhrist, which is the true full
gospel. Thoughtful consideration of the theologiEsberation can help recover some
of the original vision of the movement that fade@time (Hollenweger, 1992). In
turn, the pentecostal witness in ecumenical forabwut the experience of Spirit
baptism is important for reminding the church a tieed for the power of the Holy
Spirit in carrying out the Christian mission in aflits diverse facets.

3.3.4 The Replication of the Ministry of Christ

Besides the exegetical support for their doctrimenfActs, pentecostals see an
analogy between the work of the Holy Spirit in tife of Jesus and the work of the
Spirit in Christians (Alexander, 1988, pp. 489-4Biyin, 1984, pp. 5-11;
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MacDonald, 1988, pp. 486—-488). Jesus was concéiydlde Spirit; Christians are
born again by the Spirit. Jesus was anointed arpbes@red by the Spirit at his
baptism; Christians are anointed and empowerenhiioistry by the baptism in the
Holy Spirit. This analogy, which was also seen bgtpcostal forerunners A. B.
Simpson and Edward Irving (Nienkirchen, 1992, @-@), provides further support
for a normative pattern of a two-staged experieidbe Spirit; it is also consonant
with the model of salvation as the replicationtd tife of Christ presented in 83.1.4.
Gordon Fee (1991, pp. 94-95) objects to this usmalogy because of the differences
in the historical contexts, but his preoccupatiotinsmermeneutical protocols
overlooks a more important theological point. Cheesme not only to fulfill
salvation-history but also to serve as an examiplleeotype of life to be lived by those
who receive the benefits of salvation. To be cadlé@hristian” means to be one like
Christ or a “little Christ.” To overlook this asgeaf the work of Christ and confine
his significance to being the perfect substitutrgreacrifice neglects a significant
aspect of New Testament theology.

In John 14:12, Jesus said, “Whoever believes inii@lso do the works that
| do; and greater works than these will he do, beed am going to the Father.” This
statement is made in reference to his future sgnafithe Spirit after his departure
(John 14:16-17, 26, 15:26, 16:7-15). Herephechoresisof the functions of Christ
and the Spirit and how they relate to from belowigtblogy can be seen most clearly
(cf. Moltmann, 1990, pp. 91-94; 1992, pp. 58-73)k Father sent the Son and
anointed him with the Spirit. The Son, upon comiptghis part of the divine mission,
similarly sends the Spirit from the Father and atshis followers with the same
divine presence and power (Moltmann, 1981, pp. 88—Fhe atoning work of Christ
was unique and unrepeatable, but his anointindp@\spirit was not; as the Christ, it
was a property specific to his humanity, not hisrdty (Williams, 1988b, pp. 339—
340). The Spirit’'s presence in his life was necgsta accomplishing his critical part
of the divine mission, but it was not limited tolpthat purpose. It was the beginning
of a new era in salvation history when all of Gogéople would be similarly, if not as
perfectly, anointed, and would similarly, if notrfextly, obediently participate in
carrying out the mission of the Kingdom in all diserse aspects (Acts 2:17-21). The
presence of Christ, his person and his work, isssnthrough the presence of the
Spirit. In this sense, Pentecost becomes a tygleeglarousiaof Christ (Barth, 1961Db,
pp. 293-296 (CD IV.3.1)), but see also §3.4.3.2.40.

Through the coming of the Holy Spirit, the minystf Christ in the Spirit
becomes the ministry of Christians through theiSpWhere pentecostalism has been
unique is in its literal appropriation of John 12dnd its attempt to replicate not the
unique atoning work of Christ but all other aspexdthis proclamation and
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demonstration of the coming of God’s kingdom, sasthealing. The key to
accomplishing this is the baptism of the Holy Spuihich biblically assumes that
regeneration and the forgiveness of sin have afreadurred (Williams, 1990,

pp. 177-179). Just as Jesus preached no sermopgdodned no miracles in the
canonical Gospels before his anointing, so Chnistare to seek the fullness of the
Spirit and wait until they “receive power from omgh” (Luke 24:49). The full power
of the Spirit available to believers to carry oliriSt’s mission is not received
automatically; in the Lucan literature, it is cargent upon requesting (Luke 11:13)
and obedience (Acts 5:32). As Spirit baptism i®ee8al for reaching one’s full
potential in the service of God and his creatibe,dquestion of whether or not this
potentiality has been actualized and one has ehtete the “pentecostal reality”
(Williams, 1972, pp. 1-9) should not be dismissglitly. It is for these reasons that
pentecostals emphasize the role of Christ as warzd uphold the doctrine of
subsequent Spirit baptism. Where their core daetneeds the most adjustment is in
the area of the purpose of the Spirit's power, ahdiscussed in the previous section,
ecumenical dialogue can help expand the penteaastigrstanding of missions to
include all areas of ministry the Spirit’s life-ging concern embraces.

Finally, there remains the doctrine of initial esite, speaking in tongues, one
of the greatest stumbling blocks in this area ebthgical dialogue. Many of the
authors discussed above do speak of the gift pebitiindeed far more so than non-
charismatic evangelicals do. Dunn (1970, p. 228iskif has stated:

...Pentecostal teaching on spiritual gifts, includighgssolalia, while still

unbalanced, is much more soundly based on the alTithgenerally

recognized.
The stumbling block comes when the gift is promasdhe singular, normative
evidence of the fullness of the Spirit. For thespaes discussed above, it is highly
unlikely that classical pentecostals will abandugirtdistinctive doctrine and the
movement'ssine qua nonlt is equally unlikely that in the future theylippersuade
large segments of other traditions to accept fhasition. A difference exists and will
continue to exist; the real question is, what stidnd done about it? In a situation of
ecumenical dialogue, probably nothing should beegdns possible for differences to
coexist peacefully in an environment of mutual lavel respect. As noted above,
several mediating positions are available, inclgdiayford’'s pastoral advice to
pentecostals that the ability to judge whetherairSpirit baptism occurred is neither
necessary nor desirable.

Fee, while contesting many of the scriptural argutsiesed to support the
doctrine of initial evidence, wholeheartedly sugpahe validity of the experience.
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For those in basic agreement with his hermeneuigatoach, he suggests several
positive reasons for greater openness to the esqmai
Speaking in tongues, if not normative, was a reggeakpression of the
charismatic dimension of the coming of the SpiritPentecostals have much

in their favor to argue that this was thermal (in the sense axpectell
experience of believers in the early church....

Since speaking in tongues was a repeated expressibis dynamic, or
charismatic, dimension of the coming of the Spihg contemporary Christian
may expect this, too, as a part of his or her egpee in the Spirit. If the
Pentecostal may not say ameistspeak in tongues, the Pentecostal may surely
say, whynot speak in tongues? It does have repeated biblieakdent, it did
have evidential value at Cornelius’ household... [andoes have value both
for the edification of the believer (1 Cor 14:2-af)d, with interpretation, for
the edification of the church (1 Cor 14:5, 26-4Bge, 1991, p. 99)
Interestingly, tongues is the one gift of the Spiot clearly evident in the life of
Christ (Dunn, 1975, p. 86), and no mention of itniade by him except in the late text
of Mark 16:17. Speaking in tongues is unique anthegharismata All of the other
spiritual gifts are for the benefit of others, tio¢ir bearers (1 Cor. 12:7, 14:26, Eph.
4:16). Speaking in tongues, however, edifies tifeg(s&Cor. 14:4, 14-18, 28).
Without interpretation, its value for ministry isnited, but this does not mean that it
has no spiritual value. Just as Jesus after mymsteded to retire and pray by himself
(Mark 1:35), so too those who seek to continuenuigk need spiritual refreshment. It
is fitting, then, that one of the nine listeldarismata—not the majority nor even a
large minority, but not entirely absent—would beayi for this purpose, and
accordingly pentecostals believe that it is avd@and useful to all Christians
(Williams, 1990, pp. 232—234). Besides biblical @otions, it is for this reason that
pentecostals cling to speaking in tongues as norenavidence of Spirit baptism—

not for spiritual hegemony but to universalize eagrand unique personal blessing.

3.4 Jesus as Coming King: The Christian Hope

Because of the renewal movements, the twentiettugehas been called the
century of the Holy Spirit (Synan, 2001). It wasathe century of eschatology, when
all theological streams returned to the doctrinkasf things and revived it as a major
theme of theology (Schwarz, 2000, p. 107). Premilialism returned to vigorous life
in the nineteenth century and permeated later fmeddalism, non-confessionalist
evangelicalism, and pentecostalism. SchweitzerX(},94 his analysis of the quest for
the historical Jesus, shook the foundations ofdibéheology and turned the attention
of non-conservative theologians to eschatologyels Wwwo important later New
Testament scholars, Bultmann and C. H. Dodd, attesnie recover for the modern
world the existential importance of the eschatalabjiheme of the Jesus rediscovered
by Schweitzer, the former through demythologizaton the latter through realized
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eschatology (Schwarz, 2000, pp. 120-133). Jurgeltmann, the premier theologian
of eschatology, successfully recast all of theolwggn the perspective of the coming
future with God beginning with his groundbreakifigeology of hop€1967). Along
with the renewal of interest in pneumatology, tieitirn to the study of last things
helped to breathe life into the discipline of sysé¢ic and dogmatic theology. It can
no longer be said that any major locus has beelected by contemporary reflection.
Some object to this emphasis on eschatology, s@efsgspeculative and irrelevant to
modern living, but few theologians would agree witls sentiment. To the contrary,
eschatology is a surprisingly practical field afdt. What an individual or church
believes about last things tends to have a grgadctron how ethical issues are
approached (Dempster, 1993, pp. 51-54).

At the same time, while the study of last thingstimulating, it is also
arguably one of the most diverse as well as digisireas of Christian theology.
Within any tradition or denomination, it is possitib find several different major
eschatological systems with innumerable variatiansg, the debate over these views
has not always remained elevated. Organizing aas$ifying the myriad schemes is
also not a simple task. Conservative theologiansliysclassify eschatological
systems by their view of the millennium of Rev. 80pken in terms of the
relationship of th@arousiato it. Premillennialists see Christ returning biefthe
millennium to establish it; it is generally viewad a pessimistic system, expecting
little manifestation of the kingdom of God befohe treturn of Christ to earth.
Postmillennialism, on the other hand, is a broaglymistic system.
Postmillennialists foresee a future golden agechi@acter of which mirrors their
religious, political, and social ideals. Christ wéturn but only after the millennium,
which human beings will help to bring about. Amiligalism is in some respects a
hybrid of the two. Neither particularly optimistior overly pessimistic, it denies a
future millennium, identifying it in some mannertivihe present age. Christ will
return at the end of this present age, which isdéterminate length. Although there
are many variations on each of these systemshthe nheatly classify the vast
majority of conservative eschatological outlooks.

A survey of ecumenical and mainline theologies a¢véar less interest in
millennial classifications, primarily because ofsgivings about the imminence of the
parousiaand sometimes doubts about its occurring at atlliftann, 1990, p. 313).
The millennial system of classification is stillefigl, however, because the concept of
the millennium, regardless of how it is describedimderstood, captures the vital
substance of Christian eschatology. Moltmann (18964nis later work on
eschatology, valued certain visions of the millemmias essential. “Christian
eschatology—eschatology, that is, which is messjdrealing and saving—is
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millenarian eschatology,” he wrote (1996a, p. 2@2) Schwarz (2000, p. 322) has
stated,

[B]oth Christian and secular utopias, from the hopan inner-worldly

realization of the kingdom of God to the attempbtold an egalitarian

society, have received their main impetus fromGhestian notion of the
community of the faithful which is radically renegvhistorically and

societally visible prior to Judgment Day.

Millennial thinking finds its way into virtually &Christian eschatological schemes,
even when not necessarily intended. For examplegrserns the return of Christ,
there is little substantive difference betweenropiic postmillennial visions of the
nineteenth century that predicted trerousiawould be delayed for possibly hundreds
of thousands of years (e.g., Hodge, 1997, pp. 833-&nd liberation theologies that
look for an imminent eschatological transformatidrsociety, not through the
parousiabut through revolution. These systems differ dyaatterms of their visions
of what the future golden age will look like andahid will be brought to pass, but as
eschatologies they are far more similar to onelsrdhan what either of them are to,
say, dispensational premillennialism. Similarly,uarderstanding of eschatology like
Bultmann’s where there is no great expectationpbfeaval or change in the current
world system bears resemblance to some forms dfesmmialism. The kingdom of
God is an inner reality, and the world is expedtedontinue on much as it is for an
indefinite period of time. These identificationg amperfect, but millenarian
classification is still useful for handling virtiylll eschatological systems.

The employment of millenarian terminology servesthar purpose. It
highlights the return of Christ, the centerpiec€bfistian eschatology. The terms
“premillennial” and “postmillennial” especially astronological modifiers of the
second advent; in these schemes, it is the refudiiast that occurs before or after
the millennium, respectively. Thgarousia not the millennium, is the focal point of
millenarian eschatology. Christian eschatologyassimply about the future but the
future with Jesus Christ, and all Christian esdiogies must address the problems
and questions generated by gaousiaand its delay. Eschatology can be seen as
ultimately an outcome of Christology. It is thenef@ subject appropriate for
Christological contemplation, as it is within thenpecostal fourfold gospel, the final
function of which is the role of Jesus as comingki

As Dayton (1987, pp. 143-171) documents, eschatal@s the last current of
nineteenth century revivalism leading to the corigteof the fourfold gospel and the
birth of modern pentecostalism. Some scholars gbdu dissenting from Dayton’s
overall thesis and seeing the movement as pririgipaleschatological revival
(Macchia, 2002, p. 1124; Althouse, 2003, pp. 21-RPnillennial terms, pentecostal
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eschatology is almost universally premillenniald @ime majority is also
dispensational. Many major pentecostal denominatioclude the pre-tribulation
rapture in their statements of faith, and this fa@sihas been transferred from the
West to many missions-receiving countries via roisaries, visiting preachers, and
literature. Many pentecostals expect the soonmegtiChrist, perhaps in their
lifetimes, and thearousiawill be heralded by many cataclysmic changesén th
world. Though apocalyptic, the movement’s eschagple not wholly pessimistic.
Unlike fundamentalist dispensationalists, pentedsesixpect a great outpouring of the
Spirit and a worldwide revival before tparousia Pentecostalism is unique among
major Christian traditions in that it sees withiself a partial fulfilment of end-time
prophecy (Wilson, 1988a, p. 264). These charatiesisf the movement’s
eschatology represent its potential contributioedomenical theology. In turn, it can
gain much from listening to the insights uncovdmgacumenical theologians during
the century of eschatology.

3.4.1 Pentecostal Eschatology: From Prophetic to Aygalyptic

Eschatology is undeniably important for both theollbgy and the life of
pentecostalism. The strong eschatological emphasigever, is not held without
some tension. Scholars have distinguished betweebasic eschatological types in
the Bible and in theology, the prophetic and thecatyptic (Althouse, 2003, pp. 22—
23; Dayton, 1987, pp. 158-160; Hanson, 1979, pp28Moltmann, 1996a, pp. 226—
235). In simplified form, prophetic eschatologyhe revelation of God’s plan and
how it will be executed within the context of huntastory. A serious call to
repentance and transformation is an integral datt lout its overall outlook is
optimistic. Apocalyptic eschatology is more pesstioi It abandons hope for the
transformation of the human condition within histand instead foresees a
cataclysmic divine intervention. Although an apgp8t eschatology also contains a
call to repentance, it does not anticipate thatywetl respond to it. Divine judgment
is imminent and inevitable. Hope is not absent ad’&people will be saved in and
through the coming tribulation. Within Scriptur@pphetic eschatology is
characteristic of the earlier, pre-exilic propheisocalyptic is found in books such as
Daniel, Zechariah, and, of course, Revelation. Wilystematic theologies,
postmillennial eschatologies are more prophetieneas premillennialism tends more
towards apocalyptic, especially in dispensatiooahs.

Both eschatological types can be seen in the bauakgrof pentecostalism; the
coming glory and judgment were prominent topicéoferican revival preaching.
Earlier eschatological visions were largely optimsisind utopian, a reflection of the
rapid improvement in some social indicators in\fiest. Postmillennialism was
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predominant in both the Calvinist and Wesleyanvagi of the nineteenth century
(Dayton, 1987, pp. 153-158). On the other handrlglaot all was well in American
society, and utopian dreams were dealt a mortal biche 1860'’s by the brutality of
the Civil War and its attendant issues. Premillalgin, revived and reformulated as
dispensationalism by John Nelson Darby, gained laoiy quickly, first among the
nascent fundamentalists and then among many indleess movement (Dayton,
1987, pp. 160-167). Dispensationalism is a stroagbcalyptic eschatology. It
predicts that the return of Christ could happeargtmoment, unheralded by any
specific sign other than a general deterioratiowanld conditions. Most importantly,
as generally formulated, it does not look to therfe of the world in history with any
sort of optimism. Neither social reformation noargelistic success by the church is
foreseen. For some, it is explicitly precludedhasdhurch age is expected to end in
failure and apostasy (e.g., Pentecost, 1958, pp-155; Ice, 2000, pp. 141-144).

Most of the early pentecostals held to some formremillennialism, usually
dispensationalism, but their eschatology contab@tl prophetic and apocalyptic
elements (Wacker, 2001, pp. 251-265). Uniquelymibgement viewed itself as the
fulfillment of prophecy, the beginning of the lastd greatest revival, called the “latter
rain” after Joel 2:23, that would sweep the eadfoke the return of Jesus Christ
(Althouse, 2003, pp. 16—36). The recurrence of tesgvas itself interpreted as an
eschatological sign, and the new pentecostalsfalisempowered to speak
prophetically to the church and the world. Overdjmowever, the apocalyptic began
to assert dominance and in wide swathes of the memealmost completely
supplanted the prophetic. Today, many classicabuhmations as well as independent
churches dogmatically affirm premillennial, prastriational dispensationalism. A
direct import from fundamentalism, which ironicatlgnies an end-time charismatic
revival, dispensationalism is the element in pevdtd theology most alien to the
otherwise Wesleyan-inspired fourfold gospel.

3.4.1.1 The Latter Rain Restoration: Pentecostrakschatological Sign

While modern premillennialism originated and depeld outside of
Wesleyanism, towards the end of the nineteenthucgnt had made great inroads
into the holiness movement, and most of the eaahtgrostals from holiness
backgrounds had accepted it before the revivabrdues and the official birth of the
movement (Dayton, 1987, pp. 163—-167). The restmaif tongues to the church,
however, greatly heightened their eschatologicpketations. They saw this as the
fulfillment of Acts 2:17-21, Peter’s quotation afe) 2:28—-32 on the original day of
Pentecost. In Acts 2:17, the Old Testament propisealtered to refer to the “last
days,” which the new pentecostals connected badkd¢b2:23:
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Be glad, O children of Zion, and rejoice in the dlgour God, for he has given

the early rain for your vindication; he has poudesvn for you abundant rain,

the early and the latter rain, as before.
The outpouring experienced by the early churchherday of Pentecost was the
fulfillment of the former or “early rain,” the ungérsalization of the gift of the Spirit
among all of God’s people, regardless of age, Isee, or station. The new Pentecost
was the “latter rain,” a similar outpouring of t8girit before the end of the age and
the return of the Lord (Althouse, 2003, pp. 16-28yton, 1987, pp. 26—-28). In this
way, the followers of the new movement saw thenesebs the fulfillment of
prophecy and participants in bringing aboutpleousiaof Christ. The full gospel,
lost because of centuries of neglect, had at ket bbestored to the church before the
end. “Now the prophethood of all believers couldadded to the priesthood of all
believers,” remarks Steven J. Land (1993, p. 18).

The occurrence of glossolalia and the expectatidgheosoon return of Christ
reinforced one another. If the rapture gadousiawere imminent, then new and great
signs and wonders could be expected. Since thelmiohtongues had recurred
universally among the sanctified, pentecostal pgapfollowed that the second
coming was drawing nearer. Unlike some of the eaddventist movements,
however, the expectation of tparousiadid not prompt a withdrawal from the world
or date setting but greater missionary outreachq.4993, p. 80). As mentioned in
83.3.2.2, p. 103, the early outbreaks of glossolakre assumed to be what is now
called xenolalia, the miraculous ability to speakefgn languages without study. God
had given “missionary tongues” to hasten globahgetism before the return of the
Lord. Field experiences soon disabused the baliptrmanent xenolalia, but tongues
were still considered an eschatological sign hargld/orldwide revival (Althouse,
2003, pp. 35-36). Jesus was coming soon, so itm@arative, indeed the only thing
that mattered eternally, to spread the full gosgebss this earth. Not only was
evangelization of non-Christians necessary, butékeof the church also needed to
receive the restored truths of healing, sanctibcatand Spirit baptism (Land, 1993,
pp. 53-56). It was this initial missionary impethat has carried the movement so far
and helped it to become the second largest stré&hrestianity on earth after only
one hundred years.

The latter rain eschatological outlook was bothppetic and apocalyptic.
Peter Althouse (2003, pp. 25-36) explores thesdltenmes in early pentecostal
eschatology through analysis of the belief systehitzarham and Seymour, the two
leaders who come the closest to being the fourafdaree movement. Parham is
important for being the first to dogmatically limg speaking in tongues with Spirit
baptism (Synan, 1971, p. 99). Parham’s eschatol@gydispensational
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premillennialism, but he modified it to accommodegetain pentecostal beliefs.
Against standard dispensationalism, he believedttigachurch age would end the
way it began, with a great revival in the powethsd Spirit (Althouse, 2003, p. 25).

He helped to promote the belief in glossolaliarassSionary tongues,” the key to end-
time evangelism (Althouse, 2003, p. 28). Parhamttook was radically apocalyptic
but did not entirely lack prophetic elements (Alike, 2003, pp. 28-31). He preached
against involvement in worldly culture and politexsd was staunchly anti-
establishment. He viewed all institutions, sog@ayernmental, and ecclesiastical, as
corrupt and beyond redemption before the cominty@end. Essentially a socialist,
he found nothing of worth in any form of organipati being both anti-capitalist and
anti-union. Conversion and consecration were thy loope for the salvation of
individuals. Many of Parham’s sentiments are prenain American pentecostal
churches today, especially in majority white orieterestingly, adjunct to his
apocalyptic eschatology, Parham shared two majafbevith an overlooked root of
the pentecostalism, the radical Reformation traditpacifism (Wilson, 1988b,

p. 658) and conditional immortality (Goff, 1988,1h3). Few American pentecostals
today share these particular beliefs.

Seymour, arguably the more important and, fromraeraporary perspective,
definitely the more appealing of the two, is the amdividual most responsible for
popularizing the pentecostal experience. While atstaining apocalyptic elements,
his eschatology represents the prophetic straediilly pentecostalism. Earlier, in
83.3.2.2, pp. 101-102, it was noted that Seymowrtsa real purpose of the renewal
of Pentecost as the healing of racial wounds ircthech and the liberation of the
oppressed before the coming of the Lord. Tongue#)asign of the reversal of Babel
and the division of the races, would bring heahngd reconciliation (Althouse, 2003,
p. 35). Cox (1995, pp. 111-115) dwells on the ingare of the often overlooked
contribution of black millennialism to the movemegttte influence of which
flourished for a time under Seymour’s leadershipx @otes that, given the historical
milieu, large sections of American society were iiwg the coming of the “heavenly
Jerusalem,” and Seymour was the right person atgheplace to capture this
longing and channel it into the greatest revivahia history of Christianity. The
prophetic vision of liberation and the original psgostal vision of Azusa Street were
one.

3.4.1.2 The Ascendance of Dispensational Apocalgpti

For a time during the classical period, both stsanidpbentecostal eschatology,
the prophetic and the apocalyptic, flourished tbgetVirtually all in the early
movement, including Seymour, held a dispensatitorat of premillennialism. This
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belief, however, was not a rigid dogma, nor dicoibform to standard fundamentalist
dispensationalism. The chief eschatological expectaf pentecostalism was the
imminent return of Christ. Most also hoped for e-prbulation rapture, but beyond
that, details were sparse. At the end of the dakperiod when denominations were
being formed, premillennialism and imminence weduded in their statements of
faith, but none made explicit reference to thenignof the rapture or other distinctive
features of dispensationalism.

Not all was well, however, with the new movemembrk 1911 to 1916, the
end of the classical period, pentecostalism endilmeg major controversies. The
first was the “finished work controversy,” a conflover sanctification between
Wesleyan and non-Wesleyan pentecostals. The secmtiebversy, exclusive to the
non-Wesleyan camp, was the “new issue” of onenestepostalism and its rejection
of the Trinity. The third issue was race. In thgibaing, the leadership and
fellowship of the Azusa Street revival were interad and Seymour’s vision of
liberation was partially fulfilled (Synan, 1971,.d65-184). However, social
prejudices then prevalent in America, particulamlyhe South, began to exert
pressure within the movement, and segregationdaatreigly head. The classical
period ended with the formation of the Assemblie&od, today the largest classical
pentecostal denomination worldwide. In its founditige new fellowship rejected
three things: Wesleyan sanctification, oneness fismdaand, through deliberate
omission, black leadership. The formation of theékablies of God in many ways
represented the death knell of integrated pentakigist and with it, its original
prophetic vision. Thankfully, in recent years stbpse been taken to confront these
issues and foster reconciliation within the broaderement.

Over time, especially as various denominations greser to evangelicalism
and fundamentalism, dispensationalism grew in erfee, and pentecostal
eschatology was more fully characterized by thecalyptic. Dispensationalism was
appealing for several reasons. It shared with pestalism an essentially literalist,
pre-critical hermeneutic. It upheld traditionalibé about core doctrines such as the
virgin birth and the divinity of Christ. It also ated a strong longing for the return of
Christ and the belief that it is imminent. Impottgndispensationalist scholars have
written extensively on eschatology, and their teaghwere readily accessible and
more compatible with pentecostalism than more abkseformed or Wesleyan
postmillennial eschatologies. Lacking scholarlytings of their own, it was natural
that in their interest in eschatology pentecostalald gravitate towards the abundant
dispensationalist literature and gradually abstwleiachings. Gerald T. Sheppard
(1984) has documented the progression in pentédusiaf from a general
affirmation of the imminent, premillennial returf ©hrist to acceptance of most
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features of dispensationalism. Although it wasexqilicitly mentioned in the early
statements of faith, later denominational leadeas! the dispensational interpretation
back into them, and it became the official dogmé#hefr churches. The Assemblies of
God, for example, in the 1930’s moved to forbidniisters from teaching any other
position than pre-tribulational premillennialisrhptigh they could hold post-
tribulationism privately (Sheppard, 1984, p. 11).

Today, pre-tribulationism is easily the majoritysgamn among classical
pentecostals, especially those with fundamentatistities, but it has not completely
supplanted other types. Dayton (1987, p. 146) nbiss

the further one moves away from these currents—th#anore Holiness

branches of Pentecostalism or into black or ottiarie Pentecostal groups—

the less the eschatology is expressed in the dieaisdic forms of
dispensational thought. This fact also suggestsihahould not too quickly
assume that Pentecostal eschatology is merelysHimigation of the themes

of emerging dispensationalism.

Dayton’s statement, while generally correct, reggmisome qualification. While full-
fledged dispensationalism is most common in denatiuns like the Assemblies of
God, certain aspects of its eschatology are pojpuhemg a wider range of groups. In
other contexts, many accept the most appealingaepdispensational eschatology,
the pre-tribulation rapture, while showing indif#eice to other dispensational
teachings.

This illustrates the eclectic nature of pentecastablogy. It has absorbed
dispensationalism’s unique doctrine of the predtfakion rapture, found in no other
theological system in church history, without nesegsy accepting all of its
hermeneutical guidelines or theological conclusi@ther aspects of dispensational
theology not directly connected to the return ofi§ttcontradict essential pentecostal
beliefs, so even the Assemblies of God, while ateglispensationalism generally,
has modified it in these specific areas. This aatapt, however, cannot take place
without creating some tensions. As a system, dsgt@nalism generally stands or
falls as a whole. Its doctrines exhibit a high @egof interdependence, and modifying
one affects others. Conversely, acceptance of gmecanaturally leads to acceptance
of all. Although pentecostals have tried to bedele in their adoption of
dispensationalism and avoid incongruous elememy, have not been completely
successful. Unintentionally, dispensationalismiiigped to move many sections of
the movement away from the prophetic promise gioélly exhibited towards a
darker apocalyptic outlook incompatible with thdistecally transformative
soteriology of the fourfold gospel (Sheppard, 19846).

As a thoroughly apocalyptic eschatology, the dispénnal view of the end-
times beyond the rapture is thoroughly pessimildizking the transformative
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prophetic optimism present to some extent in gaglhytecostalism. The result is that
several tenets of standard dispensationalism adafuentally incompatible with
pentecostal theology. First, dispensationalismekethe latter rain restoration of the
miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit. As discussedi3.2.2.3, fundamentalist belief in
the cessation of the gifts is based upon a disgpienshdistinction between the time
of Jesus and the early church and the presentltlage After the completion of the
New Testament canon, the revelatory and miracudtssof the Spirit were
withdrawn from the church, being replaced by Gggect Word (1 Cor. 13:8-12).
The fundamentalist movement, not experiencing tipeshatural manifestations
reported by the pentecostals, used this ratiooalepgudiate the movement and its
beliefs and practices (Synan, 1971, pp. 205-2083pide this rejection,
dispensational theology continued to attract perstiads, probably because of the
weakness of this particular argument. Why, fromdispensational perspective, the
experiences in the book of Acts belong to a treorsa age and not the entire church
age as a whole has never been adequately expkexegatically. Accordingly, this
was the easiest area of dispensational thouglpeiatecostalism to reject unaffected.

The second area is more serious. With a deniddeofdtter rain comes a denial
of an end-time revival (Ice, 2000, pp. 141-144)nCary to Parham’s belief,
dispensationalism teaches that all ages end insprdad failure of the human race
and apostasy (Ryrie, 1995, pp. 34-35, 139-141)chhech is destined to fail as
well, and no widespread revival will occur befdne tapture, though converted Jews
will take up the work of evangelism during the tiétion (Pentecost, 1958, pp. 237—-
238; Fruchtenbaum, 1996, p. 200). The implicatiointhis are staggering. If this
belief is correct, then the missionary optimisntha early pentecostal movement was
misplaced. If there is to be no end-time revival-d-anth the early pentecostals and
the fundamentalists believed they were living ia émd times—then pentecostalism is
not a revival sent from God; its origin is from ettthan the Holy Spirit (Ward, 1975,
pp. 102-107). Efforts at greater Christian unityevgointless. The Roman Catholic
Church and, later, the ecumenical movement wer8#fylon of Rev. 17, the
apostate “world super church” that, after the reptf all true Christians, would
implement a global false religious system (Pented®58, pp. 364—-368; Ryrie, 1964,
pp. 50-53). Some stricter fundamentalists inclindeptentecostal and charismatic
movements in this identification. Although the pedstals modified their
dispensationalism so that these negative belietddumot apply to them, many
accepted this view of the WCC, the Assemblies ofl Going so far as to issue a
strong condemnation of it in 1962 (Hollenweger, 299p. 42-43, 436451, 516—
517).
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Finally, apocalyptic eschatologies such as disgersgism discourage
involvement in social action and reform. This i¢ an explicit doctrine but rather an
unintended consequence of the outlook of the oMir@blogical system. Sheppard
(1984, p. 32 n. 77) elaborates on this tendencyngnapocalyptic dispensationalists:

They tend not to be reformist except in very lidifgersonalistic ways because

they remain sojourners in an evil world. Their corhtomes from the hidden

signs of a coming kingdom, which lies in the impagduture and in which
they will find God’s final vindication. The visioso exceeds the present reality
that only God can bring it about.

This characterization is equally true of pentedasitpensationalists. Dwight J.

Wilson (1988a, p. 267) notes:

Since the end is near, they [pentecostals] aré&endnt to social change and

have rejected the reformist methods of the optimmastmillennialists and

have concentrated on “snatching brands from tleé &ind letting social

reforms result from humankind being born again.
Such a longing for the return of Christ, which lgsrabout the end of world, has
commendable aspects, but this portrait of the tidoes not do full justice to Jesus’
gospel of the kingdom. As envisioned, the pentatdstrfold gospel, the good news
of Jesus, does not include only eternal salvatfidhepsoul but also temporal healing
of the body. Implied in this is deliverance frorh@bpression, externally and
internally, individually and socially. The baptismthe Holy Spirit brings power for
ministry, the blessing of others through God'’s aats. With such potential, the
fourfold gospel does not demand retreat from thddaumefore Christ’s coming but
transformation of it. The pessimism of such a stg@&calypticism does not truly
reflect the hope hidden in Christ's coming.

Some leading pentecostal scholars have recogriegproblems of integrating
fundamentalist theology into pentecostalism andsaegching for alternatives
(Althouse, 2003, pp. 193-197). J. R. Williams (1992. 421-444), as a charismatic
and former premillennialist, has ably defendednmafed amillennialism within a
general framework of moderate apocalypticism thghbyicompatible with traditional
pentecostal beliefs. Other theologians have lodgle transformationist
eschatologies of Jirgen Moltmann and the liberateologians for inspiration
(Althouse, 2003, pp. 168-169). How much theseradiiare eschatologies will
influence the movement is uncertain. While theyehgained attention in academic
and ecumenical circles, formidable barriers ren@iteaching in seminaries and
churches theologies that conflict with official d@mnational positions.

3.4.2 TheParousia of Christ as the Centerpiece of Eschatology
Eschatology is a vast area of study, particularlthe dispensational form
embraced by pentecostalism. To engage even jusiogs important doctrines
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represents a huge undertaking. Within this dissertghowever, the vital question is
how eschatology relates to Christology, particylénke functional, from below
Christology of the pentecostal gospel. The finahpof the fourfold gospel is Jesus as
coming king. Theparousiaof Christ is the centerpiece of eschatology amdothject

of pentecostal hope despite the accompanying agucatiooms. Hope for the
parousiais hope for reunion with the Lord, the object dfriStian love and devotion
(Brunner, 1962, pp. 395-396). Christology of ang sbincomplete without some
reference to thparousia The second article of the creeds concludes \weltbelief

that he shall come again, bringing eternal lifeme hand and judgment in the other. It
is in theparousiathat any doctrine of the person and work of CHinmgts its
completion. Williams (1992, pp. 302—-303) notes thatNew Testament uses
napovcio mostly in relation to believers, their experieaog conduct. It is in the
return of Christ that the fullness of salvationmised in the gospel is completely
realized.

With the latter rain restoration of the gifts oétBpirit to the church, the
pentecostal movement began with the belief thatg the generation of believers that
would see the return of the Lord. The messageeofitth gospel was spread
throughout the earth with this expectation. Onedned years later, the twenty-first
century movement is facing the same problem tlsé éentury church did, namely the
delay of theparousia(Macchia, 2003b). Fervent expectation of the seturn of
Christ can be both a strength and a weaknessa Iinanifestation of love for the Lord
that can serve as a stimulus for ethical living aation (2 Tim. 4:8). On the other
hand, it can also promote withdrawal from the weantadl avoidance of social
responsibilities; if the world is soon to end, e no reason to try to improve it.
With this mind-set, when the apocalypse does rroteaas anticipated,
disappointment can result and faith can becomergyetad. In order to grow,
pentecostal theologians must address the problethstsveschatology, eliminating
weaknesses but retaining the strengths of thiplaist of the fourfold gospel. Itis in
this area that the movement can learn best froer ptthder theological streams that
have addressed this problem as well as newer ptrggeon the meaning of the
eschaton

3.4.2.1 The Delay of tHeéarousia

The delay of th@arousiaas an issue of modern theology first came up with
liberalism and the quest for the historical JeSahiweitzer (1911, p. 358) is
attributed as the first to use the phrase (Hoekd®i29, p. 111). Schweitzer was
catalytic in wakening liberalism from its slumbesaueglect of the last things. He
perceived Jesus as essentially an eschatologimahet, and he contended that his
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ethical teachings were inseparable from his apptalpreaching. To the chagrin of
prevailing views, he demonstrated that any recanstm of the historical Jesus that
neglected the latter in favor of the former wasvéd (Schwarz, 2000, p. 113).
Schweitzer proposed a consistent approach to edobgt Jesus and his followers
believed that the end of history was imminent,thely were mistaken (Schweitzer,
1911, pp. 368-369). The New Testament church coedirn this belief but was
disappointed when thgarousiadid not materialize. This was the crisis overde&ay
of theparousig and all of later Christian theology is an atteapadapt to it.

Conservatives of all varieties reject this intetatien, primarily because it
attributes error to Jesus or, at the very leastwititers of the Gospels (Hoekema,
1979, pp. 117-118). The charge of a crisis oved#lay is met with reference to
verses such as Matt. 25:13 and Acts 1:7, whicle skett the time of Christ’s return
and the end of the age is unknown and unknowaldeoringly, on the basis of
Rom. 13:11-12, Rev. 22:7, and other verses, rigect to state that the early church
believed the return of Christ was soon. Howeveithee Jesus nor the apostles taught
what time or age to which the word “soon” appli€tle general teaching of the
parables and other relevant passages is that timelchust be ever watchful and
ready for the Lord’s return. No suggestion is giMeowever, that any particular
generation may have a special insight that itéslaéist one. (Several viable alternative
explanations are given for Matt. 24:34, e.g., Hoekel1979, pp. 114-117.)

This response does justice to some of the New festtis teaching, but it
does not fully address the issue. It may be incoteesay that the delay of the
parousiacreated a “crisis,” but the fact that some adj@sthinad to be made by the
church as the years passed by is virtually selle. A passage in a controversial
book at the fringe of the New Testament canon,t2rFe1-13, addresses this very
issue. Some, such as G. C. Berkouwer (1972, pi@1j&eny that the passage admits
to a real problem other than the mockery of skepbat this glosses over real issues
the letter presents. If any book of the New Testansgepseudonymous, it is this one,
but regardless of the author’s identity, the ocmasif the Epistle’s writing suggests
that real problems over the delay were arising. ¢éine thing to dismiss doubters of
the second coming in the first century—ironicaliyarred to as the “last days’—as
unbelieving “scoffers”; nearly two millennia latéhe problem of the delay deserves
more thoughtful consideration.

The evidence of concern over and adjustment irorespto the delay of the
parousiais found not only in the New Testament but indegelopment of Christian
theology through the ages. The development of ecbhiierarchy is one indicator. If
the end is coming soon, then there is no needdimptex governing structures, but if
the church is to endure for long ages, organizasoreeded. More direct adjustments
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are seen in the evolution of eschatology. The Negtdment and the early fathers had
no clear teaching of the intermediate state betwieath and the general
resurrection—Parham did not believe in conditiamahortality without some
justification—for this state is unimportant if thesurrection is less than a generation
away (H. Bavinck, cited in Berkouwer, 1972, pp. 58)- As one generation passes to
the next, the question becomes much more impolitd@wise, the move away from
chiliasm to other millennial schemes also undeesstinis concern over the delay. It is
reasonable to believe in a future transitional lagfere the eternal kingdom when the
church is only a few generations old; it is lesafter several centuries or a
millennium or two of the present age, which is @l transition. All of these
developments, which should not be viewed as ernoay, be interpreted as attempts
to adjust to the delay of thparousia

Despite these adjustments, Christian perspectivesohatology, especially
since the Reformation, remain constantly in fluxe@eason for the periodic rebirth
of adventist movements—not just pentecostalism-keasapplication of the
hermeneutics of suspicion (Cox, 1995, pp. 115-D2d/ton, 1987, pp. 164-167;
Moltmann, 1996a, pp. 157-159). New revivals invagerinterest in the Scriptures
generally, and in revisiting prophetic passagesyadists contemplate them afresh in
the light of their experiences. Many begin to wanahly, when the New Testament
clearly teaches the soon return of Christ, theurches rarely speak about the issue
(Moltmann, 1990, pp. 313-314). The basis for theetigpment of traditional
eschatology is not considered; the conclusionlifidical truth is being suppressed is
reached. In the fervent anticipation of the secaavkent, new denominations and
traditions are formed. As the generations pasgste of the delay in thgarousia
resurfaces and adjustments are made. The cycledmisues.

More mature conservative theologies attempt tohr@amediating position
that accommodates both the belief that Jesus isngoseon and also the fact that the
church has been waiting for nearly two thousandsye¥gain, the emphasis is usually
placed on the unknowability of Christ's coming; Ghians should live in constant
preparation but not be disappointed if theirs isthe chosen generation. This
perspective is similar to that of 2 Peter, whichseful in that it attempts to extract
theological meaning and ethical value from the ylelontemporary Christians may
even be grateful that the end has not yet comthésimple reason that if it had, none
who now live would have ever existed (Matt. 22:309t, something is still lacking in
this perspective. As is demonstrated in the hisabshifts in Christian eschatology, a
balance between constant anticipation ofgausiaand recognition that its timing
is unknowable is difficult to achieve. It also doeg completely face the reality of the
delay. All of the past generations of Christianovaelieved that they would live to
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see the return of the Lord were mistaken; it istnposbable that the present
generation is mistaken as well. A biblically andtbrically responsible revisioning of
eschatology is needed, one that fully accepts thatlpromise of thparousiaand the
implications caused by its delay.

3.4.2.2 Ecumenical Insights: Eschatological Libéatand Hope

Two important, closely related twentieth centurgdlogies can help in
revisioning pentecostal eschatology so as to lkedtir adventist expectations and
realistically face the delay of tiparousia These are the theologies of liberation and
Jirgen Moltmann’s theology of hope. From one petspe liberation theology may
be viewed as an adjustment to the delay optreusig from another perspective, it
is a protest against the church’s general handiirige crisis of the delay. Liberation
theology objects to the deferment of the fulfillmeh Christian hope to theschaton
either as the intermediate state or the distantapptic future. Specifically,
liberation theology contends that by focusing amjthy and healing to come in the
afterlife, the church has fostered passivity inghesent and resignation in the face of
suffering (Gutiérrez, 1983, p. 39). Unjust soctalistures and conditions are
perpetuated or even encouraged when individualtolteot to act against them but
to contentedly endure until they die and go to keaAccordingly, the response of
liberation theology to the delay of tparousiais to attempt to bring to realization in
the present, historical world the values and camatassociated with the promise of
the establishment of God'’s kingdom.

Although other schools of thought such as dispémsalism might not
recognize it as such, liberation theology is petertavith eschatological themes.
Gutiérrez (1973, pp. 160-168) has discussed howitile has a continual orientation
towards the future through the theme of promise Jdry concept of promise
contains hope for a future outcome of blessing,eush when it begins to be
fulfilled, it is not exhausted of content. The grpeomises of Scripture should not be
emptied of their temporal import through excessipeitualization, for fulfillment
must begin historically if the promise is to com#&icomplete fulfillment in the
future:

[l]t is only in the temporal, earthly, historical event that we cpen up to the

future of complete fulfillment.... Its presence [j.the eschatological] is an

intrahistorical reality. The grace-sin conflictetboming of the Kingdom, and
the expectation of the parousia are also necegsaud inevitably historical,
temporal, earthly, social, and material realitiesA. poorly understood
spiritualization has often made us forget the hus@rsequences of the

eschatological promises and the power to transtorjust social structures
which they imply. (Gutiérrez, 1973, p. 167)

Accordingly, human action in the present causebeiration helps to bring about the
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fulfillment of the promised kingdom of God, and @tians should not wait until
death or the apocalypse for betterment. In sumnfiagration theology looks for the
establishment of the kingdom on earth historicaiig prior to the end, the coming of
the kingdom and its virtues the main focus rathanttheparousia(Schwarz, 2000,

p. 156). The eschatology of liberation theologghiss the twentieth century’s version
of postmillennialism, differing from the older viepvimarily in that it has a more
realistic view of current human social and politicanditions.

A kindred spirit to the liberation theologies is Moann’s theology of hope.
Moltmann is widely recognized as one of the foreneasimenical theologians of
eschatology. He has not merely advocated for theevaf its inclusion in modern
systematic theology; rather, he has successfutisteall of Christian theology from
the perspective of the eschatological. His integtien of the last things is best
described as transformational; rather than lookan@ cataclysmic destruction of the
present world, he emphasizes the new creation tfiafys (Moltmann, 1996a, p. xi).
Moltmann has written extensively on the subjedtigilong career and in turn inspired
many other writings. Althouse (2003, pp. 168-16&) one, has shown how various
critical pentecostal theologians have interactett Wioltmann’s transformationist
eschatology in order to move away from destructpecalyptic visions towards more
constructive prophetic eschatologies. This predetussion will be limited to bring
Moltmann’s thought to bear on the Christologica¢spion of eschatology, the
importance of th@arousiaand its delay.

Moltmann’s (1990) Christology concludes with a desyon theparousia For
him, theparousiais not simply a component of eschatology but thaletion of
Christology, the doctrines of both the person dedvwork of Christ (p. 316). In
contrast with sectarian apocalyptic expectatiorssgbal is to move away from a
vindictive view of the coming of Christ as a destive judgment ending the world
(pp- 313-315). At the same time, he does not vastetmythologize or spiritualize the
expectation of thparousiaand thus empty eschatology of content or turntd i
mysticism (pp. 315-318). Thmarousiais not the end of the world but the fulfillment
of salvation history; it is the beginning of themtal kingdom (pp. 319-321).
Moltmann (2003, p. viii) provides the best summairiis perspective in his foreword
to Althouse’s work:

The expectation of Jesugturnis therefore misleading in that it presupposes

that Jesus is not here now, but will come againdaye In this way the present

is emptied. But if Jesus is “coming”, then he stegsh day out of his future
into the present and each present has to opehutséd his arrival.... If Jesus
is embraced “coming” there is no problem of theldgteof Christ’s return”.

The kingdom of God is then so “near” that we capegience its healing and
liberating effect.
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The practical conclusions of Moltmann’s doctrine ammilar to those of the liberation

theologians. Anticipation of thearousiaprompts one to go through life in “expectant
creativity” and work for the establishment of theues of the kingdom in the present

world (Moltmann, 1990, pp. 338-341).

3.4.3 Synthesis and Adjustment

At the close of the twentieth century and the opgmf the twenty-first, some
sections within pentecostalism are quietly expeii@na crisis similar to that of the
first century (Hollenweger, 2001, pp. 42—-43). Fecleatologically-minded
pentecostals, the start of the new millennium pri@ehpnore excitement than it did
for other dispensational premillennialists lookfog signs of the return of the Lord.
January 1, 2001, also represented the completion@hundred years of the latter
rain outpouring of the Holy Spirit. Well into thiedt decade of the third Christian
millennium, theparousiaappears no closer, and conditions interpretedarptevious
decade as heralding its imminence need reevaluattmmodern pentecostal
movement may be correct in interpreting the revofdbngues and other spiritual
gifts as an important eschatological sign; as a #igt time is near its end, it is more
doubtful. It is clear that pentecostalism and treater renewal movement represent a
highly significant development in modern ChristignlUnlike many other previous
revival movements, their impact seems permanentahkkly to fade into history as
time passes. This makes the need for theologicalrityaall the more acute.

Eschatology influences ethics and behavior. “Telwhat you hope for, and |
will tell you who you are!” exclaims Moltmann (2008. vii). Hope for theparousia
produces great energies that can be channeledatiom. As a whole, the pentecostal
movement has been motivated by the prophecies tf R¥amore than the prophecies
of Matt. 25. In terms of evangelism and propagatibcan be said that pentecostalism
has used its century of expectation well. Its nuecngmowth has been far more
successful than any outside observer of the AztretSevival would have predicted.
In terms of other aspects the gospel such as samakern, the movement'’s
accomplishments are much more modest. Apocalyptihaologies, like those of
pentecostalism, that are oriented towards the irantimpture or return of Christ can
easily encourage adoption of a truncated viewfef Historically, they have
motivated Christians to live their lives in pregaoa for the afterlife and its judgment.
They have not encouraged preparation for thisolifpreparation of the world for the
coming generations. If one believes that Jesusimailitably come in a year or decade
or at the latest within one’s lifetime, one wikdily concentrate on “snatching brands
from the fire” but neglect efforts to put out theefbefore it burns down the house.
Valuable lessons need to be learned from the Kistiathe delay of th@arousiaand
disappointments that have resulted because of it.
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Christian eschatology is ultimately about the negation; study of the
original creation and its history can provide itgggabout the coming world. During
the modern age, much has been learned about tireesaof God'’s creation. It is far
larger and older than what was once believed. Afingrto Gal. 4:4, God sent Jesus
in “the fullness of time,” and again in the fullisesf time, all things will be united in
him (Eph. 1:10). Unlike many in the first centumnydoubtedly believed, the interim
age between the two has stretched beyond a gemeaateven a thousand years to
two millennia and more. During that time, countlesfions have placed faith in him.
Just as the vastness of creation and the spae afjgs were for long unknown, no
one can know the vastness of God’s plan. A gressehatological vision is required.
One can be ready and watchful for gerousig but it is not an event for which one
can plan lest, as Moltmann (2003, p. viii) remintig present become emptied of
meaning. It is better, as the ecumenical eschaedahow, to live life in light of the
coming kingdom and take steps to transform thedvarconsonance with that hope.
The promise of thparousiawill be fulfilled in God’s sovereign timing alone.

That said, eschatologies of imminence such as aissp@nalism do constantly
remind Christians of one important truth that sdauver fall out of sight: the
Christian hope is ultimately Jesus Christ and bieiag (Titus 2:11-14). A
transformational, prophetic eschatology is valuableoth Christians and the world
around them. Just as it is dangerous to lose eighe world for the heavenly, it is
equally dangerous to lose sight of the future liergresent. Both Cox (1995, p. 318)
and Hollenweger (2001, pp. 42—-43) observe thalog®of eschatological expectation
leads to stagnation in religious movements, anchiBeu (1962, pp. 401-407) has
shown the danger of excessive demythologizatieesohatology. To work for
transformation is important, but more importanit &ito remember why and for
whom the work is undertaken. As Moltmann (199(B40) concludes,

The hope for the parousia is not a flight fromwwegld. Nor does it provide

any foundation for hostility towards the body. @e tontrary, it makes people

prepared to remain true to the earth, and to hotin@ubody. Life in hope for
the parousia is not a matter of mere “waiting,” rgiirgag oneself, and holding

fast to the faith. It isife in anticipationof the Coming One, life in “expectant
creativity.”

3.4.3.1 Millennial Revisioning

For pentecostalism to move towards a transformatjgmophetic eschatology
entails moving away from dispensational premillafism. Transformational
eschatologies such as that seen in liberationalggdend to lean towards
postmillennialism. Moltmann’s thought is difficutt classify, but his more recent
works show signs of gravitation towards a futuemsitional age and misgivings
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about historical identifications of the millenniuiMoltmann, 1996a, pp. 192—-202).
Nevertheless, the researcher feels that a forrmdfeaanialism such as that promoted
by J. Rodman Williams (1992, pp. 421-444) is advedblution biblically and
theologically for pentecostalism’s millennial prebi. It is generally unwise to allow a
single, difficult passage such as Rev. 20:1-1®tdrol a wide area of theology.
Amillennialism, which would better be named presantistoric millennialism
because it identifies the millennium with the presaterim church age, corresponds
more closely to the eschatology of the rest oBitde as well as the major creeds.
Although historic premillennialism overcomes sonfi¢ghe problems of
dispensationalism and would likely be receiveddydii traditional pentecostals, all
forms of premillennialism have serious defectsastbeen explored by Arthur H.
Lewis (1980).

Amillennial eschatology stands as a mediating peaispe between
premillennialism and postmillennialism. It combirtbe strengths of both positions
while retaining few of their drawbacks. Eschatobadjy, it refrains from both the
doomsday pessimism of premillennialism and the iatopptimism of
postmillennialism. It corresponds well to one dul& parables of the kingdom, the
wheat and the tares (Matt. 13:24-30, 36—43) bygmieing that good and evil will
coexist until the end. When the thousand yearsiagerstood symbolically,
amillennialism provides a partial explanation foe tlelay of th@parousig so
understood, Rev. 20 provides biblical support forrderim age lacking in chiliasm.
On the other hand, it does not rule outplbssibilityof the imminence of the
parousiaas is inevitable with postmillennialism.

Amillennialism also has significant benefits forrStology, specifically in the
area of the work of Christ. Throughout this wordine of the problems with the
prevailing penal substitution theory of the atonehfeve been discussed. The
Christus victorview seems almost custom-made for pentecostajistnit has
received little formal attention within the moverhe@ne reason for this is that
premillennialism rules it out a priori. Tig&hristus victorperspective emphasizes
Christ’s defeat of the powers through the croskr{di®:31-32, Heb. 2:14-15). The
millennium begins with the binding of Satan (Re®:12-3), which in the
premillennial scheme is still in the future. Witkat assumption in place, it is more
difficult to recognize the decisive defeat of Satzud the demonic as an aspect of the
work of Christ. Conversely, in the amillennial sofes the binding of Satan is
explicitly recognized as occurring through the dead resurrection of Christ. Evil
has not been completely eliminated, but with th@iog of Jesus, it has been limited,
and the liberating power of the kingdom of God bagun to manifest in the world.
As doctrines, amillennialism and t#ristus victorview of the atonement exhibit
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natural compatibility. Movement towards an amillehperspective can also help
moderate pentecostal perceptions of the demonicveds mentioned in 83.2.6 can
sometimes tend towards excess, by recognizingdiemteof Christ’s victory over the
powers that would enslave humanity.

3.4.3.2 ThdParousiaf the Holy Spirit

Closely related to thparousiaof Christ and its delay is the meaning of the
coming of the Holy Spirit. Through the ages, soheotogians have interpreted the
coming of the Spirit as a fulfillment, at least foety, of the promise of thparousia
Karl Barth (1961b, pp. 294—-296 (CD 1V.3.1)) heldsthiew. He divided th@arousia
into three aspects. Christ has “come again” irdssirrection and in the descent of the
Spirit and will come again at the end. “The impaota of the Holy Spirit is the
coming of Jesus Christ in the last time which séthains,” he wrote (p. 295). This
interpretation is another way of overcoming thebpem of the delay. Thparousia
becomes eternalized (Moltmann, 1990, pp. 317—38gver-occurring event already
partially realized, and thus apprehensions ovetdtay are misplaced. Among other
reasons, this identification of the coming of thgrfs with the coming of Christ has
led some to accuse Barth of modalism. Interestjrigly modalistic oneness branch of
pentecostalism holds a similar understanding.

The findings of Schweitzer and others, howevemsgerule out this
identification or any other form of preterism. Maoknn (1990, p. 318) disagrees with
Barth and others who take this direction and etem#heparousiabecause through
it “the eschatological orientation of the Christfaith is lost.” Although because of
the perichoresisof the Persons of the Trinity Christ is also prese the coming of
the Spirit (Barth, 1961b, p. 296 (CD IV.3.1)), naavl does the New Testament
appear to attempt to solve the problem of the defdlgeparousiain this manner.
After all, in 2 Peter 3:4 the scoffers mock by agki“Where is the promise of his
coming?” The author of the Epistle responds byroftea reason for the delay; he
does point his readers back to the coming of thet$p Pentecost. The outlook of
hope is always forward looking; the New Testaméodeas with the Spirit and the
bride still crying, “Come, Lord Jesus!” (Rev. 22;2D).

Section 2.3.3 introduced some of the issues coadewith the concept of
Spirit Christology. One of these was the New Testatnglialectic of the real presence
and absence of Christ. The time between the firdtscond comings of Christ is for
the church a time of expectation, longing, and h@pweist is present with his people
but not fully or immediately. It was for this reastinat he promised to send in his
place anothexopdxintoc like himself, the Spirit of truth (John 14:16-1The
descent of the Spirit was not tharousiaof Christ but thgarousiaof the Spirit who
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continues the work of Christ. Pentecost was thegaoeation of the interim age before
the end, which is the era of the Spirit (Acts 24T} recognized in many traditions as
the third and final dispensation (Cox, 1995, pp-1116; Moltmann, 19964, pp. 143—
144). To live as people of Pentecost is to retadl message: a new age has begun; the
Spirit and prophetic anointing have been given ersally, without discrimination (cf.
Num. 11:29); and the time of full salvation has eoior everyone who calls upon the
name of the Lord.

3.5 Jesus as Sanctifier: The Forgotten Fifth Point

Sanctification was an essential doctrine in thestiggment of pentecostalism.
As already discussed, pentecostalism arose direatlpf methodism and the
succeeding holiness movement; although it has aktrexological roots, Wesleyan
perfectionism is by far the most important. If jtisation was the chief doctrine of
interest and controversy in the sixteenth centimgn sanctification held that position
in the nineteenth century. Holiness was spokervefy@vhere in Anglo-American
protestantism even outside of the Wesleyan-Armistaeam, for example, in the
influential Keswick movement in England (Menzies, W., 1975, pp. 85-90). The
first pentecostals assumed the basic tenets dfdleess movement. Their full gospel
was fivefold, and Jesus as sanctifier was an iedisable function of their
Christology. They simply separated out Spirit bayptfor empowerment with the
evidence of speaking in tongues as an additiomaba@xperience, a gift of God
poured out on a sanctified life. It was assumedttiraugh the three successive
reformations of Luther, Wesley, and the latter @fipentecostalism that New
Testament Christianity had been fully restorechoénd-time church (Land, 1993,
pp. 18, 95-96). That pentecostalism could haveotimgr valid configuration was not
conceived, for it was impossible to be filled wikie Spirit without first being
cleansed from all sin.

A century later, the situation is vastly differeimt.comparison to the
nineteenth century, sanctification is a neglectaectrihe in all protestant theological
streams, including pentecostalism. Personal hdiresot as frequent a topic in
formal or informal theological discussions. Theergd fundamentalism and neo-
evangelicalism reinvigorated traditional Calvinigmasserting the Reformation’s
priority of justification over sanctification amomgnservative protestants. Mainline
and ecumenical theologies pursued agendas othemti&idualistic perfectionism.
Most stunningly, the development and success dkegestalism’s distinctive
doctrine, the baptism in the Holy Spirit, undernainis holiness beliefs. Non-
Wesleyan forms of pentecostalism that rejectedeesinctification as a crisis
experience soon arose and quickly surpassed tke gjdtem in adherents and
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influence. Likewise, the charismatic movement depetl largely without any
reference to Wesleyan theology. Compared to thaque era of revivals, today the
function of Jesus as sanctifier is a largely faigoipoint.

Of course, this does not mean that sanctificatesbeen left wholly untreated
in pentecostal and other theologies. It is stdtandard topic within soteriology, and
various contemporary theologians have exploredotlpctively if not as passionately
as in the nineteenth century. In studying contempgoreflections on sanctification,
one is struck by three points. First, differentallogical traditions, even across the
Reformation divide, agree more than they disagremany aspects of sanctification
(“Foreword”, 1987, p. 7), and the differences tiat are not nearly as fundamental
as those concerning justification. Virtually all wd agree that sanctification is a
necessary and desired goal of the Christian hfat it is experienced progressively;
and that while human participation and cooperagi@necessary, ultimately it is
God’s gracious work wrought by the power of theyH8pirit. Second, the greatest
area of controversy—though no longer a particuladgsted one—is abouthenthe
primary expression of sanctification takes plactheordo salutis In Roman
Catholicism, sanctification is a part of justificat as the infusion of righteousness,
while in protestant thought, justification and s#ication must be clearly
distinguished. Sanctification flows from justificat and is dependent upon it, but
justification and sanctification should not be datdd. Holiness pentecostals
appreciate sanctification as progressive but alpe@ a sanctifying crisis experience
subsequent to regeneration. Non-Wesleyan clagscaécostals, on the other hand,
locate this experience within justification-regeateim (see next section). Third, the
Wesleyan understanding of sanctification, not ggessed by Wesley or early
methodism but by the later holiness movement argl pantecostalism, stands in the
greatest contrast with other views on sanctificatdthough it is arguably the most
developed reflection on sanctification, it also teams inherent problems and self-
contradictions. The very fact that it has declimeahfluence even within sections of
the Wesleyan tradition shows that it requires ienisA truly pentecostal Christology
and soteriology will not leave out the functionJefsus as sanctifier but must improve
upon previous models.

3.5.1 Evolution, Controversy, and Stagnation withirthe Pentecostal Traditions
Section 3.3.1 traces the evolution of the doctohentire sanctification from
John Wesley to the beginnings of the pentecostakment. Wesley, the founder of
methodism, taught that entire sanctification, whehcalled “Christian perfection”
but distinguished from an absolutely sinless esdbgical perfection, could be
received by faith prior to death through a crisipexience (Wesley, 1968, p. 41;
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Lindstrom, 1980, pp. 140-154). He did not deny #aadctification had a gradual or
progressive aspect (Lindstrom, 1980, pp. 123-18dged, entire sanctification could
not be received at justification but only some tiater when the Christian became
dissatisfied with the continuing presence of sihigor her life. Spiritual growth also
did not cease after this experience. Thus, Wesleygowth in holiness as progress—
point—progress. There was gradual growth in hosirsedsequent to justification. At
any point prior to death, the Christian could sae#t expect to receive a
transformative experience of grace in which theggle against sin ceased with a
decisive victory. Growth in this new state of heks would then continue until the
eschaton

Wesley used many passages from the New Testamsuppmrt his teaching
of entire sanctification, and as a teleologicahtbeof Scripture, it is undeniable. The
phrase “entire sanctification” comes from the bectezh of 1 Thess. 5:23. Hebrews
12:14 warns that without holiness, “no one will fee Lord,” and the Lord himself
said in Matt. 5:48, “You therefore must be perfastyour heavenly Father is perfect.”
Proof texts aside, clear biblical support for enianctification as an instantaneous
crisis experience receivable during earthly lifenigch more difficult to demonstrate.
Although Wesley himself did not do so, others witthe methodist and holiness
movements searched for more support for the expagiand believed to find it in the
baptism in the Holy Spirit. By the end of the naetth century, most in the holiness
movement employed pentecostal terminology to desdhe experience. As discussed
in 83.3.1, ultimately it was realized by C. F. Rarh W. J. Seymour, and others that
Spirit baptism was different from entire sanctifioa; it was an experience given for
empowerment, not holiness, and was normativelyrapemied by speaking in
tongues. Seeking Spirit baptism with that undedita;y many who testified to a
previous sanctifying experience subsequently receasthird soteriological
experience and manifested glossolalia. Thus wastigern pentecostal movement
born out of Wesleyan revivalism.

Seymour, Parham, and the first pentecostals retdiakef in both subsequent
experiences, as did the oldest pentecostal dentiorisasuch as the Church of God
(Cleveland), the Church of God in Christ, and tkatBcostal Holiness Church. They
simply made a clearer distinction between the sylpsat experiences of
sanctification and empowerment than the non-glaéisdholiness groups did. Among
these early pentecostal preachers and denominaéintie sanctification was a
necessary prerequisite for receiving the fulindgb@ Spirit, which they frequently
described as the gift of God “upon the sanctifiéaf (Land, 1993, p. 90). Their full
gospel was fivefold; Jesus was understood as saaactifier, baptizer, healer, and
coming king. This version may rightly be understaesdhe original configuration of
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classical pentecostalism and the one most in aabyiwith the larger Wesleyan
tradition. That other forms of pentecostalism wdalér arise or even be possible was
not envisioned at the beginning of the movement.

Nevertheless, theological and practical problenth tiis newordo salutis
surfaced almost at once. By separating Spirit baptrom entire sanctification—
which, as will be shown below, is more correct iodlly—the holiness pentecostals
undermined the biblical structure erected in threetgenth century to defend crisis
sanctification. Diverging from Wesley, the holinessvement had identified Spirit
baptism or filling with entire sanctification tovg it support as a subsequent
soteriological experience (Bassett & Greathous851pp. 302—-318). With the
reinterpretation of Spirit baptism as empowermemtthe end the logical conclusion
of the holiness movement’s line of thought—the kafikhe biblical support for the
second blessing was transferred to the third, amchrof the case for crisis
sanctification evaporated. Practically, establighentire sanctification as a
prerequisite for Spirit baptism is problematic. @ewyr’'s views on this subject have
been presented in §83.3.2.2. One reason he evgntejatted the doctrine of initial
evidence was the racism among some of the whiteepestals. He reasoned that
because they were not entirely sanctified, theydcoat be filled with the Spirit;
accordingly, their manifestation of glossolalia wa$ a demonstration of the Spirit.
While Seymour’s admonition was prophetic and negtsdapproach was also not
without problems. Another reason he rejected evidetongues was because Parham
spoke in tongues yet believed in conditional immlitst. Seymour (2000, pp. 87-88)
saw this as error and therefore concluded thataadould not be sanctified or
Spirit-baptized. This degree of perfectionism ogead’andora’s box of judgment in
the early movement when any disagreement abouialliytany action or belief
disqualified an opponent’s spiritual experiencéestimony. Some pentecostals
similarly criticized the charismatic movement i timainline denominations (e.g.,
Hughes, 1976, pp. 173-174, 178-179).

Within the classical period in the United Stategregreater dissent arose
when, after the rapid conversion of several ofdlder holiness denominations, the
movement began gaining many new adherents notWeasleyan backgrounds. The
new converts claimed the experience of Holy Spaptism and evidential tongues
without a prior experience of entire sanctificatiamich was unacceptable to the
holiness camp (Horton, 1987, pp. 106-109). Witk tlevelopment, pentecostalism as
a movement faced its first major crisis, the “fimesl work controversy” (Synan, 1971,
pp. 147-153). Popularized by William H. Durhamstperspective emphasized the
positional sanctification that occurs at justifioatas a result of Christ’s work on the
cross. Similar in many respects to the more refdromeerstanding of sanctification



145

as progressive and gradual, it denied a subsegqtisistexperience, though in
actuality it is not entirely free from Wesleyanludnces (Leggett, 1989). A sizable
faction of pentecostal leaders accepted Durhansgipo and reduced the fivefold
gospel to the four points of Jesus as savior, bapthealer, and coming king only.
This led to further schism and ultimately the fotima of the Assemblies of God, the
first non-Wesleyan pentecostal denomination. Otiesv denominations formed after
that time, such as the International Church offbersquare Gospel, generally
followed the new fourfold pattern.

Within the United States, both five- and four-pgientecostal denominations
continued to coexist in nearly equal proportiongng®, 1971, pp. 162-163).
However, when pentecostalism entered other natigth®ut large preexisting
Wesleyan movements, the fourfold version was moceessful. Today, the non-
methodistic, “baptistic,” or “two works” pentecoltare by far the majority globally,
outnumbering the holiness branch by nearly temw(@arrett, Kurianet al, 2001,

p. 16). The charismatic movement has been largetyWesleyan in orientation;
indeed, the non-methodist, non-pentecostal Weslegditions have been among the
most resistant to this wave of renewal (Synan, 2p0203). Even within some
segments of the holiness branch, second blessiagjfszation is promoted less
fervently than in the past. For example, FrencArington of the Church of God
devotes more than twice the space in his systertiatogy to Spirit baptism (1994,
pp. 51-95) than to sanctification (1993, pp. 2299324iith the case for the latter as a
discrete crisis made only indirectly as an implmaif the overall presentation. The
success of the non-perfectionist movements andiéinming ties between the two
branches have contributed to the de-emphasis afigiactive Wesleyan doctrine
most responsible for the birth of the movement.

3.5.2 Salvation as Sanctification: A Full EcumenideSynthesis

As noted earlier, today sanctification does notlad prominent a place in
Christian theology as it did during the nineteerghtury and the beginning of the
twentieth. Of course, it has not been totally netgld. Periodically, interest in
sanctification has revived, and all of the greatayatic theologies of recent times
address it to some extent. Yet, doctrines of stration tend to lack some of the
cohesion and decisiveness found in other areasasuelection, justification, or Spirit
baptism. There is also some disagreement over houatification relates to other
aspects of salvation and its proper place irotide salutis In part, the difficulty in
formulating a doctrine of sanctification reflectetlack of a systematic teaching in the
New Testament. Unlike justification or even Spidptism, no particular book or
passage discusses sanctification in great detaliérBnces to holiness are made in
passing, interspersed with many other topics.
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In light of the broadness of the New Testamenthiay it may be helpful to
reframe how sanctification is understood. Sandiian is not simply a part of the
ordo salutisbut the sum of salvation itself. In Rom. 8:28-8@ closest the New
Testament comes to formally delineating the stépsiwation, sanctification is not
mentioned at all. Sanctification is not, as somesimproposed, the subjective work of
the Spirit corresponding to justification (see 88)1it is much broader than that. Emil
Brunner (1962, pp. 290-291) writes:

In this sense, in the New Testament, “sanctificdtzan be used as the

concept which embraces all God'’s action, in whilslo gustification,

regeneration and conversion are included.... The evbbChristian existence

as such is the work of the Holy Spirit and, as sigbanctification.
Wesley also affirmed such a comprehensive undetstgrof sanctification
(Karkkainen, 2004, p. 76). Seen in this light, wiaeiances in doctrines of
sanctification, protestant and catholic, reformed ®esleyan, liberal and
conservative, can be brought together. Salvatiohsanctification are not separate but
one. The work of salvation—the work of rescuing detivering—belongs to Christ,
the work of sanctification—separation and purificat—to the Spirit. To assign
sanctification as one function of Christ within fleeirfold/fivefold gospel is to limit
the work of Christ and the Spirit in a way thahesther biblically justifiable nor true
to the theological riches embedded in each of itfierdnt Christian perspectives.
Accordingly, this discussion of the forgotten paafithe full gospel is a recapitulation
of the entire functional gospel of Jesus from gasspective of the distinctive work of
the Spirit.

3.5.2.1 Sanctification and Justification

In some ways, the conflict of the Reformation oWer doctrine of justification
was also a conflict over sanctification. Essentjdtie protestants separated
sanctification from justification. Justifications #he declaration of the righteousness
of the sinner based wholly on the merits of Chisstprensic, positional, and
objective and therefore detached from the actuadiition of the one who believes:
simul justus et peccatoAlthough sanctification is related to justificati it is in no
way the basis for justification. Conversely, theuBal of Trent (Sess. VI, Chap. VII)
declared that justification is

not only the remission of sins but also the saigetiion and renewal of the

interior person through the voluntary receptiomgzfce and of the gifts,

whereby from unjust the person becomes just, aord Bnemy a friend, that

one may be “an heir in hope of eternal life.” (Digo& Neuner, 1996, p. 751
§1932)

In the Tridentine view, at justification the sinnginfused with the righteousness of
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Christ and in reality is purified. The receptiontlois holiness—still stemming from
the grace of God—is the basis for justificationtiis question over the relationship
between justification and sanctification was tharhef the conflict.

Even without conscious ecumenical reflection, tlassical pentecostal
understanding of the relationship between justifbcaand sanctification contains
elements of both the protestant and Roman Cathiges. Pentecostal Frank D.
Macchia (2003a, p. 135) states, “When | first réeeht’s description of justification,
my heart was ‘strangely warmed.” In the Councdiclarations were statements that
resonated with the pentecostal understanding obghet’s work of sanctification at
the beginning of salvation. In actuality, the peottal position is closer to
Wittenberg than it is to Trent (see 83.1.1), bustiit varies somewhat from the
traditional Lutheran and Calvinist perspectiveslliétaveger (1972, p. 129) notes that
simul justus et peccatas “completely incomprehensible” to pentecosta&guhers.
Although they understand that salvation is onlyh®/ grace of God and cannot be
earned by works, they also know that it is a neal,just legal, transformation. It is a
natural consequence of the Spirit’'s work in regatien, the coming into being of a
new life of holiness. Though a Christian may situggle with sin after justification,
his or her life has been changed and the procesanatification has decisively begun
once the hallowing Spirit has entered.

It should be noted that ecumenical developments bawnted some of the
sharpness in the conflict over justification andctdication. The issuance of tlleint
declaration(1999), while not resolving all outstanding difaces, shows that the
gulf between the Lutheran and Roman Catholic pmsdtis not as insurmountable as
once thought. Although its conclusions differ frtime Wesleyan tradition, the
reformed tradition has never neglected questioflfiess, and some recent
protestant theologies have not hesitated to expgadunderstanding of the
beginnings of salvation to include aspects of sacation. To recall 83.1.3.3, Karl
Barth (1956a, pp. 520-521 (CD IV.1)) combined jissdtion, sanctification, and
calling in a more comprehensive doctrine of redwtedn. As quoted above, Brunner
perceived how, in a sense, sanctification encongggsstification. Conversely,
justification is a form of “positional” sanctificain effected by God’s declaration of
righteousness (1 Cor. 1:30, 6:11). This aspeanishasized in the baptistic
pentecostal “finished work” teaching (Horton, 1983, 113-114).

3.5.2.2 Sanctification and Healing

Healing may also be viewed as a type of sanctiboathe hallowing and
energizing of physical life (Moltmann, 1992, pp13174; 1997, pp. 50-52). When
implored by a leper for help, the response of Jesss “l will; be clean” (Mark 1:40—
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42). At the time, such diseases not only causedigdilypain but also cut off the
afflicted from the holy covenant people. In his isiry of healing, Jesus cured both
aspects of the problem; his mission was one obrason of the entire human person.
The inclusion of the provision for healing in therang work of Christ permanently
expanded salvation to include material dimensiand,divine healing shows that the
body, not just the spirit, is also sacred to Gdue Holy Spirit, the one who dispenses
gifts of healing, brings wholeness of life everhassanctifies.

As shown previously, healing does not encompassrjdvidual physical
wellbeing but also social and corporate dimensidhg. methodist and holiness
movements inspired by Wesley have a long tradibfosocial involvement,
understanding it as an indispensable componetieaf mission to spread “Scriptural
holiness throughout the land” (Melvin Dieter, qubte Land, 1993, pp. 50-51).
Liberation theology has also realized the connadtietween social healing and
sanctification. It recognizes that structures arsditutions, not just individuals, may
be sinful and oppressive (Gutiérrez, 1973, pp. 176)and that they too require
exorcism and sanctification. In this, liberatioeadlogy is an improvement over the
older social gospel movement in that it does ackedge sin, not just ignorance, at
the root of society’s problems. Brunner (1962, 3(0—302) emphasized that the two
greatest threats to true sanctification are morafisad quietism. Any movement of
holiness, including pentecostalism, has an incotaectrine of sanctification if its
focus is exclusively on personal piety. The S@rganctifying work is never wholly
private but encompasses all aspects of life.

3.5.2.3 Sanctification and Spirit Baptism

The relationship between Spirit baptism and sanatibn is the area of
greatest disagreement between the holiness andgostdl movements. In the non-
pentecostal holiness groups, Spirit baptism istiled with entire sanctification.
Though the purpose of empowerment is also ackn@elddhe movement questions
how it is possible for one to be filled with theipcompletely and yet be imperfectly
purified (Dieter, 1987, p. 138). The holiness peagtal movement accepts entire
sanctification as a subsequent crisis experientedniends that it is a prerequisite
for Spirit baptism and not the result of it (Hugh#876, pp. 173-174). These
pentecostals agree that one must be purified iaerdadbe filled with the Spirit but
note that biblically, Spirit baptism is associaghthost exclusively with empowerment
and not purification. Two-work or baptistic pentstais, finally, disavow an
experience of instantaneous sanctification as iptscal. Like the holiness
pentecostals, they see Spirit baptism as priméotlyhe purpose of empowerment.
Since sanctification is always progressive, howetvay realize that the experience
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can also bring greater, though not entire or fihaliness. These positions were fixed
by the end of the classical period of pentecostalend though relations between the
groups have improved since then, these fundamergak of disagreement remain.

All three positions have strengths as well as wea&es. The pentecostal
understanding of Spirit baptism as empowermenitoischlly sounder. Nowhere in
the New Testament is Spirit baptism identified withat Wesleyans understand as
entire sanctification, and significantly, John Wgshimself and other early
methodists did not make this association. Holiastsngs that equate the two use the
same proofs for subsequence as pentecostals, fidieXcriptural evidence as to
why Spirit baptism and Christian perfection are @acking in their discussions
(e.g., Taylor, 1985, pp. 158-159; Grider, 1980,4%-57). On the other hand, the
purpose of empowerment is explicitly mentioned uké& 24:49 and Acts 1:8. As a
subsequent work, Spirit baptism is analogous tasCamanointing for ministry at his
baptism. If interpreted as a secondary cleansmg &in, the analogy falters.
Similarly, history and experience seem to beattloeitwo-work pentecostal position
that entire sanctification cannot be mandated@gi@quisite for Spirit baptism. Even
within the New Testament, there are accounts o$téggwho had been filled with the
Spirit and spoke in tongues and yet acted in wagsrisistent with perfection in love
(e.g., Acts 15:37-40, Gal. 2:11-14), to say notlwhmore recent history. The
warning of 1 John 1:5-10 against falsely claimiegypanent and entire sanctification
should give pause to overly dogmatic assertiortBigharea, one which by definition
must be tread with humility.

Yet, the Wesleyan holiness view is not without mékihile Spirit baptism
should not be equated with entire sanctificatiary, @ncounter with the Holy Spirit
should increase holiness. The common sentimentg#iever can ever truly say he
is free from sin” (Jenney, 1995, p. 417), is a \&a@ one. First John 1:5-10 must be
interpreted in the light of what follows in 2:1,0'¢hat you may not sin,” and the rest
of the Epistle. To refrain from claiming that ondlwever sin is biblically mandated,
but to turn this around so that one may never expee a moment of freedom from
sin even after regeneration misses the point afslesission, the entire
transformation of the human person. The ultimali@lfuaent of this mission is
eschatological, but its realization begins in tharld. Wesley and his followers were
not mistaken on this point. Freedom from sin anpregsion, whether individual or
corporate, is the will of God, and it can occurreuea moment. There are moments
when God’s liberating grace breaks through, antivitiich has been gradually
progressed towards suddenly appears in full. Refrant from judgment, however,
remains wise. Wesley himself never claimed thatdak been entirely sanctified, and
Paul never claimed that he was perfect (Phil. 3t62-their attitudes and humility are
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healthy to emulate. Sanctification is not prognessi or even progress-point-
progress; it is progress-point-progress-point-pgsgrand so on as it occurs in
Christians and through them to the world aroundnth®pirit baptism may be an
important point on this journey but not the endt,ofvhich no one can see prior to the
eschaton

3.5.2.4 Sanctification and Eschatology

In any theology, even Wesleyan perfectionism, fsaictification is
eschatological. The prayer for entire sanctificafio 1 Thess. 5:23 is oriented towards
the coming of the Lord, for anticipation of the sed coming of Christ inspires
faithfulness so as to be found ready and holy wieereturns (Williams, 1981, p. 57).
The return of Christ is itself a sanctifying evehhe wheat will be separated from the
chaff (Matt. 3:11-12), the sheep from the goatst{M:31-46). With judgment
comes purification (1 Cor. 3:13-15). Beyond whatedegree of sanctification is
received in life, all will be made perfect when Shreturns. First John 3:2—3
expresses the Christian hope well:

Beloved, we are God’s children now, and what we sglhas not yet

appeared; but we know that when he appears welshéke him, because we

shall see him as he is. And everyone who thus hiopeisn purifies himself as

he is pure.

Holiness connotes separation and purity, but iredohatonseparation ceases
to be. The promise of the coming of Christ, aftelgment, is the new creation
(Rev. 21:1). In Moltmann’s (1985, pp. 86—93) vi&sgd withdrew himself into
himself in order to create the heavens and thé.eaor there to be @ihil for the
work of creatio ex nihilg he restricted his omnipresence and glory andigeova
space for the other. Throughout the life of thisation, God’s holiness has been
defined in part by this separation from the creatlo the new creation, God'’s glory
and presence will be de-restricted (Moltmann, 19§5,212-214), and God will be
“all'in all” (1 Cor. 15:28). In that day, the wod{ Christ, accomplished in the Spirit,
will at last be completed.



CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSION

4.1 Summary and Evaluation of the Research Findings

This dissertation began with the thesis that pestatism has a significant
contribution to make to contemporary Christologyhil&/ outside observers
commonly assume that pentecostalism is pneumatagantreality it is a strongly
Christocentric tradition. The common symbol ofiaif the classical pentecostal
movement, in all its variations, is the fourfoldsgel: Jesus as savior, healer, baptizer
with the Holy Spirit, and coming king. This symbslin fact a Christological
statement that conveys the heart and mind of pesti@cdevotion, belief, and
practice. The fourfold gospel succinctly but ricepresses the relationship between
Christ and the believer and the holistic work d¥aaon he performs in those who
will receive it. Lack of a large body of formal thlegical works has hindered the
movement from adequately communicating its belysteam to other Christian
traditions, but recent pentecostal theologians Imaade efforts to engage other
systems of thought and bring greater clarity antunitg to the movement’s unique
insights. In that spirit, the researcher enter¢nol conversation with prominent
twentieth century ecumenical theologies in ordezxplore how they and
pentecostalism might enhance each other’s undelistanf the Christian faith,
specifically in the area of Christology. Many plascehere early pentecostalism had
unconsciously anticipated later trends in modeeolibgy were shown. These include
functional Christology, the existential theologyrm&o-orthodoxy, and many of the
concerns of the theologies of liberation. The regeéindings also demonstrated that
pentecostalism cannot be viewed as just anotherdf/fundamentalism but is a full
theological tradition in its own right. It is mocerrectly seen as a third stream of
protestantism flowing between conservative evangksim on the one hand and
ecumenical, mainline protestantism on the otheth\WWiese findings, the thesis has
been demonstrated and the objectives of the ditgartachieved.

4.1.1 The Fourfold Gospel as a Contemporary Christogy
The Christology of the fourfold gospel is a funatd, from below
Christology. Classical pentecostalism arose diyemit of methodism and the
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holiness movement, and as a conservative movemantomatically assumed
Chalcedonian Christology. The traditional underdiag of the Trinity was
guestioned and rejected by a small branch of theement, oneness pentecostalism,
but as a whole the pentecostal view of the peré@hast is consistent with that of
historic Christianity. The pentecostal innovatiarGhristology, as reflected in the
fourfold gospel, is in the area of the work of Ghrspecifically the present ministry
of the ascended Lord. It is thus a functional Gblogy. Although it is couched in
typically “from above” language, it is actually &dm below” Christology. Its focus is
not on the functions and roles of Christ generaltyis seen in the traditional offices
of prophet, priest, and king, but with specificereince to the experience of believers
of the ministry of Christ in salvation, sanctificat, healing, and so forth. The
movement also derives its understanding of the wb&hrist from those sections of
the New Testament more favored in formal from beC@hvistologies, the synoptic
Gospels, plus the book of Acts. Although it hastgptcally used this paradigm, the
Christology of pentecostalism can also be viewea 8pirit Christology. The present
work of Christ may be best understood through thekwf the Holy Spirit.

Not all aspects of the fourfold gospel contribwtedntemporary theology
equally. In the function of Jesus as savior, perygtds consciously do not seek to
alter the historic protestant understanding ofifigstion and regeneration. Although
classical pentecostal soteriology is thoroughly #em, with orthodox Calvinism
figuring little in its historical development, ithctrine in this locus is more in
agreement than disagreement with the Reformatashtions. The greatest
pentecostal contribution lies in the expansionabfaion beyond justification, which
is what the other statements of the fourfold gosgeless. Pentecostals believe that
justification and regeneration are the beginnirag,the sum, of the Christian life.
Through the doctrine of subsequence, discreteedigue salvific experiences can
and should be received after justification. Thedieh subsequence is based primarily
on the narratives of the reception of the SpiriAats in which some delay occurs
between belief and water baptism and the comirtgeoSpirit in power. In this
affirmation of subsequence lies the greatest atinflith traditional protestant
theology, but the pentecostal perspective should@ouled out simply because of
that conflict.

Two aspects of the common fourfold gospel convégsquence, one
informally and the other formally as a step in ¢indo salutis The first is healing.
Pentecostals affirm that Jesus, as ascended lidrtiesls today and that the gift of
healing did not cease from the church with theelofsthe apostolic age. Healing is
more than a gift of the Spirit; it is a result bétatoning work of Christ. On the basis
of Isa. 53:4-5, most pentecostals believe thatsJeste not only sin but also sickness
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on the cross, and through faith healing can bevedgust the same way as salvation.
It is thus a recurring, subsequent blessing ofag@la. Although this interpretation is
not without difficulties, the doctrine of healing the atonement has great significance
for Christology and soteriology. Christologicaliyaffirms that the ministry of

healing, so vital in Jesus’ earthly life, continasspart of his present work.
Soteriologically, it expands the Christian underdiag of salvation beyond
exclusively spiritual categories to include physerad material aspects of life. This is
of great benefit to ecumenical theology. Recemtdsan various traditions such as
liberation theology have emphasized the holistarabteristic of salvation. The
doctrine of healing in the atonement provides amadar this expanded perspective
to be firmly rooted in the work of Christ. In turinrough dialogue with other streams
of Christian thought, pentecostalism can enlaggigion of healing to include social
and collective dimensions of human life.

The next function, Jesus as baptizer with the gyit, most embodies the
pentecostal belief in subsequence. Although théridecof subsequent Spirit baptism
conflicts with much of traditional protestant thegy, the broader catholic tradition
actually contains strong precedents for the betnef;rite of confirmation stands as the
sacramental equivalent of the charismatic expee@ideing baptized or filled with
the Spirit. More controversially, pentecostals hiblat speaking in tongues serves as
the normative initial physical evidence of the lispt it is the decisive biblical sign
that the fullness of the Spirit has been receifedether, speaking in tongues and
subsequent Spirit baptism form the pentecasta qua nonA narrow focus on the
issue of tongues, however, diverts attention froenreal purpose of the experience.
Spirit baptism is not a saving or sanctifying exgece but an empowerment for
ministry (Acts 1:8). This two-staged understandifighe Christian life stands in
analogy to Jesus’ miraculous conception by theitSpd later anointing for ministry,
also by the Spirit, at his baptism. Pentecostdis\mthat Christians are to imitate the
life of Christ, not just morally, but also in mitig and power. The fullness of the
Spirit enables them to carry out this ministry, e¥his necessarily directed outwards
from the self to others. The ability to speak ingoes is given because it edifies the
self (1 Cor. 14:4-5), refreshing the life of seevadter the burdens of ministry.
Together, healing and Spirit baptism constitutestinengest, most positive
contributions of the pentecostal full gospel. ithese two beliefs that have received
the widest reception in other Christian traditietesthe charismatic movement; on the
other hand, they are also the areas that causedsieconflict with conservative
evangelicalism and fundamentalism.

The contributions of the other functions of the teenstal full gospel are more
mixed, with both pronounced strengths and weakise3se role of Jesus as coming
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king communicates the joy and fulfillment of hopattwill occur when Christ
returns. Originally, pentecostal eschatology wagppetic in outlook. The movement
interpreted itself as a sign of the end, the lagtgreatest revival before the Lord’s
return. Over time, through the influence of fundataésm, dispensational
apocalypticism overshadowed the original eschatcébgision in many sections of
the movement. A pessimistic outlook caused somgttadraw from society and take
an overly critical stand against the wider chunst world. The signs of the imminent
rapture of the church before the tribulation becamoee important to some than
attempting to transform the world in the light bétcoming kingdom of God. As time
passes, the issue of the delay ofgheousiaaffects all new movements, and some
pentecostal theologians are exploring other estdwtal systems in order to
recapture the original vision of the movement aniigate some of the fundamentalist
tendencies emerging within pentecostalism. Iniledlihood, this will necessitate
abandonment of dispensational premillennialismaiwof of a more moderate,
transformationist perspective, which may be diffiéar some sections of the
movement.

Finally, sanctification remains as a forgottentfiftinction within the
pentecostal gospel. Although the movement owesxitgence to the holiness
preaching of John Wesley and his followers, thelthgical evolutions within
pentecostalism inevitably undermined the understagnaf sanctification it had
inherited from its forerunners. Wesley's “Christig@rfection” was identified with
Spirit baptism by the holiness movement. The emegrgentecostal movement, in
turn, separated Spirit baptism from sanctificatibwe, former becoming a third crisis
experience of empowerment as discussed above. ®ilmenlatter part of the classical
period, non-Wesleyan forms of pentecostalism atiesedisavowed a sanctifying
crisis experience, affirming a more traditional gnessive view; this perspective
ultimately became the dominant form of pentecastalglobally. Under these
pressures, the emphasis on entire sanctificatibedfaand Wesleyan perfectionism is
no longer a prominent emphasis of the pentecostaement. The role of Jesus as
sanctifier contains some inherent difficulties; @#itation may be better understood
as the work of the Spirit. Additionally, biblicalganctification is not just a step or
process within therdo salutisbut the entire work of salvation from a different
perspective. Understood this way, it becomes plessointegrate and synthesize the
various Christian perspective on sanctificationiolhhold more in common than in
difference.

In sum, the Christology of the pentecostal fourigtdpel has many
contributions to make to contemporary theologis tefinitely the most innovative
Christology to emerge in the twentieth century framonservative perspective. The
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pentecostal movement has even been creative @hristological “heresies,” namely
the modalistic monarchy of the Son in oneness pestalism and the Jesus of the
prosperity gospel of the Word of Faith movementrétwer, classical pentecostal
Christological thought resonates with later twethtieentury theological movements
such as neo-orthodoxy, liberation theology, and&diMoltmann’s theology of hope.
As a third stream of theology between evangelicabsid ecumenical-mainline
protestantism, pentecostalism is well positioneth¢torporate the best insights from
each stream with its own unique insights in thesgifer a more inclusive, universally
responsible Christology.

That said, the fourfold gospel also has clear &tions. Essentially a slogan, it
is neither a complete creed nor a comprehensiuetate for a pentecostal systematic
theology. It addresses only Christology, soterig]gmeumatology, and eschatology,
the latter two loci only partially. Importantly, lacks a clear doctrine of creation and
has no ecclesiology. These limitations are welvkmoand in formulating statements
of faith for their denominations and fellowshipse tearly pentecostals borrowed
freely from other traditions to make up the defies. A thoroughly pentecostal
structure for systematic theology has yet to emérgeough openness to other
theological systems and traditions, it can devékpwn belief system more
thoroughly and in turn, contribute a fuller theolayf renewal to the wider church.

4.1.2 Emergent Issues

During the research process, several importanésssuirectly related to the
thesis emerged. One problem encountered repeateehtjoned first in 82.1.3.2,

p. 21, was some of the inherent limitations inttlaelitional protestant approach to
doing theology, namely the Pauline priority. It véeen that the core of protestant
theology, especially its soteriology and pneumagplas based upon the teachings of
Paul’s Epistles. Soteriological statements fromeps8ections of the New Testament,
even the words of Jesus in the Gospels, are iategbso as to conform with the
foundational propositions derived from Paul’'s wigs. This bias in theological
formulation emerged as early as the sixteenth cgmtith the development of
solafidianism and Martin Luther's famous evaluatadridames as an “Epistle of
straw.” While most later theologians are more aimepect, this bias is virtually
axiomatic, though unstated, and evident in bottseorative and liberal reformed
theologies.

In theological conversation, pentecostalism is disadvantage when this
paradigm is accepted as the standard and rightoghédh doing theology. Although
biblical, the distinctive pentecostal doctrines aoé primarily Pauline in origin but
Lucan. As a new movement in which scholarship laslways been emphasized or
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even valued, much foundational theological workaars to be done to establish it as
a serious theological tradition. In dialogue witdey, more established traditions,
pentecostal theologians must spend a consideratdara of effort in striving against
an unspoken canon within the canon and demongiradiry a Lucan soteriology has
legitimacy. The friction here is most evident isalissions of sanctification and Spirit
baptism. When all the exegetical minutiae are eleéaway, the objection to the
pentecostal understanding is essentially, “It isRawuline.” A case has been made in
83.3.3.1 as to why the pentecostal perspectiverdeséull and equal consideration,
but this issue remains at the forefront of curtbablogical discussions in these areas
of concern.

This impasse will be complicated to resolve, anthier probing lies beyond
the scope of this work. This problem is symptomatithe wider issue of the
relationship between biblical theology and systerrtaeology. Just as ecumenical
dialogue has come to value theologies arising fudfferent contexts and
perspectives, there is also a need for a multirghkological approach to the
different traditions within the Bible itself. Bilaial scholars have brought to attention
the great diversity among the different inspirethats. The challenge remains for
systematic theologians, especially in the protegtaditions, to be able to maintain
multiple foci in their formulations and produce ¢ihagies that are more
comprehensive and faithful to the diversity of tmhl witnesses.

A related but initially surprising development hretcourse of research was the
discovery of the importance of the various theookthe atonement to the thesis of
this dissertation. As the researcher wished todaruthe pentecostal fourfold gospel
as a model for understanding the present work ois€lne assumed that there would
be no need to explore the more traditional questajrtheories of the atonement,
which concern how to understand Christ’s past wortkeath. However, it quickly
became apparent that the interpretation of theesptesas dependent on the
interpretation of the past, and each theology’srsalbgy is shaped by whatever
theory of the atonement it accepts. In the worklofist, pentecostalism has largely
followed the evangelical understanding of the de&tGhrist as primarily a penal
substitution, but some aspects of its soteriolagytr@adict this paradigm.

The Christus victorview of the atonement, revived in modern theology
Aulén (1931), seems a more natural and betteoffittfe overall pentecostal
soteriological system. This classical theory em@essChrist’'s conquest through the
cross of the powers that keep humanity enslaved;uhholy trinity” of sin, death,
and the devil. Faithful to both the New Testamenmnt the early traditions of the
church, this perspective exhibits compatibilitylwihe fourfold gospel and can serve
to strengthen it. For example, tBristus victorview strengthens the case for healing
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in the atonement. If the sacrifice of Christ isnpairily a punishment for sin, as
evangelicals assert, then there is little basistferdoctrine as sickness is not a moral
evil that requires atonement (83.2.4.1, p. 80)tl@nother hand, if the atonement is
primarily a ransom rescuing the oppressed fronr ttegtors, then it is perfectly

fitting that Christ would overcome disease, onéhefgreat scourges of humanity, in
his saving work. At the same time, if adopted @eistus victorview would help to
bring moderation to pentecostal demonology andgyeefhe way for acceptance of an
alternative eschatology to apocalyptic dispensatism (83.4.3.1). Perhaps the
greatest strength of this theory is that it recegsisoteriological value not only in the
death of Christ but also in his life, the overlaakiof which is the greatest deficiency
of Anselm’s view and its derivatives. In spreadihg gospel of full salvation in the
world, pentecostals seek to replicate the ministi@hrist. TheChristus victorview
recognizes that Christ began the freeing of hurgdrotm the moment of the
incarnation onwards. A scholarly pentecostal updeéind elaboration of this ancient
theory, yet to be done, would constitute a sigarftccontribution to modern theology.

4.2 Present Trajectories of Pentecostal Theology

At present, pentecostal theology is in a statéuat {Given the character of the
movement, no other state is possible. With overra0lion participants in the
broader renewal movement and no centralized atghoniformity of theology and
spirituality is neither possible nor desirable. Ressibility comes with maturity and
growth, however, and pentecostal theologians agabimg to take up the necessary
tasks before them. As the movement seeks to finth@ological voice, it is being
pulled in different, sometimes contradictory, direcs. Sober reflection upon what it
means to be a Christian and to be pentecostalaprsteer the movement through
some of the difficult choices it faces.

4.2.1 Evangelical or Ecumenical?

Chapter Two elaborated at great length the relshipnbetween
pentecostalism and evangelical and ecumenical giestesm. It was shown how
pentecostalism is a theological tradition in itshaught and should be viewed as an
important third stream of protestant thought. hexersal of the more usual approach,
the commonalities with the ecumenical movementdifidrences with
evangelicalism were highlighted. The entire disgerh centered around the beliefs
and feelings pentecostalism shares with more lilheemlogies not normally engaged
by conservative, biblicist movements. Many somesim@prising mutualities were
discovered and explored. It must be rememberedttisaamong mainline
protestantism that pentecostal spirituality hasthadvarmest reception via the
charismatic movement. Not strongly emphasized weralifferences between
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pentecostalism and the more liberal tendenciesanfyrtraditions associated with the
World Council of Churches. While the areas of disaghent are not insignificant, it
is hoped that the common ground uncovered will kelgultivate ecumenical
fellowship more than these differences will caugéher division. Whatever its other
flaws, liberal theology is not hegemonic, and thE®@vand its membership are very
open to closer ties with pentecostalism.

A deeper question, however, is whether these caregions are necessary,
and whether pentecostalism has to reach a dedsidraw closer either to
evangelicalism or ecumenism. In hope, such a clanes not have to be made.
Moving away from its historical separatist tendescisome sections of the
pentecostal movement have drawn closer to evamgilodies. In the same way,
some groups, admittedly fewer, have gravitated tdsvéhe WCC. Ideally, both are
possible, and pentecostalism will emerge as a miegiavangelical-ecumenical
movement. With the growing trend towards post-denationalism in many parts of
the world, greater Christian unity among all streasna possibility that should be
strongly encouraged.

This study took the approach it did because ofjtbeving influence of
evangelicalism and its paradigms upon pentecostakspecially within the United
States, issues of social and ethical concern comtmoaonservative Christians have
fostered increased cooperation. While in geneislisha positive trend, there are also
risks accompanying it. Many of these have alreanthighlighted. In all areas
where pentecostal theology conflicts with tradiibprotestant interpretations, the
conflict is greater the more conservative and fumelatalist the theology engaged.
Despite their commonalities, in joint theologicatdms pentecostalism is rarely
treated as a full and equal partner with evandaima(Cross, 2002, pp. 46—-49). For
pentecostalism to identify more closely with evdiogdéism and gain greater
acceptance without sacrificing some of its defirtregjefs will be difficult.

In 81.3, the study was described as a deliberaferig of the wall of inerrancy
in order for pentecostalism, a movement that afithe verbal inspiration of the
Bible, to dialogue with theologies that acceptyaoying extents, the historical-critical
approach. Commonalities with ecumenical theologiesh as neo-orthodoxy and
liberation theology were explored to show how peostalism can both contribute to
and learn from these schools of thought. Much @agdined from such an approach,
but it is only possible if the issue of inerransynot allowed to become a dividing
wall. Unfortunately, within the paradigm of Amemncavangelicalism, this is precisely
what the issue has become. Inerrancy is practitadgine qua norof evangelicalism,
and it is used as a litmus test for theologicdbfeship. This is not an exaggeration as
non-inerrantists are not allowed to join the EvdiegeTheological Society. Under
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this paradigm, the creativity of Moltmann, the pasf Barth, the eloquent logic of
Brunner, and the righteousness of the liberatieolthgians become devalued and lost
(cf. Hollenweger, 1972, pp. 40-41). The researstrengly feels that pentecostalism
will only suffer loss by distancing itself from tbe important contemporary
theologies. A better paradigm is needed.

4.2.2 Pentecostalism and Roman Catholicism

This work has been ecumenically oriented in thiaag tried to bring together
two major streams of protestant theological thoulglitid not actively seek to engage
Roman Catholic theology beyond the theologieshsration, which in any case are
not exclusively and dogmatically Roman Catholicibgies. It would be quite
possible, however, in a future work to expand tia#odue to include both classical
and modern Roman Catholic theology. Indeed, swenaersation is well underway.
One of the quiet successes of the ecumenical mavemas been the long-standing
dialogue between the pentecostal movement andcitlrelt of Rome (Hocken, 2002).
The growth and success of the charismatic movehesthanged contemporary
catholicism arguably as much as Vatican Il. In fwatholic scholarship has made
great inputs to pentecostal thought, and thersareral prominent catholic members
of the Society for Pentecostal Studies. Theolobicpentecostalism is protestant,
standing closer to Wittenberg and Dordt than Trieat,as a generally Arminian-
Wesleyan movement, it is closer to Trent than opinetestant systems of belief.
Besides liberation theology and the charismatic enwent, there are numerous other
meeting points between pentecostal and Roman Gatheblogy that deserve much
further exploration; these however lie outsidehaf $cope of this dissertation.

4.2.3 Salvation ag heosis and Christification

Pentecostalism has had much less contact withdeeeEn churches, and sadly
that contact has often been less cordial and ptoguthan that with the Latin church.
Even here, however, there are many points of mgeBrnthodox scholar Valerie A.
Karras (2003, p. 99), in commenting on the LuthdRaman Catholidoint
declaration(1999), commented that the orthodox understanalirsglvation and
spirituality is actually closer to that of pentetadsm than the other Western streams.
In orthodoxy, salvation is understoodthsosisor deification. Although protestants
have often expressed reservations about the coot#mosis Veli-Matti Karkkainen
(2004) has explored points of meeting between dadkdhought and protestant
soteriology, including that of pentecostalism. Exption of this theme of salvation is
again beyond the scope of the work. Included irottieodox vision, however, is the
more modest metaphor of Christification, the regilan of the image of Christ in
believers. This is virtually a restatement of tie@tecostal understanding of the role of



160

Christ as baptizer with the Holy Spirit, the fuiectiby which he reproduces his
ministry in his followers. Again, the renewal movem shows resonance with the
themes of all streams of Christianity, even thassside of its normal perception and
experience.

4.3 Toward an All-Inclusive Christology for Human Needs

A problem commonly observed in contemporary Chligpies is the
composition fallacy—"This aspect, and this aspedy,as the key to understanding
Jesus and the Christian faith.” The Christoceritiotis of modern theology resulted
in a plethora of new Christologies and valued intggnto the historic Jesus and the
person and work of Christ. It is all too easy, heareto pick up one theme, such as
the forgiveness of sins, healing, or liberatiord aromote it as the sum and center of
Christology when in reality it is but one strandaofnuch larger whole. As John of the
Cross wrote,

There is much concerning Christ that can be made m@found, since he is

such an abundant mine with many caverns full d¢f vieins, and no matter

how much we tunnel we never arrive at the enddoes it ever run out; on
the contrary, we go on finding in each cavern neims and new riches, here

and there. (quoted in Boff, 1978, pp. 47-48)

The functional Christology found in the pentecostalrfold gospel maintains
focus on Christ but explores multiple aspects sfdresent work in saving, healing,
sanctifying, endowing the Spirit, and coming agaifulfillment of hope. These
functions are dimensions of a fuller understandihgalvation including but going
beyond justification and life after death. Spealohgentecostal spirituality, Land
(1993, p. 23) rightly states that “Jesus Chrishescenter and the Holy Spirit is the
circumference.” Yet, this spirituality is not ade but a multi-dimensional sphere.
The embrace of the Spirit is inward and outward @pgard; it encompasses the
individual and the group, the personal and theadoitie church and the kingdom and
the world, even the entire cosmos. On its ownptrgecostal gospel does not exhaust
all the dimensions of salvation. Ecumenical themsgsuch as the theologies of
liberation and hope, have explored other aspecsianensions. Through dialogue
and synthesis, they can contribute to a fuller,emoclusive and “universally
responsible” (Kasper, 1976, pp. 20-21) Christoladgiressing humanity’s needs
today.
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