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are to communicate clearly and convincingly their core beliefs and practices to successive
generations.

There are, however, some areas about which future attempts to build on Land’s
and Chan’s respective works will need to be more explicit. First, concerning Land, there
is some doubt as to how much of pentecostalism’s early spirituality he feels should be
implemented today,'*® particularly whether pentecostals should write systematic
theology, something neglected in early spirituality because of its emphasis on oral rather
than written theology. It seems clear that Land wishes pentecostal spirituality to maintain
its oral/narrative demeanor, but should that demeanor have the same implication today,
namely, a smaller role for written theology? Land’s constructive chapter, itself an outline
of a systematic theology predicated on a social doctrine of the Trinity,"*’ suggests his
support of such large-scale, written works, but Pentecostal Spirituality lacks an explicit

criticism or rejection of early pentecostalism’s avoidance of “systematic treatises.”'>"

P°This is due to the significant interpretive hurdle referenced above, namely Harvey Cox’s claim
that Land is not always clear about whether he is offering descriptions of what pentecostal spirituality is
like or how he would like it to be (Cox, “Review,” 5). In response to Cox, Land writes, “Obviously
[Pentecostal Spirituality] is three fourths analysis and one fourth revision—unless one counts all the places
where I am...both describing and prescribing. This is because the deep elements of Pentecostal spirituality
are both expressive of and judgments upon particular elements of that spirituality as it is practiced today”
(Land, “Response,” 15). Whether or not Land’s descriptions of early pentecostalism are accurate is an
important question (historically and historiographically), but it is irrelevant to my purposes of assessing
how his reading of that history functions for his proposals for contemporary pentecostal spirituality and
theology. There is, however, a significant obstacle to assessing precisely those functions, namely, the fact
that one of Land’s proposals is a critical return to some of this early period’s basic elements of spirituality
and theology (Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 56). The reader is left wondering whether all approving
descriptions of the spirituality and theology of pentecostalism’s first ten years are also prescriptions for
contemporary pentecostal spirituality and theology, not just those elements explicitly stated as prescriptions
in his final, constructive chapter.

137Cross seems to overlook this in his description of Pentecostal Spirituality as “non-systematic”
(Cross, “Pentecostal Systematic Theology?,” 147, n. 13). Cross’s own appropriation of a social doctrine of
the Trinity as the orienting motif of theology actually functions quite similarly to Land’s.

P¥The closest Land comes to this in Pentecostal Spirituality is found in statements such as
pentecostalism needing “sustained theological discussion” (191-92), theology requiring “discerning
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Second, while Land explicitly states that pentecostal spirituality should be
correlated to the fivefold gospel, it is unclear how it should relate to the social doctrine of
the Trinity, which is more formative of Land’s constructive proposals than the fivefold
gospel itself. Land maintains the fivefold gospel in part to keep his emphasis on
pneumatology from shifting away from christology, and he stresses the social doctrine of
the Trinity in part to avoid the “logical” conclusion of the fivefold gospel’s
christocentrism, namely, oneness pentecostalism. Nonetheless, it is clearly the trinitarian
framework that shapes his proposals, without a precise articulation of how the fivefold
gospel should function in relation to it. Further, future studies need to consider whether
the fivefold gospel, which according to Land makes the Spirit “merely instrumental,” is
compatible with a fully trinitarian or pneumatological starting point for theology."” It is
not obvious how pneumatology plays any constitutive role in the fivefold gospel. Its
soteriological components are clearly oriented to christology, and it speaks of Jesus only
as the one who baptizes in the Holy Spirit (active) and not of Jesus as constituted by the
Spirit (passive). If a theology that starts with the Holy Spirit is to incorporate the fivefold
gospel, it will have to find space for Spirit-christology, the most logical way of

integrating pneumatology into the soteriological components of the fivefold gospel.'*

discursive reflection” (196), and a re-visioned pentecostal spirituality needing the ability for pentecostals to
speak to each other through “international publication[s]” (214). Land is more explicit elsewhere when he
writes, “Doctrinally pentecostals need to show how they display their theology in a systematic way and
with a comprehensiveness that has been heretofore lacking.... The biblical and historical work which has
been going on for several decades should continue, but it is time to gather up these results into a more
comprehensive proposal” (“Pentecostal Spirituality,” 493-94).

9L and, Pentecostal Spirituality, 96. For other pentecostal proponents of the fivefold gospel as the
center or integrating motif of theology, see John Christopher Thomas, “Pentecostal Theology in the
Twenty-First Century,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 20, no. 1 (1998): 3-
19; Kenneth J. Archer, “Nourishment for Our Journey: The Pentecostal Via Salutis and Sacramental
Ordinances,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 13, no. 1 (2004): 79-96.
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Concerning Chan, first, there needs to be a clearer statement of the relationship
between spiritual theology and liturgical theology, specifically concerning the practice of
spiritual disciplines and the acts of liturgical worship. Chan repeatedly refers to the
disciplines as means to an end (spiritual formation), but insists that worship is an end in
itself that is offered for no other reason than for the praise of God’s glory. This sharp
distinction, however, does not maintain, as is seen most clearly in the act of prayer.
Prayer is both the primary means through which spiritual progress takes place as well as a
large portion of the liturgy, from the invocation to the Our Father, to the multiple
eucharistic prayers, to the benediction. By Chan’s own definitions, prayer is both a means
to an end and an end in itself. In all fairness to Chan, these respective views are
expressed on the whole in two different works (Spiritual Theology and Liturgical
Theology, respectively) separated by several years; therefore, the contradiction is not as
explicit as it might seem in my account here. Nonetheless, future studies that incorporate
Chan’s emphases need to consider the ramifications of a closer conceptual relationship
between spiritual and liturgical theology as theological disciplines. It is to Chan’s credit
that his own emphasis on the prominence of prayer in each invites the consideration of
such a relationship.

Second, Chan’s strong contrast between the sociological and ontological
dimensions of the church also suffers from some ambiguities. While his attempt to bolster
evangelical and pentecostal ecclesiology with a stronger sense of identity is
commendable, his dichotomization, once again, does not maintain. Is not worship, which

he argues constitutes the church’s being, also a socializing act to the extent that a

%0n Spirit-christology and the fivefold gospel, see also my assessment of Frank D. Macchia at
the end of chap. 3.
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normative liturgy promotes a particular kind of Christian spirituality? Further, is not
Chan’s “traditioning” process also a process of socialization through which persons are
shaped over time by being exposed to their faith communities’ core values? Chan rightly
states that the church is more than a loose association of persons with common interests
and goals, but future accounts of pentecostal ecclesiology need to address questions about
the church’s identity without Chan’s bifurcation of act and being.

Third, Chan’s attempts to situate pentecostal theology, especially baptism in the
Holy Spirit and glossolalia, within elements of the wider Christian tradition are some of
the most creative and insightful portions of his constructive theology. At the same time,
he goes beyond placing pentecostal theology into conversation with other traditions in
order to make the former more coherent and seems to assume that if aspects of
pentecostal spirituality and theology do not have counterparts in the Christian spiritual
tradition they are, then, illegitimate. While his reshaping of pentecostal loci from the
perspective of, for example, the three ways is commendable, he seems to have little room
for the possibility that pentecostal /oci should at times rather reshape the emphases of
other traditions. Future studies that follow Chan’s admirable lead on “traditioning” need
to give more attention to the possibility that pentecostal theology might be able to teach

other traditions, in addition to learning from them.'*!

"I A recent example of using an aspect of pentecostal theology to broaden conceptual categories
within other theological and philosophical discourses is found in James K. A. Smith, “Tongues as
‘Resistance Discourse’: A Philosophical Perspective,” in Speaking in Tongues: Multi-Disciplinary
Perspectives, ed. Mark J. Cartledge (Waynesboro, GA: Paternoster Press, 2006), 81-110. Rather than
legitimating glossolalia by situating it within the reigning paradigms of philosophy of language, Smith
argues that glossolalia demonstrates the limitations of the categories currently in use and points to the need
for philosophy of language (from phenomenological, hermeneutical, and speech-act perspectives) to
include categories that account for the philosophical significance of glossolalia. Regardless of the
assessments one makes of the content of Smith’s discussion of glossolalia, his method provides a needed
balance to Chan’s.
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Summary and Conclusion

I have demonstrated that Land and Chan give such prominence to the relationship
between theology and spirituality that they are representative of a major methodological
approach among pentecostal theologians. For Land, theology is spirituality shaped by
eschatology and pneumatology. Pentecostals express beliefs through practices governed
by affections with an apocalyptic tenor. Eschatology and pneumatology intersect,
inasmuch as the last days are inaugurated by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. The
promise of Jesus’ second coming and the promise of the Spirit’s outpouring coincide in
the single promise of the fullness of the kingdom of God.

For Chan, spirituality must be defined in conversation with spiritual, liturgical,
practical, and systematic theology. Furthermore, spirituality is shaped by ecclesiology
(more so than by eschatology and/or pneumatology). Ecclesiology’s prominence is seen
primarily in Chan’s discussions of the ecclesial context of Christian liturgy and spiritual
formation and of one of systematic theology’s tasks as the coherent explanation of church
tradition. Chan also gives logical priority to ecclesiology over pneumatology in his ideas

of “ecclesial pneumatology” and “ecclesiological pneumatology.”
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CHAPTER THREE:
SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY, THE KINGDOM OF GOD, AND PNEUMATOLOGY:
FRANK D. MACCHIA
Introduction and Overview
Frank D. Macchia is Professor of Theology at Vanguard University of Southern

California (Costa Mesa, CA). He holds the D.Theol. from the University of Basel, which
he received under the direction of Jan Mili¢ Lochman (1989), making him one of the first
pentecostals to hold the Ph.D. or equivalent with emphasis in systematic theology.' As an
active participant in ecumenical conversations, including participation in the formal
dialogues between pentecostals and the World Alliance of Reformed Churches (1997-
2003) and in the Faith and Order Commission of the National Council of Churches
(2001-), he is one of the first pentecostal systematic theologians to incorporate the gains
of ecumenism into his own theology.” He has also been the president of the Society for
Pentecostal Studies (1999-2000) and the chief editor of its journal, PNEUMA (2001-). An

ordained minister in the Assemblies of God, he has been the pastor of churches in Illinois

and Indiana.’

'For additional information on pentecostals with doctoral degrees in religion, see chap. 2, n. 1.

*See “Word and Spirit, Church and World: The Final Report of the International Dialogue
Between Representatives of the World Alliance of Reformed Churches and Some Classical Pentecostal
Churches and Leaders, 1996-2000,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 23, no. 1
(2001): 9-43; Frank D. Macchia, “Spirit, Word, and Kingdom: Theological Reflections on the
Reformed/Pentecostal Dialogue,” in Theology Between East and West: A Radical Heritage, ed. Frank D.
Macchia and Paul S. Chung (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2002), 77-91; idem, “Dialogue, Reformed—
Pentecostal,” in The New International Dictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic Movements, revised and
expanded edition, ed. Stanley M. Burgess and Eduard M. van der Maas (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
2003), 575-76.

See Macchia’s biographical information in “The Tongues of Pentecost: A Pentecostal Perspective
on the Promise and Challenge of Pentecostal/Roman Catholic Dialogue,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies
35, no. 1 (1998): 1-18; idem, “Unity and Otherness: Lessons from Babel and Pentecost,” Living Pulpit 13,
no. 4 (2004): 5-7. Information on his involvement with the Society for Pentecostal Studies can be found in
Commemorating Thirty Years of Annual Meetings, 1971-2001, ed. Mark E. Roberts (Society for
Pentecostal Studies, 2001).
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In addition to numerous articles and essays, my interest is in Macchia’s published
dissertation, Spirituality and Social Liberation: The Message of the Blumhardts in the
Light of Wuerttemberg Pietism, and his most recent monograph, Baptized in the Spirit: A
Global Pentecostal Theology.* The former is a study of Johann (1805-1880) and
Christoph (1842-1919) Blumhardt, a father and son whose spirituality and theology of the
kingdom of God Macchia mines for its relevance to contemporary evangelical theology.
The latter is an articulation of a small-scale pneumatological theology, addressing
primarily ecclesiology and soteriology, whose point of orientation is a revised sense of
the pentecostal /oci of baptism in the Holy Spirit.

This chapter is an argument that Macchia sets the whole of his theology against
the background of the kingdom of God and pneumatology. Specifically, I trace the places
of the kingdom of God and pneumatology in Macchia’s theology, with particular
attention to three chronological stages of his attention to pneumatology: 1) to an aspect of
pneumatology itself, glossolalia; 2) to a pneumatological account of justification; and 3)
to pneumatology as an organizing principle for the whole of systematic theology. Along
the way, I will demonstrate that the kingdom of God and pneumatology are the two most
dominant and consistent themes in Macchia’s theology to date and that they reach their

most extensive integration with each other in Baptized in the Spirit.

*Frank D. Macchia, Spirituality and Social Liberation: The Message of the Blumhardts in the
Light of Wuerttemberg Pietism (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1993); idem, Baptized in the Spirit: A
Global Pentecostal Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2006). See the following article reviews of
the latter and Macchia’s response to them in Journal of Pentecostal Theology, 16, no. 1 (2008): Clark H.
Pinnock, “Review of Frank D. Macchia’s Baptized in the Spirit: A Global Pentecostal Theology,” 1-4;
Henry H. Knight, III, “Reflections on Frank Macchia’s Baptized in the Spirit,” 5-8; Jiirgen Moltmann, “On
the Abundance of the Holy Spirit: Friendly Remarks for Baptized in the Spirit by Frank D. Macchia,” 9-13;
Frank D. Macchia, “Baptized in the Spirit: Reflections in Response to My Reviewers,” 14-20.
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A Theology of the Kingdom of God

In the concluding chapter of Spirituality and Social Liberation (1993), Macchia
traces some implications of the Blumhardts’s theology of the kingdom of God for
evangelical theology.” He states that pentecostal eschatology is primarily “apocalyptic,”
marked by the expectation that the kingdom will come from beyond the world and is not
present before the eschaton. Such an eschatology, Macchia writes, “undermines a needful
prophetic witness of the kingdom of God in history and in the context of our social
existence.” The Blumhardts, however, represent a “prophetic” eschatology, marked by
the belief that the kingdom has already dawned—but not been fulfilled—in history and
manifested in the healing of the sick and liberation of the poor.® These emphases address
the logical contradiction in pentecostals’ strong devotion to God’s renewal of individuals
(such as through divine healing) to the frequent neglect of God’s interest in the corporate
realms of human life (such as through social activism). Through their insistence that the
kingdom has begun and at the same time is always in the future, the Blumhardts offer
pentecostals a model for social liberation that holds together the penultimate and ultimate

dimensions of eschatology.’

*Macchia, Spirituality and Social Liberation, 158-72. While acknowledging that some aspects of
pentecostal spirituality conflict with evangelicalism, Macchia includes pentecostals under the label
“evangelical,” which he associates with concerns such as being “born again,” proclaiming the gospel, and
the urgency of eschatology (158).

Macchia, Spirituality and Social Liberation, 158-59. Macchia seems to base his description of
pentecostal eschatology as “apocalyptic” on its being “premillennial,” or, marked by the assumption that
Jesus’ second coming will precede a literal 1,000 year reign on earth. Macchia attributes these categorical
descriptions of “apocalyptic” and “prophetic” to Paul D. Hanson, The Dawn of Apocalyptic: The Historical
and Sociological Roots of Jewish Apocalyptic Eschatology (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1975).

7Macchia, Spirituality and Social Liberation, 160-63. On the Blumhardts, see also idem,
“Spirituality and Social Liberation: The Message of the Blumhardts in the Light of Wiirttemberg Pietism,
with Implications for Pentecostal Theology,” in Experiences of the Spirit: Conference on Pentecostal and
Charismatic Research in Europe at Utrecht University, 1989, ed. Jan A. B. Jongeneel (Frankfurt: Peter
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In addition to the tensions between the penultimate and the ultimate, Macchia
states, Christoph Blumhardt’s balance of the natural and the supernatural could also
encourage pentecostals to consider, for example, the cooperative healing activities of
things like technological advancements in modern medicine with prayer. After all, the
miraculous need not be reduced to the unexplainable. Also, the balance might encourage
evangelicals to broaden their sense of social action beyond prayer and faith only, for
there does not have to be a contradiction between prayer for social renewal and concrete
involvement in political activity. In short, pentecostals’ interest in the miraculous could
be harnessed in order to “lead them in the fight for the liberation of all that is
authentically human in a society that includes far too much dehumanization and
oppression.”®

A Theology of Glossolalia

In the 1990s, Macchia develops a theology of glossolalia in a series of essays, the
chronology of which demonstrates a thematic progression from the relationship between
glossolalia and divine presence, to the sacramental quality of glossolalia, to glossolalia

and initial evidence.’ His accounts constitute the most thorough, coherent, and

Lang, 1991), 65-84; idem, “The Spirit and the Kingdom: Implications in the Message of the Blumhardts for
a Pentecostal Social Spirituality,” Transformation 11 (1994): 1-5, 32.

*Macchia, Spirituality and Social Liberation, 166-67. These comments about pentecostals’ lack of
social engagement must be understood within the context of the time of their publication (1993). Near the
time of and since the publication of Macchia’s Spirituality and Social Liberation, there has been significant
increase in the amount of scholarly literature by pentecostals devoted to social ethics and socio-political
involvement. See, for example, Eldin Villafafe, The Liberating Spirit: Toward an Hispanic American
Pentecostal Social Ethic (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1992); Douglas Petersen, Not By
Might nor By Power: A Pentecostal Theology of Social Concern in Latin America (Oxford: Regnum
Books, 1996); Samuel Solivan, The Spirit, Pathos, and Liberation: Toward an Hispanic Pentecostal
Theology (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998); Robert M. Franklin, Crisis in the Village: Restoring
Hope in African American Communities (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2007); Paul Alexander, Peace
to War: Shifting Allegiances in the Assemblies of God (Telford, PA: Cascadia Publishing House, 2009).
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constructive theology of glossolalia by a pentecostal to date. In “Sighs Too Deep for
Words” (1992), Macchia rightly observes that the majority of scholarly treatments of
glossolalia, have been offered either from exegetical, historical, psychological, and
sociological perspectives, or, from non-pentecostal, theological perspectives.'® Desiring
to fill this void with a theological account from within the pentecostal tradition, Macchia
focuses on the category of theophany in relation to glossolalia rather than on the abiding
concern with glossolalia as initial evidence and its relationship to baptism in the Holy
Spirit.'" Attributing the perennial pentecostal emphasis on initial evidence to factors such
as early twentieth-century revivalism’s interest in the restoration of signs and wonders
coupled with the period’s quest for empirical verification of genuine religious
experiences, Macchia argues that the logic of initial evidence has been based all along on

the assumption—even if unexpressed—that glossolalia involves an encounter with the

’Frank D. Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words: Toward a Theology of Glossolalia,” Journal of
Pentecostal Theology 1 (1992): 47-73; idem, “Tongues as a Sign: Towards a Sacramental Understanding of
Pentecostal Experience,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 15 (1993): 61-76;
idem, “The Question of Tongues as Initial Evidence: A Review of Initial Evidence, Edited by Gary B.
McGee,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 2 (1993): 117-27; idem, “Is Footwashing the Neglected
Sacrament?: A Theological Response to John Christopher Thomas,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society
for Pentecostal Studies 19 (1997): 239-49; idem, “Groans Too Deep for Words: Towards a Theology of
Tongues as Initial Evidence,” Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies 1, no. 2 (1998): 149-73.

"This observation is made with poignant criticism in Macchia’s essay review of Initial Evidence.
He writes, “It is unfortunate that [the book] does not offer any constructive theological reflections on
tongues as initial evidence...[and] is designed to present us with little more than historical commentary and
biblical hermeneutics. There can be little doubt that Pentecostal scholarship to date has limited itself largely
to these fields. This is an understandable trend in the light of our urgent need to reflect on the biblical and
historical foundations of our faith, worship and mission. Yet, we must ask, is an engagement in biblical and
historical research consistent with the experience and praxis-orientation of Pentecostalism without an
equally intensive reflection on what such research implies for contemporary Christian experience, belief
and praxis?” (Macchia, “Question of Tongues as Initial Evidence,” 127). Elsewhere, Macchia states more
concisely that without genuine theological reflection on initial evidence the biblical and historical
scholarship devoted to it “will lack contemporary theological and practical significance” (Macchia,
“Groans Too Deep for Words,” 150-51).

"For a definition and brief discussion of “initial evidence,” see my discussion of Simon Chan in
chap. 2. Macchia states that the lack of a theology of glossolalia parallels the relative lack of attention given
to the Holy Spirit in Christian theology and illustrates the fact that the “logica of faith” has not readily
responded to an experience of the Spirit “that borders on the non-rational” (Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for
Words,” 49-50).
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divine presence that can be described as “theophanic,” that is, as characterized by God’s
spontaneous and dramatic self-disclosure. The pentecostal emphasis, then, has not been
on glossolalia per se but on the intensification of divine presence that it represents.
Macchia’s stated intention is to develop a theology of glossolalia that elaborates on the
implications of glossolalia’s theophanic quality, the dimension most strikingly absent
from the few non-pentecostal, theological accounts.'

For Macchia, part of the basis of this theophanic quality is the continuity between
Pentecost and Old Testament theophanies, especially Sinai. The theophany of Pentecost
is explained by evoking the imagery of “fire” and “smoke” from Sinai within the context
of the last days outpouring of the Spirit of the Lord (Exod 19:18ff; Joel 2:28-32; Acts
2:17-21). This makes Pentecost, according to Macchia, an explicitly eschatological
theophany that inaugurates the final theophany of God that will come in the parousia. '
Glossolalia becomes the sign of this eschatological theophany because at Pentecost
human language is taken up into and transformed by God’s self-disclosure. In the sense
of this transformation, Pentecost is truly a “kairos event” in which God decisively enters
the historical process and introduces something new into it. Likewise, glossolalia is a
continuing reminder of the Spirit’s ability to confront humans in dramatic ways that
broaden their horizons and change their outlooks.'* Interpreting Paul’s mention of the

Spirit’s intercession on behalf of believers who do not know what they should pray

"’Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 47-54. Macchia hopes that such a theology of glossolalia
might both encourage a better understanding among pentecostals of what is most distinctive about their
views of religious experience and establish a stronger connection between academic theology and
charismatic experience (50).

*Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 56-57.

"*Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 57-59.
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through “sighs too deep for words™ as a reference to glossolalia (Rom 8:26), Macchia
underscores the possibility of Christians finding in glossolalia the encouragement to
“sigh” with all of creation for redemption, inasmuch as glossolalia embodies elements of
both the transcendent and human frailty."> As an experience of eschatological power and
at the same time human limitation, glossolalia affirms transcendence and invites
engagement with finite historical particularities.'®

Macchia’s association of glossolalia with theophany and kairos event as well as
with both human strength and weakness leads to a discussion of it in relation to the
communion of saints, a theology of the cross, and the new creation. The association also
results in an invitation for Christians to seek human liberation along a number of fronts.'’
First, in light of the communion of saints, glossolalia is primarily a corporate
experience.'® While pentecostals tend to associate glossolalia in particular with fullness

of the Spirit, Macchia observes Paul’s pattern in I Corinthians 12-14 of affirming the

"In addition to Rom 8:26, Macchia establishes glossolalia’s association with human limitation on
the basis of Paul’s comments in I Cor 13:12 that glossolalia operates in a period in which humans know
only in part and will cease when the perfect comes and humans know as they are known (Macchia, “Sighs
Too Deep for Words,” 59).

'®For an assessment of Macchia’s use of the category “experience,” see John Hiski Ridge,
“Dionysus or Apollo: Observations on the Need for a Redefined Pentecostal Epistemology” (Kirkland,
WA: Proceedings of the 29™ Annual Meeting of the Society for Pentecostal Studies, 2000), 1-25. Ridge
concludes that Macchia’s notion of “experience” is ambiguous, but admits to having “played very fast and
loose” with Macchia’s writings (5). While Ridge raises an issue that could possibly be made to bear fruit,
his criticisms of Macchia should be seen within the context of their serving as a foil for Ridge’s contention
that Bernard Lonergan’s theories of human cognition can contribute to a pentecostal epistemology by
clarifying the relationship between experience and human knowing.

""Part of Macchia’s fundamental initiative in developing a theology of glossolalia is to surpass its
characteristically narrow association with “a self-centered emotional euphoria or a sensationalistic quest for
signs and wonders” (Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 60).

"®Macchia’s conception of the communion of the saints has more to do with the societal
connotations of Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s “communio sanctorum,” which he explicitly invokes, than with a
mystical participation of all living and dead Christians with each other in Christ, although he does not

explicitly deny the latter and even refers to spiritual koinonia.
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significance of glossolalia, while relativizing it in comparison with other spiritual gifts
such as prophecy, and relativizing all spiritual gifts to the perfection of divine love.
Macchia contends that if this pattern is taken seriously, fullness of the Spirit should not
be connected exclusively to glossolalia but must be broadened to embrace other spiritual
gifts as well. In this respect, the importance of the communion of the saints is seen, for
fullness of the Spirit is dependant on spiritual koinonia, since no single believer possesses
all spiritual gifts."” Further, Macchia states that in Acts glossolalia is accompanied by the
creation of community through the removal of barriers between rich and poor, Jew and
Gentile, and Jesus’ followers and John the Baptizer’s followers (Acts 2, 10, and 19,
respectively). He concludes that glossolalia creates Christian community precisely as

a mystery that cuts through differences of gender, class and culture to

reveal a solidarity that is essential to our very being and that is revealed to

us in God’s own self-disclosure. [Glossolalia] is the lowest common

denominator between people who might be very different from one

another, revealing a deep sense of equality that cannot be denied and that

challenges any discrimination based on gender, class, or race.*

Second, glossolalia cannot be separated from a theology of the cross because it is

Jesus’ death and resurrection that makes Pentecost an eschatological theophany rather
than merely one more theophany in a succession. His death and resurrection are Jesus’
ultimate expressions of his liberating work “for us.” With such “christological

qualification of pneumatic experience,” glossolalia should prompt believers to seek

justice “for others.” The “sighs” of glossolalia, when they express self-surrender and

"Elsewhere, Macchia broadens this imagery to contend that no single Christian tradition
possesses fullness of the Spirit, and therefore koinonia, on its own because no single tradition possesses all
spiritual gifts on its own. See Frank D. Macchia, “The Struggle for the Spirit in the Church: The Gifts of
the Spirit and the Kingdom of God in Pentecostal Perspective,” in Spirit’s Gifts—God’s Reign, Theology
and Worship Occasional Paper No. 11, Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) (Louisville, KY: 1999), 4-35.

**Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 65-66.
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abandonment to the redemption of creation, share in Jesus’ groaning and suffering on the
cross for the whole world.”!

Third, these acts of liberation for oppressed brothers and sisters are aimed towards
and take place within the context of the new creation. As the remaking of human
language, Pentecost and glossolalia point to the remaking of all things. Glossolalia truly
serves as the “initial physical evidence” that the new creation is already underway, at
least when it promotes liberating social and ecological action.*

In “Tongues as a Sign” (1993), Macchia returns to the idea of glossolalia as
theophany and argues that one of the implications of seeing the phenomenon as an
intensification of divine presence is acknowledging that glossolalia functions
“sacramentally.” While most pentecostals have tended to resist the category of
“sacrament” per se due to their fear of its “institutionalizing or formalizing the free Spirit
or grace of God,” he writes, they may be able to find common ground with recent Roman
Catholic theologies that articulate the efficacy of the sacraments in that they also convey
that which they signify. According to Macchia, understanding glossolalia as a
sacramental sign that makes present the very empowerment for eschatological mission to
which it points properly respects the Spirit’s freedom in granting glossolalia as a gift,

without naively dismissing the Roman Catholic sacramental tradition due to the

*"Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 68-70. Elsewhere, Macchia states that glossolalia at
Pentecost can be seen as a “metaphor of the mission accomplished in the cross and resurrection.” See idem,
“Tradition and the Novum of the Spirit: A Review of Clark Pinnock’s Flame of Love,” Journal of
Pentecostal Theology 13 (1998): 43.

Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,” 70-72. Macchia employs the phrase “initial physical
evidence” because it is the precise wording contained in the Assembly of God’s official doctrinal statement
of the relationship between glossolalia and baptism in the Holy Spirit.
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misunderstanding that it involves a so-called “material causation necessitated by the
elements as elements.”*

Glossolalia’s sacramental quality lies in the fact that God’s presence is realized
through its utterance. The upshot for Macchia is that glossolalia—as oral/aural speech
frequently accompanied by visible demonstrations and reactions—has more of a
sacramental than “evidential” relationship to baptism in the Holy Spirit. That is, as an
empirical sign, glossolalia is a medium through which believers encounter God’s
presence analogously to the way they encounter God’s presence through the water of
baptism or the bread and wine of the Lord’s supper. While “initial evidence” is to be
affirmed to the extent that it is based on the insightful discernment of a close relationship
between glossolalia and baptism in the Holy Spirit, its emphasis on glossolalia as “proof”
of fullness of the Spirit neither exhausts the theological significance of their relationship
nor gives accurate account of how glossolalia actually functions for pentecostals, namely,
as a means of participating in God’s self-disclosure through a medium stemming from the
kairos event of Pentecost. It must be understood that Macchia is not only offering a
constructive argument for how glossolalia should function for pentecostals but also a
descriptive account of how glossolalia a/ready functions for most of them, even if the
fundamental logic of the relationship between glossolalia and baptism in the Holy Spirit

remains entirely implicit, is glossed as “initial evidence,” and is almost always

»Macchia, “Tongues as a Sign,” 61-66. Concerning recent Roman Catholic sacramental theology,
Macchia cites Edward Schillebeeckx, Christ, the Sacrament of Encounter with God (London: Sheed and
Ward, 1965); Karl Rahner, “Theology of the Symbol,” in Theological Investigations, vol. 4 (London:
Darton, Longman, and Todd, 1966), 221-52. While Macchia employs the term “sign” in this article, he
clearly refers to the real participation between a symbol and that which it symbolizes, not to a sign that
merely points beyond itself to that which it signifies.
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»?* In “Is Footwashing

accompanied by an explicit rejection of the category “sacrament.
the Neglected Sacrament” (1997), Macchia contends that glossolalia (along with
footwashing and the laying on of hands for healing) constitutes part of a sacramental
tradition within pentecostalism because it is an empirical medium through which
believers encounter God. While baptism and the Lord’s supper are also frequently
experienced as occasions for divine encounter, they are theologized as “ordinances” that
simply express the participant’s repentance and obedience rather than as sacraments that

b T3

convey the divine presence.” In this respect, he notes, pentecostals’ “theology of the

sacraments must still ‘catch up’ to [their] experience of them.”*°
In “Groans Too Deep for Words” (1998), Macchia focuses specifically on a
theology of initial evidence per se, which so far he had addressed only tangentially to his

accounts of theophany and sacrament, and primarily descriptively rather than

constructively.”” He claims that the relative neglect of critical theological reflection on

**Macchia, “Tongues as a Sign,” 68-70. Part of Macchia’s concern in establishing the sacramental
function of glossolalia is to demonstrate that “Pentecostal spirituality does not advocate an unmediated
encounter with God, nor a subjectivistic emotionalism unrelated to an objective means of grace” (76).

*Most pentecostals use the term “ordinance” to refer to rites such as baptism and the Lord’s
supper that Jesus instructed his followers to practice as acts of obedience rather than as the means of grace,
such as is usually implied by the term “sacrament.” For a brief introduction to these terminological
distinctions among pentecostals, see Harold. D. Hunter, “Ordinances, Pentecostal,” in The New
International Dictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic Movements, revised and expanded edition, ed.
Stanley M. Burgess and Eduard M. van der Maas (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2003), 947-49; David S.
Bishop, “The Sacraments in Worship,” in Pentecostal Worship, ed. Cecil B. Knight (Cleveland, TN:
Pathway Press, 1974), 101-03.

*Macchia, “Is Footwashing the Neglected Sacrament,” 240-42. Macchia’s point here is dependent
on Tom Driver’s claim that pentecostal footwashing, in spite of terminological debates, is a sacramental act
inasmuch as it is concerned with participants being filled with God’s presence. See Tom F. Driver, The
Magic of Ritual: Our Need for Liberating Rites that Transform Our Lives and Our Communities (New
York, NY: Harper Collins, 1991), 208.

*’See Tan May Ling, “A Response to Frank Macchia’s ‘Groans Too Deep for Words: Towards a
Theology of Tongues As Initial Evidence,’” Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies 1, no. 2 (1998): 175-83.
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initial evidence, in addition to the predominance of primarily biblical and historical
literature, is due also in part to the fact that theological discussions of it within the
pentecostal tradition either narrowly defend initial evidence in polemical style or admit
embarrassment over the doctrine’s inadequacies. According to Macchia, the perennial
need is for pentecostal theologians to give “more profound theological formulation” to
the special relationship between glossolalia and baptism in the Holy Spirit, especially in
light of criticisms of initial evidence from outside the pentecostal tradition.”®

Macchia believes that part of the misguidance of the efforts to establish the initial
evidence doctrine lies in the polemical approaches’ preoccupation with the number of
times glossolalia is mentioned in Acts instead of sufficient sensitivity to how glossolalia
functions and what theological meaning is assigned to it when it is mentioned.
Glossolalia functions, he claims, as a sign of crossing boundaries among Diaspora Jews
at Pentecost and between Jews and Gentiles later in Acts.?’ Therefore, while initial
evidence lies beyond the scope of concern in Act itself, it is at least based on a legitimate
emphasis on the importance of glossolalia in Acts, something Macchia points out is

acknowledged even by many non-pentecostal scholars who oppose initial evidence as a

viable contemporary theological formulation. By emphasizing the connection between

Ling’s response does little more than summarizes Macchia’s article. It offers no insightful criticism and
simply asserts that Macchia’s ideas are developed neither “systematically nor satisfactorily” (182).

*Macchia, “Groans Too Deep for Words,” 149-51, 156.

*In a more recent essay, Macchia writes that Pentecost establishes a unity that does not dissolve
diversity. Arguing that the relationship between Babel and Pentecost is one of promise-fulfillment, not
merely of curse-reversal as suggested by several scholars, Macchia sees Babel as God’s judgment of grace
on an idolatrous unity that through the results of Pentecost ends in dispersed peoples being ultimately
reunited rather than scattered and separated. See Frank D. Macchia, “Babel and the Tongues of Pentecost:
Reversal or Fulfillment?,” in Speaking in Tongues: Multi-Disciplinary Perspectives, ed. Mark J. Cartledge
(Waynesboro, GA: Paternoster Press, 2006), 34-51.
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glossolalia and baptism in the Holy Spirit, initial evidence points to the heart of the latter,

which Macchia defines as encouragement for social engagement.*® Macchia writes that
tongues edify the soul and confront the church with a “sacrament” of the
presence of God to empower and heal us as we groan in solidarity with the
needy and the lost in anticipation of the redemption-to-come...[They]
dismantle our culturally defined and self-serving idols and open us to the
voice of God in new and unexpected ways...[They] can imply a
movement out of our comfort zone in openness to the voices of the
powerless in our midst and among the victims of evil and injustice in our
society.”

Pneumatology and Justification
Beginning with his presidential address to the Society for Pentecostal Studies in

2000, Macchia focuses on one of the mainstays of Protestant soteriology—justification

by faith—particularly as it relates to pneumatology.*> While Macchia’s theology of

glossolalia is an attempt to broaden the parameters of an aspect of traditional pentecostal

pneumatology itself, this investigation into the doctrine of justification is his earliest

explicit consideration of pneumatology’s potential for broadening another /oci of

**Macchia, “Groans Too Deep for Words,” 159-61.

3'"Macchia, “Groans Too Deep for Words,” 163-64. Elsewhere, Macchia states that in addition to
prompting the privileged to act on behalf of the oppressed, glossolalia also “can grant the uneducated and
the illiterate a strong voice...in worship, a trend which has parallels in dramatic liturgies that have
implications of meaning no words spoken at the event could fully convey.” See idem, “Discerning the
Spirit in Life: A Review of God the Spirit by Michael Welker,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 10 (1997):
15.

*The presidential address is published as Frank D. Macchia, “Justification and the Spirit: A
Pentecostal Reflection on the Doctrine by Which the Church Stands or Falls,” PNEUMA: The Journal of
the Society for Pentecostal Studies 22, no. 1 (2000): 3-21. A slightly revised version of this material
appears in idem, “Justification Through New Creation: The Holy Spirit and the Doctrine by Which the
Church Stands or Falls,” Theology Today 58, no. 2 (2001): 202-17. Also important to this discussion is
Macchia’s assessment of the Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification in idem, “Justification and
the Spirit of Life: A Pentecostal Response to the Joint Declaration,” in Justification and the Future of the
Ecumenical Movement: The Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification, ed. William G. Rusch
(Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2003), 133-49. My discussion of pneumatology and justification in
Macchia’s theology was completed before I gained access to the manuscript of his forthcoming Justified in
the Spirit: Creation, Redemption, and the Triune God (Eerdmans Publishing Co.). However, it suggests no
substantive changes to the structure I describe below.
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Second, Baptized in the Spirit contains several discussions of theological issues
within the contexts of their respective formal ecumenical dialogues, such as the
relationship between Word and sacrament, Christ’s presence in the eucharist, and
koinonia.®® Most prominent in this book, however, is, third, Macchia’s reformulation of
baptism in the Holy Spirit itself, which is motivated in part by a desired ecumenical gain.
Surprised that baptism in the Holy Spirit has not received greater ecumenical attention
due to the fact that pentecostals and charismatics constitute one of the largest Christian
traditions in the world, Macchia feels that it has the greatest potential for shaping an
ecumenical pneumatology.®” He contends that ecumenical progress sometimes requires
theological distinctives to be accentuated rather than softened and suggests that
pentecostals might have little to offer ecumenical discussions without a distinctive of
their own. Therefore, part of the theological task for pentecostals is to develop further
their distinctive of baptism in the Holy Spirit in a way that, on the one hand, discourages
obsessive preoccupation with distinctives per se to the result of theologically isolating
themselves and, on the other, allows them to draw attention to a portion of the biblical

witness that other church communions may have neglected. For Macchia, then,

defined carefully, can shed new light on the heart of Pentecostal spirituality and open the door for fruitful
ecumenical dialogue with other Church traditions. Veni, Spiritus unitatis!” (76).

%See “Word and Spirit, Church and World” (on Word and sacrament; Macchia, Baptized in the
Spirit, 149); “Final Report of the International Roman Catholic/Pentecostal Dialogue (1972-1976),”
PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 12, no. 2 (1990): 85-95 (on Christ’s presence
in the eucharist; Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 255); “Perspectives on Koinonia: Final Report of the
International Roman Catholic/Pentecostal Dialogue (1985-1989),” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society
for Pentecostal Studies 12, no. 2 (1990): 117-142 (on koinonia; Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 163).

%Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 61-62.
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pentecostalism’s “crown jewel” needs to be reexamined in part for the sake of
ecumenism.”’

Macchia’s commitment to ecumenical theology does not render him uncritical of
it, however. First, while sympathetic to the need to discuss justification from ecumenical
perspectives, he criticizes the Joint Declaration for a pneumatological deficiency that
renders it incapable of transcending 16™-century categories. Second, part of the basic
logic of Baptized in the Spirit is Macchia’s belief that the tendency in ecumenical
theology to consider baptism in the Holy Spirit in light of its relationship to Christian

C e . . 1
initiation has “exhausted its usefulness.”’

Macchia, therefore, considers it against the
background of the kingdom of God rather than against an ecclesiology correlated with a
particular view of Christian initiation.

At the same time, there are a few areas of Macchia’s theology that raise questions
and require clarification in future work. I will focus primarily on those associated with
Baptized in the Spirit. First, Macchia acknowledges the need for pentecostals to resist
“realized eschatology,” and he employs the church-kingdom dialectic in part to resist this
tendency.”” Yet, can a soteriology and ecclesiology informed by the metaphor that
“Christ is the king and the Spirit is the kingdom,” avoid realized eschatology? It seems

that in order to do so, it would need to explain in what sense the Spirit is not yet fully

given or to concede that the kingdom has already fully come in the form of the church.

% Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 22-26. Macchia’s hopes for the ecumenical implications of
baptism in the Holy Spirit clarify part of the reason he is troubled by recent shifts within scholarship on
pentecostalism away from attention to it.

*"Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 62. For an example of this tendency, see “Final Report of the
International Roman Catholic/Pentecostal Dialogue (1972-1976).”

?0On Macchia’s concern for “realized eschatology,” see Macchia, “Sighs Too Deep for Words,”
49; idem, “Tongues and Prophecy,” 65; idem, Baptized in the Spirit, 157, 190-91.
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Since Macchia rightly rejects the latter, the question must be posed as to whether there is
any significant sense in which the gift of the Holy Spirit is outstanding as is the fullness
of God’s kingdom. While there may be some resources within Macchia’s construction of
the Spirit’s role in our resurrection as ultimate justification for addressing an outstanding
pneumatological element in soteriology, I am more optimistic about the potential of
resisting realized eschatology by orienting the outstanding dimensions of the age to come
more closely with christology than with pneumatology. For Paul it is precisely the Spirit
who is already given to Christians as the guarantee of what they still await (dppafov; 11
Cor 1:22, 5:5; Eph 1:14). In II Corinthians 5 specifically, Paul calls the Spirit the
guarantee “that the mortal will be swallowed up by life” (v.4-5). Because of this
guarantee, we are confident even while “we are away from the Lord” (v. 6).” Just as
Jesus’ coming inaugurated God’s kingdom, his return will usher in its fullness. To wait
for the kingdom is to wait for Jesus, for the Spirit is already given as a guarantee of his
second coming. While I applaud Macchia’s desire to resist realized eschatology, the
extent to which God’s kingdom is outstanding should be described primarily in
christological rather than in pneumatological terms.

Second, Macchia will eventually need to give more attention to the significance of
Spirit-christology.”* In Baptized in the Spirit, Macchia emphasizes Jesus’ impartation of
the Spirit more than his reception of it. This decision is consistent with Macchia’s desire

to set baptism in the Holy Spirit against the background of the kingdom, which Jesus

93 ~ A N - ¢ o , A

II Cor 5:4b-6 reads: va kaTamodfj TO BvnTov VMO THs (wis. 6 8¢ KaTepyaodevos Nuas
els avTo TouTo Beds, 6 Bous MUY TOV dppafdva Tod mrelpaTos. BappolvTes olv mdvToTe Kal €180
Tes OTL €vdnpolvTes év TG owuaTL ékdnuobper dmo Tod kuplov.

By no means, however, is Macchia’s theology devoid of Spirit-christology (see, for example,
Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 135-36). I refer rather to a point of emphasis subsequently acknowledged
in Macchia, “Baptized in the Spirit: Reflections,” 17-18.
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initiates as the Spirit-baptizer not as the Spirit-baptized. However, just as Macchia
correctly observes that all four Gospels underscore John’s proclamation that Jesus will
baptize in the Holy Spirit, all four also note that the Spirit first descends upon him at his
baptism. Matthew’s and Luke’s birth narratives go even further by attributing Jesus’
conception to the Spirit (1:18-20; 1:35). Outside the Gospels, it is through the eternal
Spirit that Jesus offers himself unblemished to God (Heb 9:14), and, as Macchia observes
in connection with justification, the Spirit raises Jesus from the dead (Rom 8:11). Thus,
before Jesus imparts the Spirit, the Spirit conceives, anoints, mortifies, and resurrects
Jesus. While Macchia warns elsewhere that the fivefold gospel is potentially
“Christomonistic” on its own,”> Baptized in the Spirit implicitly adopts its christological-
pneumatological posture of Jesus baptizing in the Holy Spirit and, like it, must address
the challenge of incorporating Spirit-christology into a construction that has yet to
demonstrate that it can accommodate an emphasis on Jesus’ reception of the Spirit.”
While Macchia’s emphasis 1s understandable within the context of the specific aims of
Baptized in the Spirit, he will need to give additional attention to conceptus de Spiritu
Sancto if baptism in the Holy Spirit is to be the “organizing principle” for pentecostal

theology.””’

“Frank D. Macchia, “Theology, Pentecostal,” in The New International Dictionary of Pentecostal
and Charismatic Movements, revised and expanded edition, ed. Stanley M. Burgess and Eduard M. van der
Maas (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2003), 1124.

%0On Spirit-christology and the fivefold gospel, see also my assessment of Steven J. Land at the
end of chap. 2.

%7 After the famous words in which Karl Barth reflects on the possibility of a theology
“predominantly and decisively of the Holy Spirit"—with which Macchia prefaces Baptized in the Spirit
(6)—Barth continues by asking, “Might not even the christology which dominates everything be
illuminated on this basis (conceptus de Spiritu Sancto!)?” See Karl Barth, “Concluding Unscientific
Postscript on Schleiermacher,” in The Theology of Schleiermacher (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 1982), 278.
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Third, in Baptized in the Spirit, Macchia does not sufficiently engage other
pentecostal systematic theologians. For example, Macchia’s vision of the relationship
between the church and the kingdom contains points of tension with Simon Chan’s
ecclesiology, in which the kingdom is more the goal towards which the church is headed
than it is a reality that presently transcends the church.”® At the same time, Macchia’s
chapter articulating a “Spirit-baptized ecclesiology” is replete with citations of Hans
Kiing.” Further, Macchia’s lengthy treatment of questions surrounding religious
pluralism contains no extensive engagement with Amos Yong’s pneumatological
theology of religions. I grant that Macchia’s preferred dialogue partner, John Hick, serves
as an appropriate foil for elucidating his concerns about the peculiarity of Jesus as Spirit-
baptizer and of the kingdom he inaugurates. Nonetheless, Macchia might have engaged
Yong in relation to the church-kingdom dialectic, which is precisely what raises the
pluralist questions for Macchia. Macchia offers the dialectic to keep church and kingdom
from being either conflated or, and his dialogue with Hick stands in relation to his
attempt to avoid the latter. Amid his insistence on holding together the church and the
kingdom—both of which exist by virtue of baptism in the Holy Spirit with the result of
God filling all things—Macchia would have done well to address Yong’s theology of

religions, especially pertaining to the Spirit’s work outside the church.'® It should be

*Especially as articulated in Simon Chan, Pentecostal Theology and the Christian Spiritual
Tradition (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000). Chan himself alludes to these tensions in his review
of Baptized in the Spirit in PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 30, no. 2 (2008):
325-26. See my discussion of Chan in chap. 2.

%Especially Hans Kiing, The Church (New York, NY: Sheed and Ward, 1967). See Macchia,
Baptized in the Spirit, 155-256.

'“Macchia makes only passing mention of this elsewhere in the book (Macchia, Baptized in the
Spirit, 127-28, 221). See especially Amos Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s): A Pentecostal-Charismatic
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clear that I am not chiding Macchia for engaging figures such as Kiing and Hick, for I
have already praised his theology’s ecumenical posture. The wide array of theologians
consulted, of which these two are representatives, is one of the strengths of Baptized in
the Spirit. 1 offer this criticism not to question the presence of theologians like Kiing and
Hick but to challenge the virtual absence of figures like Chan and Yong, a noteworthy
feature of “a global pentecostal theology.”'"!
Summary and Conclusion

I have demonstrated that Macchia sets the whole of his theology against the
background of the kingdom of God and pneumatology, both of which are present
throughout his works. First, Macchia explicitly adopts the kingdom as a point of concern
from the Blumhardts as a way a) to encourage social engagement, b) to frame
justification’s cosmic dimensions, and ¢) to provide the background for broadening
baptism in the Holy Spirit. Second, Macchia employs pneumatology to expand a)
glossolalia beyond the boundaries of its narrow association with initial evidence, b)
justification beyond a merely forensic account, and c), after expanding baptism in the

Holy Spirit itself, additional Joci such as ecclesiology and soteriology.'®® While both the

kingdom of God and pneumatology are two consistent elements in Macchia’s theology,

Contribution to Christian Theology of Religions (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000); idem,
Beyond the Impasse: Toward a Pneumatological Theology of Religions (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 2003); idem, Hospitality and the Other: Pentecost, Christian Practices and the Neighbor
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2008). See my discussion of Yong in chap. 4.

"%"To Chan and Yong could be added the example of Veli-Matti Kirkkainen, who questions the
very notion that a pneumatological theology might be a worthwhile project on the basis that an additional
hermeneutical strategy, that is, pneumatology, simply adds to the further fragmentation of the universal
church. See Veli-Matti Kérkkédinen, “David’s Sling: The Promise and the Problem of Pentecostal Theology
Today: A Response to D. Lyle Dabney,” PNEUMA. The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 23,
no. 1 (2001), 151-52.

'92While pneumatology is not prominent in the brief constructive portion of Spirituality and Social
Liberation, it becomes a primary object of concern in the early 1990s in Macchia’s first articles (on
glossolalia).
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they do not fully converge with each other until Baptized in the Spirit, in which he adopts
the kingdom—rather than the church—as the background for articulating a theology of
baptism in the Holy Spirit. This full convergence between the kingdom and
pneumatology marks an important step from a theology that addresses pneumatology to

the formulation of an organizing principle for a pneumatological theology.'®

% There are, of course, elements of both the kingdom of God and pneumatology in Macchia’s
work on justification, but they do not reach the degree of integration achieved in Baptized in the Spirit.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY AS PHILOSOPHICAL AND
FUNDAMENTAL THEOLOGY IN PNEUMATOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE:
AMOS YONG
Introduction and Overview

Amos Yong is J. Rodman Williams Professor of Theology at Regent University
School of Divinity in Virginia Beach, VA, as well as the director of the institution’s
doctor of philosophy program. He holds the Ph.D. in religion and theology from Boston
University, which he received under the direction of Robert Cummings Neville (1998).
Having proposed an extensive theology of world religions, he is a leading advocate for
pentecostals’ participation in interreligious dialogue. A past president of the Society for
Pentecostal Studies (2008-09), he is the book review editor of its journal, PNEUMA, as
well as for Journal of Religion, Disability & Health and Religious Studies Review
(Evangelical Theology Area). Yong has distinguished himself as one of the most
proficient writers in pentecostal theology. He is also a licensed minister in the Assemblies
of God.'

In addition to numerous articles and essays, my primary interest is in the
following monographs: Discerning the Spirit(s); Beyond the Impasse; Spirit-Word-
Community; The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh; Theology and Down Syndrome; and

Hospitality and the Other.? In Discerning the Spirit(s) (2000), his published doctoral

'For an autobiographical sketch, see Amos Yong, “Between the Local and the Global:
Autobiographical Reflections on the Emergence of the Global Theological Mind,” in Shaping a Global
Theological Mind, ed. Darren C. Marks (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2008), 187-94.

?Amos Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s): A Pentecostal-Charismatic Contribution to Christian
Theology of Religions (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000); idem, Beyond the Impasse: Toward a
Pneumatological Theology of Religions (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2003); idem, Spirit-Word-
Community: Theological Hermeneutics in Trinitarian Perspective (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2002); idem,
The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh: Pentecostalism and the Possibility of Global Theology (Grand Rapids,
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dissertation, Yong develops a pneumatological theology of religions, with a particular
call for pentecostals and charismatics to become more interested in interreligious
dialogue. Yong contends that allowing pneumatology to take the lead on these fronts
carries potential for bypassing, or at least suspending, certain christological roadblocks
that tend to emerge in discourse between Christianity and other religious traditions. By
developing a “foundational pneumatology,” Yong claims that the Holy Spirit may be at
work within other religions apart from explicit christological confession. It is incumbent
on Christians, therefore, to discern the Spirit (or spirits) operative in world religions.
Pentecostals’ perennial openness to the ways of the Spirit in the world make them
especially capable of developing such a pneumatological theology of religions. In Beyond
the Impasse (2003), Yong distills the basic ideas of Discerning the Spirit(s) for an
evangelical audience that sometimes lacks a pneumatology sufficient for overcoming
their propensity to associate world religions exclusively with demonic activity.’

In Spirit-Word-Community (2002), Yong develops a theological method and
hermeneutic, the internal logic that drives the whole of his theology. His basic contention
is that theological method and theological hermeneutics are inherently related and that
each is conducted best from a trinitarian perspective. Theological reflection and
interpretation involve the constant and inescapable interplay of Spirit-Word-Community,
in which each one conditions the other without taking priority over the other. In the

process of developing a metaphysic, ontology, and epistemology, Yong expounds on the

MI: Baker Academic, 2005); idem, Theology and Down Syndrome: Reimagining Disability in Late
Modernity (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2007); idem, Hospitality and the Other: Pentecost,
Christian Practices and the Neighbor (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2008).

*For a brief discussion of Yong vis-a-vis the exclusivist tendencies of evangelical theologians, see
Veli-Matti Kirkkéinen, “Evangelical Theology and the Religions,” in The Cambridge Companion to
Evangelical Theology, ed. Timothy Larsen and Daniel J. Treier (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2007), 205.
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notion of foundational pneumatology first articulated in Discerning the Spirit(s) and
Beyond the Impasse and articulates his most detailed account of what he calls the
“pneumatological imagination.” Spirit-Word-Community is the most elaborate conscious
exercise in theological method and hermeneutics by a pentecostal to date.*

In The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh (2005), Yong offers a small-scale
systematic theology from a pentecostal perspective. It advances on three fronts—the
ecumenical, the interreligious, and the convergence between religion and science—and
covers such loci as soteriology, ecclesiology, public theology, and creation. Yong argues
that pentecostal theology should be marked by three distinctives: 1) a biblical
hermeneutic informed particularly by Luke-Acts, 2) pneumatology as an orienting motif
and christology as a thematic motif, and 3) an experiential basis that unites theology and
worship.

In Theology and Down Syndrome (2007), Yong articulates a theology of disability
in conversation with biological and social-scientific accounts of disabilities. After
arguing that physical and intellectual disabilities are partially real conditions and partially
social constructions that should be subjected to ongoing interpretation, Yong calls for
models of disability theory that give priority to the self-understanding of persons with
disabilities. Yong then considers aspects of such self-understanding along with other
theological accounts of disabilities in order to construct a Christian theology that is fully-
informed by disability perspectives. In the process, Yong reshapes the theology of
creation, ecclesiology, soteriology, and eschatology in light of some of the critical

questions raised by disability perspectives.

*See also Amos Yong, “The Hermeneutical Trialectic: Notes Toward a Consensual Hermeneutic
and Theological Method,” Heythrop Journal 45, no. 1 (2004): 22-39.
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In Hospitality and the Other (2008), Yong returns to his abiding interest in
Christian theology of religions, this time with a particular emphasis on the performative
nature of theology and on Christian practices towards members of other religions, both
descriptively and prescriptively. Yong argues primarily that the Christian is obligated to
show hospitality to and receive hospitality from the religious “other.” Based in part on
several narrative scenes from Luke-Acts, he develops a theology of hospitality centered
on concrete practices guided by the Holy Spirit, whom, in this context, Yong calls “the
welcoming Spirit.”

While the pneumatological orientation of Yong’s theology is broadly similar to
that of Frank D. Macchia’s, my claim that they represent two sufficiently distinctive
methodological approaches is justified for at least two reasons. First, as I argued in the
previous chapter, Macchia’s theology has only recently come to bear a decidedly
pneumatological shape, although pneumatology in itself has always been one of his
theological concerns. Yong’s theology, on the other hand, is formed by pneumatology
from first to last, a characteristic due in part to the fact that he is a member of a younger
generation of pentecostal scholars who have benefited from the prior work of theologians
such as Macchia. Second, Yong’s theology contains more elements of philosophical
theology and fundamental theology than does Macchia’s. By saying that Yong engages in
philosophical theology, I mean that he addresses theoretical and speculative questions

about God’s nature and relationship to the world and that he frequently incorporates

philosophical insights and reasoning into his constructive theology, including reflections

>See also Amos Yong, “The Inviting Spirit: Pentecostal Beliefs and Practices Regarding the
Religions Today,” in Defining Issues in Pentecostalism: Classical and Emergent, ed. Steven M. Studebaker
(Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2008), 29-45.
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on metaphysics, epistemology, and hermeneutics.® By saying that he engages in
fundamental theology, I mean that Yong addresses questions about “first theology,”
including human experience and the sources of human knowledge in relation to
methodological and hermeneutical considerations, as well as their implications for
Christian theology.” This chapter, then, is an argument that Yong’s theology follows a
methodology characterized by philosophical and fundamental theology from a
pneumatological perspective.

Theological Hermeneutics and a “Pneumatology of Quest”

Yong’s theological programme rigorously follows the logic he articulates in his
theological method and hermeneutic. Consisting of a foundational pneumatology and a
pneumatological imagination that resist foundationalism and are open to correction,
Yong’s hermeneutic is truly a “pneumatology of quest” that acknowledges the
provisional character of all human knowing.®

Foundational Pneumatology

In its most basic sense, Yong’s foundational pneumatology is an account of the

relationship between God and the world from a decidedly pneumatological perspective.

The primacy of pneumatology—hence, foundational pneumatology rather than, for

%For a discussion of Yong in relation to the problems and possibilities of metaphysics in
conversation with Gadamer, Levinas, and Marion, see Skip Horton-Parker, “Tracking the Theological
‘Turn’: The Pneumatological Imagination and the Renewal of Metaphysics and Theology in the 21*
Century,” PentecoStudies 6, no. 1 (2007): 47-75.

’On philosophical and fundamental theology, see Thomas P. Flint and Michael C. Rea,
“Introduction,” in The Oxford Handbook of Philosophical Theology, ed. Thomas P. Flint and Michael C.
Rea (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 1-7; Gerald O’Collins, Fundamental Theology (New Y ork,
NY': Paulist Press, 1981), 5-31; Francis Schliissler Fiorenza, Foundational Theology: Jesus and the Church
(New York, NY: Crossroad Publishing, 1984), 5-28.

¥For the phrase “pneumatology of quest,” see Amos Yong, “On Divine Presence and Divine
Agency: Toward a Foundational Pneumatology,” Asian Journal of Pentecostal Studies 3, no. 2 (2000): 179;
idem, Discerning the Spirit(s), 32, 314-15, 323-24; idem, Spirit-Word-Community, 21-24.
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example, foundational christology or (more generally) theology—owes to Yong’s
contention that “Holy Spirit” is the most fundamental symbol of, and therefore, most
appropriate category for referring to God’s agency in the world.” The respective ideas of
God and the world are correlated such that God is understood to be capable of acting in
the world and that the world is understood to be capable of receiving God’s presence and
activity. 1" While it is in part a theology of the Holy Spirit, foundational pneumatology
should not be confused with a “systematic” pneumatology, that is, pneumatology as
merely a locus of systematic theology. According to Yong, the latter is a coherent
theological account of the Holy Spirit, constructed primarily in light of scripture and
tradition and directed primarily within the confines of the Christian church. Foundational
pneumatology, however, addresses questions of fundamental theology and engages
persons outside the church, at least all interlocutors in the public domain who wish to
pursue questions concerning divine presence and agency in the world.'" This difference
between systematic and foundational pneumatology implies that truth claims about
pneumatology meet not only the criterion of coherence (inasmuch as they are elements of
a single system of thought) but also the criterion of correspondence (inasmuch as they are

claims about reality that are believed to maintain universally, not simply within a

*Yong, “On Divine Presence,” 175. For Yong, a “pneumatological” perspective is ultimately
tantamount to a “trinitarian” one. Yong neither orients theology exclusively to pneumatology nor
subordinates christology to pneumatology. Rather, he makes pneumatology the entry point for a robustly
trinitarian theology.

"%Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 99.

"For example, Yong writes, “The public for a foundational pneumatology is therefore the
universal humanum, and properly includes any and all who are interested in the subject matter.
Correlatively, the truth of the matter in foundational pneumatology cannot be parochial by virtue of the
universal experiences of the Spirit...and the universal scope of the public to which it is addressed. What is
true of the Holy Spirit in a foundational pneumatology cannot be true only for Christians, but has to be both
relevant and compelling for all” (Yong, “On Divine Presence,” 172-73).
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single—in this case, ecclesial—context).'? The criterion of correspondence invites an
engagement of truth claims between competing ideological frameworks, not only a
consideration of them within a single system of thought."* Yong’s desire for such
engagement is based on a “chastised optimism” about the “possibility of a universal

rationality and grammar.”"*

The qualifier “foundational” does not imply epistemic
“foundations” in the hard sense of incorrigible beliefs. Rather, foundational
pneumatology invites inquiry from any community of interpreters that wishes to address
its tenets. Because it does not appeal to a priori necessity in its quest for universal truth
claims, foundational pneumatology is subject to correction by empirically driven
processes of verification and falsification."

Yong’s foundational pneumatology includes the construction of a metaphysic and

ontology that are characterized by relationality. Both the metaphysic and ontology are

predicated in part on his doctrine of the Trinity,'® which consists of an integration of an

2Yong, “On Divine Presence,” 178-80. Elsewhere, Yong states that “ecclesial pneumatology is,
ultimately, concerned with explicating the presence and activity of God among the elect, while
foundational pneumatology attempts to correlate ecclesiological pneumatology with the most general
features of this same presence and activity in the world” (Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 134-35).

Yong refers to the differences between “systematic coherence” and “ referential correspondence”
in terms of the differences between “meaning” and “truth,” respectively (Yong, “On Divine Presence,”
178). For the argument that truth claims should satisfy certain criteria associated with coherence,
correspondence, and pragmatism, as well as a nuanced account of their relationships to the categories of
“meaning” and “truth,” see Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 164-75.

Yong, “On Divine Presence,” 175. The reasons that Yong sees this optimism as “chastened” will
become clear below in the discussion of his “pneumatological imagination.”

Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 100. Elsewhere, Yong writes that foundational pneumatology
rejects “strong Cartesian foundationalism that bases all beliefs ultimately on self-evident intuitions” and
maintains instead that “all knowledge is provisional, relative to the question posed by the community of
inquirers, and subject to the ongoing process of conversation and discovery” (Yong, “On Divine Presence,”
168).

"®Yong’s doctrine of the Trinity is part of the basis of his triadic metaphysic, which follows C. S.
Peirce’s notions of Firstness (a thing’s pure potentiality), Secondness (a thing’s resistant capacity vis-a-vis
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Irenaean model of Spirit and Word as the “two hands” of God'” with an Augustinian
model of the Spirit as the “bond of love” between Father and Son.'® It is in Yong’s
discussion of these two trinitarian models that he most poignantly establishes from a
pneumatological perspective the relationality of all reality and being.'® For Yong, the
two-hands model suggests a mutuality of Spirit and Word that leads logically to the
notion of the coinherence of the divine persons, which is an affirmation of the reciprocity
and interrelationality of the persons and a denial of any degree of ontological
subordination or division among them. Coinherence creates the conceptual space for
three subsistent relations indwelling each other as one God, thus making trinitarian
confession possible by preserving both God’s plurality and unity.*® Relationality is even
more prominent in Yong’s appropriation of the Augustinian model of the Spirit as the

mutual love between Father and Son.?' As mutual love, the Spirit relates the Father to the

other things), and Thirdness (the real, relational mediation between Firstness and Secondness) (Yong,
Spirit-Word-Community, 91-96). Yong’s triadic metaphysic is offered in explicit distinction from
dialectical thinking that ultimately privileges one pole over the other or combines the two poles into a third
term. For a criticism of Hegel on the latter point, see Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 105-09, 117-18; idem,
“A Theology of the Third Article?: Hegel and the Contemporary Enterprise in First Philosophy and First
Theology,” in Semper Reformandum: Studies in Honour of Clark H. Pinnock, ed. Stanley E. Porter and
Anthony R. Cross (Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 2003), 208-31.

'"Yong prefers to reverse the traditional order of “Word and Spirit” to “Spirit and Word” in order
to underscore the pneumatological entry point into the doctrine of the Trinity as part of the mode of
operation within a foundational pneumatology (50).

Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 49-81. For the criticism that the notion of the Spirit as the bond
of love between Father and Son is insufficiently developed in Discerning the Spirit(s), see Ralph Del Colle,
“Amos Yong’s Discerning the Spirit(s): A Catholic Theological Commentary” (Lakeland, FL: Proceedings
of the 31* Annual Meeting of the Society for Pentecostal Studies, 2002), 10-11. While Discerning the
Spirit(s) trades almost exclusively on the two-hands model, the Spirit as the bond of love between Father
and Son receives extensive treatment in Spirit- Word-Community.

"For the biblical exegesis that sustains the claim that the Holy Spirit is the principle of
relationality, see Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 28-34.

Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 52-59.

5, ¢

*'Yong’s account of the Augustinian model draws heavily on David Coffey’s “return model” of
the Trinity, which emphasizes both the Father’s bestowal of love on the Son and the Son’s return of that
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Son and the Son to the Father, eternally in the immanent Trinity and temporally in the
economic Trinity.** In addition to the relations of the divine persons, both the two-hands
model and the mutual-love model provide accounts of God’s relationship to the world
and of the relationships of the plurality of things in the world to each other. From the
perspective of the two-hands model, everything in the world exists by virtue of God’s
creating it through Spirit and Word; things are what they are because they are instantiated
as such by both Spirit and Word. The Spirit establishes the relatedness of things to each
other, and the Word establishes the determinateness of things that distinguishes them
from all other things that exist.”> From the perspective of the mutual-love model, the
Spirit not only relates Father and Son to each other but also relates God to the world,
inasmuch as the Father loves the Son by bestowing on him the Spirit in the economy of
salvation, that is, in the world. Likewise, the Spirit relates the world to God, inasmuch as
the Son—from within the economy of salvation—returns that love to the Father.** All of
reality, then, is inherently relational, and the idea “spirit” itself refers to the quality of
relationality that holds together various things in their integrity without the dissolution of
their individual identities. In the divine life, the Spirit joins Father and Son; in the world,

the Spirit constitutes the relationships among the many things in the world and between

love to the Father. See David Coffey, Grace: The Gift of the Holy Spirit (Sydney: Faith and Culture, 1979);
idem, Deus Trinitas: The Doctrine of the Triune God (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999). In the
former work, Coffey employs the term “bestowal model” to describe what in the latter work he calls the
“return model.”

**Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 67-72. The prominence that Yong gives to relationality should
not be taken as indication of an uncritical or wholesale adoption of a social doctrine of the Trinity. For
Yong’s suspicion that the latter may not be able to avoid tritheism, see Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 80.

Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 116-17. Yong writes further, “Each determination of being is
what it is by virtue of the presence and activity of the Logos within the force fields set in motion by the
Spirit, the supreme field of force. The Logos is the concrete form or pattern of each thing even as the Spirit
is the power of its actualization and instantiation” (118).

*Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 69-70.
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God and the world.” Both God and the world, then, are characterized by an
interdependence that can be described as “symbiotic relationality.”*® In short, things in
the world exist as such because they are products of the creative activities of Spirit and
Word and because they are constituted by their relationships to other things.?’

In addition to relationality, Yong’s metaphysic and ontology are also
characterized by rationality, as supported by the biblical witness to the Spirit as both
source and communicator of rationality. According to Yong, the Spirit’s hovering over
the waters at creation suggests the Spirit’s role in bringing order out of chaos through
God’s spoken words. In fact, human beings are rational creatures because they are
“spiritually created” in the image of God. Further, Wisdom of Solomon associates the
Spirit with attributes such as intelligence and particularity. Also, while the New
Testament tends to connect wisdom more with Christ than with the Spirit, it does at times
relate the Spirit to the divine mind. In I Corinthians 1, specifically, the Spirit searches the

depths of God, solely comprehends what is God’s, and enables humans to understand the

Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 84. Crucial to Yong’s claim that reality is inherently relational is
his insistence that relations are part of the real identities of things, rather than mere categories that human
minds employ when interpreting reality (84-86).

Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 58-59. Yong adapts the metaphor “symbiotic relationality” from
Jerry H. Gill, Mediated Transcendence: A Postmodern Reflection (Macon, GA: Mercer University Press,
1989).

For the criticism that Yong’s trinitarian formulations, specifically in Beyond the Impasse, contain
“a decidedly Western metaphysical commitment” to the neglect of Eastern Orthodox trinitarian theology,
see Dale T. Irvin, “A Review of Amos Yong’s Beyond the Impasse,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 12,
no. 2 (2004): 279. Yong replies that privileging either Eastern or Western trinitarian models seems to have
its own set of problems and that part of the motivation for his trinitarian-based triadic metaphysic is “to go
beyond...this impasse in the theoloigcal tradition.” See Amos Yong, “Beyond Beyond the Impasse?
Responding to Dale Irvin,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 12, no. 2 (2004): 282-83.
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gifts they have received from God. Similarly, in John 14, the Spirit is described as the
one who will lead Jesus’ followers into all truth.®

Finally, in addition to relationality and rationality, Yong’s metaphysic and
ontology are characterized by dynamism, understood as the Spirit’s life-giving activity in
the world. From creation to consummation, the Spirit spawns life, heals the fractures
stemming from finitude and fallenness, and sustains God’s creative act. The Spirit also
directs the flow of history to its end and fulfillment and will ultimately triumph over sin
and death.” “Dynamism” is Yong’s way of affirming a modified process ontology,
according to which created things are not static entities but are constantly being
transformed by the Spirit.*

Pneumatological Imagination

Only implicit in my discussion so far, but crucial to Yong’s programme, is the
fact that his metaphysic and ontology are realist, meaning that things exist apart from
their being known by humans and that the order of being is distinct from, although related

to, the order of knowing.>! For Yong, the gap between the two is spanned by the

Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 35-41.
Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 43-48.

% say that Yong’s ontology is a modified process perspective because he distances himself from
Whitehead on at least one important front. He states that Whitehead’s notion of “prehension” as the process
that drives each thing’s movement through successive occasions does not maintain because it is conceived
nominalistically. Prehension, then, does not have the enduring ontological identity necessary to be the
creative force that drives other things from one occasion to the next (Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 88-
91). For criticism’s of Whitehead’s concept of “person,” see Amos Yong, “Personal Selthood (?) and
Human Experience in Whitehead’s Philosophy of Organism,” Paideia Project: Proceedings of the 20th
World Congress of Philosophy (1998): [http://www.bu.edu/wcp/MainPPer.htm].

*'Yong describes his realist position with the following terminology: “committed metaphysical
realisfm]” (Yong, “On Divine Presence,” 179), “critical realism” (idem, Spirit-Word-Community, 79),
“metaphysical realism” (83, 101), and “relational, critical, and communal realism” (99-100). For a
description of Yong’s position as “hermeneutical realism,” see L. William Oliverio, Jr., “An Interpretive
Review Essay on Amos Yong’s Spirit-Word-Community: Theological Hermeneutics in Trinitarian
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pneumatological imagination, which is an orientation to God and the world that is
continually shaped and nurtured by pentecostal-charismatic life in the Spirit. As the
divine mind, the Spirit illuminates the rationality of the world and makes it intelligible to
human minds.** Yong describes the pneumatological imagination as a “root metaphor,”
or, a symbol that both sustains a worldview and functions normatively in assessing things
outside the scope of that worldview. In so doing, a root metaphor attempts to account for
these things in terms of the worldview itself or to be corrected by them if necessary.
Pneumatological imagination observes the phenomena of the world and, rather than
assessing only their plurality and individuality, attempts to discern reality. The Spirit,
then, both instantiates the world as rational and makes its rationality accessible to human
knowing. >

According to Yong, the pneumatological imagination understands truth as
pragmatic, correspondence, and coherence.’* On the pragmatic score, the truth of a
proposition depends in part on its meaningfulness and is judged by its ability to predict
the behavior of a thing. Correct predictions over time lead to the establishment of habits
concerning a thing and, therefore, connections between human knowing and things in the

world, that is, between the orders of knowing and being. Truth as correspondence refers

Perspective,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology, forthcoming. For the suggestion that Yong’s programme
may be compatible with “perspective realism” (as defined by Evander McGilvary), see Frederick L. Ware,
“Review Article on Amos Yong’s The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh: Pentecostalism and the Possibility
of Global Theology,” The Journal of the European Pentecostal Theological Association 28, no. 1 (2008):
82. See also Amos Yong, “Extending the Conversation: A Response to Frederick L. Ware,” The Journal of
the European Pentecostal Theological Association 28, no. 1 (2008): 84-93.

Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 123.

Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 133-35. Yong adopts the notion of “root metaphors” from
Stephen Pepper, World Hypotheses (Berkley, CA: University of California Press, 1942).

*In Spirit-Word-Community, Y ong correlates foundational pneumatology’s categories of
relationality, rationality, and dynamism with the pneumatological imagination’s categories of truth as
coherence, correspondence, and pragmatic, respectively.
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to the real distinction and representational connection between things in the world and
human knowing. While external realities exist apart from propositions, those realities can
be reflected accurately by propositions, in the sense of approximate correlation rather
than exact congruence. Truth as coherence refers to a proposition’s dependence on
consistency with other statements within the same thought system. The coherence
criterion presumes comprehensive investigation of all relevant data. Yong states that
rather than choosing one of these criteria of truth over the other, the pneumatological
imagination strives to meet all three criteria in its accounts of reality.”

One of the most significant aspects of the pneumatological imagination is its
commitment to epistemic fallibilism. While the orders of knowing and being are
correlated, truth claims must be made with great humility because all human knowledge
is fallible in at least three senses. First, knowledge is partial inasmuch as it is both
indirect and semiotic. Nothing is known immediately—not even the self—but rather
mediated through signs that are abstracted from the things experienced. Second,
knowledge is perspectival. Human knowing is always situated in a particular time and
place and marked by attending social and cultural dimensions that impinge on the
hermeneutical enterprise. Third, knowledge is finite. Finitude stems both from being
creatures and from being embedded in a sinful world.*® It is because of the

pneumatological imagination’s fallibilism that foundational pneumatology exhibits a

*Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 164-75. Elsewhere, Yong writes, “Truth...is an interpretive
activity deriving from the triadic relationship wherein knower and known are connected by signs. As
correspondence, truth is therefore the correlation between what is propositionally expressed via a
potentially indefinite succession of signs and the reality they point to. As coherence, truth is the
interconnectedness of all signs without express contradiction. As pragmatic, truth is not only what guides
our engagement with the world correctly, but also that which is able to predict the behavior or habits of
things” (Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 217).

Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 176-83.
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“chastised optimism” about the “possibility of a universal rationality and grammar.”’

Summarizing the basic contours of foundational pneumatology and the pneumatological
imagination, Yong writes,
The argument so far is that knowledge and interpretation is ultimately of
reality—our engaging it and our being corrected by it. Reality is therefore
the measure of our interpretations and misinterpretations. In this sense,
metaphysics and ontology precedes epistemology and interpretation itself.
Now certainly all metaphysics is hermeneutically discerned, and truth in
the robust sense is therefore necessarily eschatological. Equally certain,
human knowledge is fallible for a variety of reasons. But this does not lead
to epistemological skepticism or relativism in the here and now because
we do engage reality, our engagement is more or less truthful, and it is
normed by reality itself.**
According to Yong, hermeneutics neither displaces nor nullifies the possibilities of
metaphysics or epistemology,’’ but rather augments and complements them. The
combination of metaphysical realism and epistemic fallibilism both makes interpretation
possible (inasmuch as there is a real world to interpret in the first place) and requires
interpretation to continue until the eschaton (inasmuch as incomplete knowledge invites
. N 40
ongoing attempts to account for reality).
In the remainder of the descriptive portions of this chapter, I will demonstrate that
Yong’s theological method and hermeneutic, particularly the components of foundational

pneumatology and pneumatological imagination, form the logic by which the rest of his

theological programme operates. To establish this claim, I will examine his theology of

37Y0ng, “On Divine Presence,” 175.

*Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 184.

¥For the argument that a turn to hermeneutics goes hand in hand with the demise of epistemology
understood as a comprehensive theory of human knowing, see Richard Rorty, Philosophy and the Mirror of

Nature (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1979), 315-56.

*In addition to fallibilism, ongoing interpretation is required also by Yong’s modified process
ontology, for objects of interpretation constantly undergo transformation.
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religions, his proposals for a global theology, and his treatment of certain /oci in
systematic theology.*'
Pneumatological Theology of Religions

From the publication of his doctoral dissertation, Discerning the Spirit(s) (2000),
until the present, Yong has been one of the most vocal theologians encouraging
pentecostals to develop a theology of religions as well as a consistent advocate of
pentecostal involvement in interreligious dialogue. His own theology of religions—the
most comprehensive offered by a pentecostal to date—is also based firmly on his

foundational pneumatology and pneumatological imagination.** In order to demonstrate

*'In addition to these themes, Yong has also contributed to conversations about the relationship
between religion and science. Since he has not yet devoted a monograph to this topic, however, I simply
refer the reader to the following: Amos Yong, “The Spirit and Creation: Possibilities and Challenges for a
Dialogue Between Pentecostal Theology and the Sciences,” The Journal of the European Pentecostal
Theological Association 25 (2005): 82-110; idem, “Academic Glossolalia?: Pentecostal Scholarship, Multi-
disciplinarity, and the Science-Religion Conversation,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 14, no. 1 (2005):
61-80; idem, “Discerning the Spirit(s) in the Natural World: Toward a Typology of ‘Spirit’ in the Religion
and Science Conversation,” Theology and Science 3, no. 3 (2005): 315-29; idem, “From Quantum
Mechanics to the Eucharistic Meal: John Polkinghorne’s ‘Bottom-up’ Vision of Science and Theology,”
Metanexus Sophia 5, no. 5 (2005); idem, “Ruach, the Primordial Chaos, and the Breath of Life: Emergence
Theory and the Creation Narratives in Pneumatological Perspective,” in The Work of the Spirit:
Pneumatology and Pentecostalism, ed. Michael Welker (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
20006), 183-204; idem, “God and the Evangelical Laboratory: Recent Conservative Protestant Thinking
about Theology and Science,” Theology and Science 5, no. 2 (2007): 203-21; idem, “Natural Laws and
Divine Intervention: What Difference Does Being Pentecostal or Charismatic Make?,” Zygon 43, no. 4
(2008): 961-89; idem, “Divining ‘Divine Action’ in Theology-and-Science: A Review Essay,” Zygon 43,
no. 1 (2008): 191-200; idem, “The Spirit at Work in the World: A Pentecostal-Charismatic Perspective on
the Divine Action Project,” Theology and Science 7, no. 2 (2009): 123-40; idem, “Poured Out on All
Creation? Searching for the Spirit in the Pentecostal Encounter with Science,” in The Spirit Renews the
Face of the Earth: Pentecostal Forays in Science and Theology of Creation (Eugene, OR: Pickwick Press,
2009), xi-xxiii.

*In addition to Discerning the Spirit(s), Beyond the Impasse, and Hospitality and the Other, see
Amos Yong, “Discerning the Spirit(s) in the World of Religions: Toward a Pneumatological Theology of
Religions,” in No Other Gods Before Me?: Evangelicals and the Challenge of World Religion, ed. John G.
Stackhouse, Jr. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2001), 37-61; idem, “Spiritual Discernment: A
Biblical-Theological Reconsideration,” in The Spirit and Spirituality: Essays in Honour of Russell P.
Spittler, ed. Wonsuk Ma and Robert P. Menzies (London: T & T Clark, 2004), 83-107; idem, “‘Not
Knowing Where the Wind Blows...”: On Envisioning a Pentecostal-Charismatic Theology of Religions,”
Journal of Pentecostal Theology 14 (1999): 81-112; idem, “The Turn to Pneumatology in Christian
Theology of Religions: Conduit or Detour?,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 35, nos. 3-4 (1998): 437-54.
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this, I will give attention to his discussions of discernment and his empirical
investigations of two religious traditions in comparison to Christianity.
Discernment of and by the Spirit

Integral to Yong’s theology of religions is his account of discerning the presence,
activity, and absence of both the Holy Spirit and other spirits in various religious
traditions. Yong’s efforts towards a theology of discernment are driven by 1) his desire to
cultivate a pneumatological orientation in theology of religions and 2) foundational
pneumatology’s assumptions about the Spirit’s relationship to the created order.
Concerning the first, Yong states that the respective economies of Spirit and Word in the
world are distinct, although intimately related.” This distinction affords the potential of
affirming the Spirit’s presence and activity in arenas in which Christ is not explicitly
proclaimed or professed, inasmuch as the Spirit’s economy is not restricted to the Word’s
economy.** The upshot for interreligious dialogue is that the christological question of
whether Jesus is the only savior or merely one savior among others can be temporarily
postponed in order to pursue pneumatological questions first.*> The advantage here is that

greater mutual understanding may be established before the two religious traditions arrive

Y ong states that his foundational pneumatology is motivated in part by the problem of “how
Word and Spirit are related and yet sufficiently distinct so as to enable a theology of religions to develop
within a pneumatological framework™ (Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 133).

*On the question of whether it is possible to discern the Spirit’s presence without also discerning
Christ’s presence (or to develop a pneumatological imagination without also developing a christological
one), see Del Colle, “Amos Yong’s Discerning the Spirit(s),” 2-4. Yong subsequently states that in his
determination to distinguish between the Spirit’s and Word’s respective missions he “consciously erred...in
order to purchase theological space for understanding the distinctiveness of the mission of the Spirit”
(Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 111, n. 81).

“See Yong’s statement that “a pneumatological theology of religions that validates the distinction
between the economy of the Word and Spirit holds the christological problem in abeyance” (Yong,
Discerning the Spirit(s), 70). See also idem, Beyond the Impasse, 86-91.
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at the debate over Jesus’ particularity, a possible impasse that threatens to terminate

conversation between dialogue partners.*°
Concerning the second driving force behind Yong’s determination to discern the
Spirit within other religions, he connects his theology of religions directly to some of the
metaphysical conclusions he reaches about foundational pneumatology. Building on the
premises that the Holy Spirit is God’s way of being present to and active within the world
and that the norms and values of all created things are instantiated by the Spirit in relation
to all other created things, Yong suggests that the Spirit’s presence should be assessed
within non-Christian religions both ontologically and concretely. Establishing the
implications of these premises for a theology of religions, he writes,
On the first, ontological level, all objective elements in the world of
religions, including sacred texts, founding myths, institutions and
organizations, temples, rituals, conventions and moral systems, etc., are
what they are by virtue of being created as such. The Spirit is the mediator
of the pure possibilities open to each thing. On the second, concrete level,
where things constitute themselves in their own existential spontaneity, the
extent to which each thing succeeds in representing itself authentically to

and situating itself harmoniously in its environment would mark, to a
greater or lesser degree, the Spirit’s presence.*’

It should be underscored that Yong wishes only to delay rather than to remove christological
criteria from interreligious dialogue. He writes, “Surely, there is no doubt that the christological question
would be merely postponed, not entirely dismissed. Eventually, Christology and pneumatology must be
understood within a broader trinitarian framework...Yet it would be intriguing to explore in that light how
the Word and Spirit accomplish and mediate the salvific gift of the Father, both separately, if discernible,
and in tandem” (Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 58). Similarly, he states, “For heuristic purposes...we will
seek to investigate the religious dimensions of the Spirit’s economy with the intention that the
christological issues will not be discarded forever...” (70). Yong’s temporary suspension of explicitly
christological criteria from interreligious dialogue has been misunderstood as being “sub-Christian,”
involving “de-Christianization,” and requiring Christians to “betray their faith commitments” in order to
participate in interreligious dialogue. All of these opinions are expressed with reference to Beyond the
Impasse in James R. A. Merrick, “The Spirit of Truth as Agent in False Religions?: A Critique of Amos
Yong’s Pneumatological Theology of Religions with Reference to Current Trends,” Trinity Journal 29, no.
1 (2008): 107-25.

*'Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 133.
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These statements affirm that the symbols and rituals of religious traditions are creations
of the Spirit, inasmuch as they are created in the first place, and that such symbols and
rituals mark the Spirit’s enduring presence, to the extent that they function coherently
within their respective thought systems. However, not all symbols and rituals convey
divine presence to practitioners. Those that destroy rather than promote social
relationships and human authenticity indicate divine absence, or, the demonic.*®

While Christians may legitimately expect to find the Spirit at work in various
religious beliefs and practices, the possibility that the demonic may also be at work
requires Christians to develop a theology of discernment, understood as “an interpretive
scheme for religious symbols.”* For Yong, discerning spirits is a two-part process
involving both interpretation and comparison. First, practitioners of the religious tradition
in question offer interpretations of their own symbols and rituals by articulating the
symbols’ and rituals’ value and utility for practitioners. As long as the symbols and
rituals accomplish what they are supposed to accomplish without deviating significantly
from their habits and norms, then one can affirm the Spirit’s presence and activity in
those symbols and rituals to a limited degree. After all, it is the Spirit who enables a
thing’s authentic representation relative to other constituent things in a given symbol
system. Second, one devises comparative categories for judging claims within the
religion in question and then between religious traditions. To a certain extent, then,

discerning the spirits is an exercise in comparative theology, the hermeneutical process of

*Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 136; idem, Beyond the Impasse, 164-67. For an engagement with
Yong’s notions of the demonic in light of his larger theological programme, see David Bradnick,
“Demonology and Anthropology in Conversation: Applying the Theological Method of Amos Yong
Towards a Demonology for the Twenty-First Century” (Eugene, OR: Proceedings of the 38" Annual
Meeting of the Society for Pentecostal Studies, 2009), 1-26.

“Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 137.
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classifying and interpreting similarities and differences in symbols between religious
traditions. In a pneumatologically guided theology of religions, Yong states, this
comparative dimension to discernment would proceed along the lines of finding within
the non-Christian tradition analogies to a Christian account of the Holy Spirit in order to
engage the comparative task in attempt to discern the Spirit’s presence (or absence) in the
non-Christian religion. In respect to symbols and rituals specifically, the comparative task
might involve determining whether or not they accomplish in the practitioners of the non-
Christian religion goals similar to what the Holy Spirit accomplishes in practitioners of
Christian rituals.” Yong writes in summary that “what is important about a ritual in itself,
and relative to the religious ends of its practitioners, both as determined by them, become
yardsticks by which we can discern the Spirit to a greater or lesser degree.”’

Yong proposes that in addition to being a two-part process of interpretation and
comparison, discerning spirits should take place at three different levels: the
“phenomenological-experiential,” the “moral-ethical,” and the “theological-
soteriological.””* The phenomenological-experiential pertains primarily to the realm of
religious experience and all of the phenomena of accompanying symbols and rituals. At
this level, discernment is concerned less with the symbols and rituals themselves than
with how practitioners are influenced by them. The issue is how practitioners interpret
and respond to certain symbols and rituals. While discernment at this level might be

sufficient to lead to the initial conclusion that the Spirit is present and active in a non-

%Y ong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 141-44; idem, Beyond the Impasse, 174-83.
'Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 144.

*Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 250-55.
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Christian religion, Yong insists that discernment must proceed to the moral-ethical realm,
which pertains to questions of religious utility and outcome.™ At this level, discernment
is concerned with whether and how practitioners are transformed by the symbols and
rituals. The issue is whether or not the symbols and rituals achieve in practitioners their
desired effects. While similarities between Christianity and another religion on the moral-
ethical front can be attributed to the work of the Spirit, Yong argues that discernment at
this level should not be determinative on its own. One still has to discern the referents of
the symbols and rituals and render judgment on their relationship to the transcendent. At
the level of the theological-soteriological, then, one must still determine whether the
transcendent realities behind symbols and rituals are the Holy Spirit or another, perhaps
demonic, spirit.
Discerning the Concrete: Umbanda and Buddhism

My discussion of Yong’s account of discernment has so far been exclusively on
the level of the abstract, yet Yong repeatedly engages the particularities of concrete
religious traditions in order to test his own ideal descriptions of the act of discerning the

Spirit.>* T will give attention to his discussions of Umbanda and Buddhism™ and thereby

>In light of Yong’s determination not to cease discernment at the phenomenological level, the
(pejorative) description of Yong’s theology of discernment as “phenomenologically...driven” is a
dismissive label that overlooks the sophistication of both his theology of discernment and his larger
theological method and hermeneutic. This description (of Beyond the Impasse) is found in John A.
Studebaker, Jr., The Lord is the Spirit: The Authority of the Holy Spirit in Contemporary Theology and
Church Practice (Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2008), 368-89.

> According to Yong, this characteristic distinguishes his pneumatological theology of religions
from his predecessors. He writes, “What needs to occur at this point, then, is what has been neglected by
previous pneumatological approaches to the religions. Whereas others have remained contented with more
or less general theological affirmations about the Spirit’s presence and activity in the non-Christian world, |
propose a detailed empirical investigation that tests the adequacy of the proposed categories and the
perspicuity of the [theology of discernment]” (Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 255).
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demonstrate how the concrete explorations of Yong’s theology of religions follow the
logic of the pneumatological imagination, which is characterized by empirical
investigation and fallibilism.

Yong’s first exercise in testing his theology of discernment is his dialogue in
Discerning the Spirit(s) with Umbanda, an Afro-Brazilian religious tradition.’® A fter
establishing sufficient phenomenological similarities between Umbanda and
pentecostalism to justify the dialogue,”” Yong focuses on the Umbandist practice of
inviting spirits to possess mediums temporarily in order to assist practitioners by
providing benefits ranging from practical advice to physical and spiritual healings.’® He
observes that there seems to be sufficient utilitarian grounds to suggest that the Spirit may
be present and active in at least some Umbandist practices. Benefits from “sessions” with
spirit mediums, as attested by Umbandists themselves, include resolutions to problems,
healings, greater senses of peace and tranquility, and assistance assuming personal
responsibility in one’s day to day life. On the basis of the criterion that rituals achieve
what they are intended to achieve for their practitioners, Yong states that the Spirit seems
to be at work to some degree in Umbandist practices.” He is quick to point out, however,
that while the Christian engaging in comparative theology or interreligious dialogue may

make such a conclusion about Umbandist practices, it is not an element of Umbandist

>See also his comparative considerations of Christianity and Islam on the idea of “spirit” in Yong,
Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 257-66. For an account of Christian-Muslim relations in Nigeria, see idem,
Hospitality and the Other, 15-29. Yong’s trinitarian hermeneutic is placed in conversation with Islam in
John P. Spaulding, “Qur’anic Interpretation in Trinitarian Perspective: Testing Amos Yong’s Hermeneutics
and Theology of Religions” (Th.M. Thesis, Luther Seminary, 2005).

Y ong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 256-309.

Y ong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 258-64.

**Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 264-72.

**Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 272-80.
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self-understanding. Just as Umbandists should have the prerogative to interpret and
describe their own symbols and rituals for the purpose of dialogue and discernment, they
should also have the prerogative to reach their own conclusions about the transcendent
realities to which their symbols and rituals ultimately refer. In other words, Yong
concludes, the ambiguity within the Umbandist self-understanding, especially as pertains
to the status of certain possessing spirits, is an obstacle to Christian discernment about
whether the Holy Spirit is the operative transcendent reality of Umbandist practices.®’
After all, it is the Umbandist self-understanding that must be taken seriously if the
Christian comparative theologian is to avoid imposing on Umbanda Christian theological
categories that it would resist. This ambiguity alone is enough to necessitate ongoing
discernment and dialogue between Umbanda and pentecostalism.®’

Yong concludes his considerations of Umbanda with a brief dialogue with
pentecostalism focused on how the two traditions might mutually inform each other. He
suggests, on the one hand, that pentecostals could learn from Umbanda in respect to the
latter’s diverse responses to the transcendent, a view of ancestors that promotes
communal healing, and the ambiguous nature of the finite’s interaction with the infinite.

He suggests, on the other hand, that Umbandists could learn from pentecostalism with

%Y ong illustrates this ambiguity with respect to Umbandist understanding of “Exu,” spirits that
have to be placated by mediums. He writes, “Yet the ambiguity of Exu is itself a stumbling-block in the
process of discernment. What kind of spirit or reality is Exu? Is Ext evil, or evil and yet capable of good?
Or is Exu an arm or attribute of divinity? Going further, is Ext just an elemental force in nature? Or,
perhaps, is Ext no more than a symbol projected from the human psyche? This ambiguity is pervasive
throughout the Umbandist cosmos” (Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 286).

'Y ong writes, “Herewith lies the importance and, indeed, indispensability of the ongoing
interreligious dialogue. Discernment is always of concrete situations, and can never be in general. What is
discerned as the Holy Spirit or some other spirit in this or that particular situation today, may be decidedly
reversed or no longer applicable when the situation is examined tomorrow. Such may be part and parcel of
life in the Spirit, and if so, then the dialogue always commences in via and should never be prematurely
terminated” (Yong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 287).
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respect to discerning the operations of spirits in human possession, the social and ethical
dimensions of healing and wholeness, and the task of combating destructive spirits.®* In
the end, the comparative categories derived from Yong’s foundational pneumatology
highlight sufficient similarities between the two traditions to suggest that they might learn
from each other, while honestly acknowledging the differences that instantiate them as
two distinct religious traditions.”

Yong’s determination to engage similarities without dissolving differences in
religious traditions is also pronounced in his writings on Buddhist-Christian dialogue. In
fact, he is so insistent that differences between the two not be glossed over that he claims
that genuine dialogue requires what he calls a “civilized polemics” or “interreligious
apologetics.” Since both traditions have their own sets of exclusive claims and since it is
ultimately truth that is at stake in competing claims, the dialogue partners should not shy
away from attempts to persuade each other of their respective truth claims. Alluding to
the Spirit’s agency in rational communication, as developed in his foundational

pneumatology, Yong states that this kind of interreligious interaction presumes the

Spirit’s activity of enabling communication between dialogue partners.®*

%Y ong, Discerning the Spirit(s), 288-309.

%For the evaluation that in spite of the case study of Umbanda Yong’s pneumatological theology
of religions remains too abstract, see Veli-Matti Karkkdinen, “Toward a Pneumatological Theology of
Religions: A Pentecostal-Charismatic Inquiry,” International Review of Mission 91, no. 361 (2002): 193;
idem, An Introduction to the Theology of Religions: Biblical, Historical and Contemporary Perspectives
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2003), 281. I find this claim debatable with respect to Discerning
the Spirit(s), and it certainly does not maintain in light of Yong’s subsequent work on Christian-Buddhist
dialogue.

% Amos Yong, “The Holy Spirit and the World Religions: On the Christian Discernment of
Spirit(s) ‘after’ Buddhism,” Buddhist-Christian Studies 24 (2004): 191-207. On competing truth claims
among religions, see also idem, “The Spirit Bears Witness: Pneumatology Truth, and the Religions,”
Scottish Journal of Theology 57, no. 1 (2004): 14-38.
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Continuing with the theme of similarities and differences between Christianity
and Buddhism, I want to give particular attention to Yong’s comparison of Eastern
Orthodoxy’s notions of theosis and Theravada Buddhism’s notions of enlightenment.®
For this exercise, he employs three comparative categories— ‘phenomenological and
practical,” “psychological and epistemological,” and “theological and
pneumatological”—and highlights similarities and differences between the two traditions
within each category.®® Concerning the phenomenological and practical category, Yong
points to similar emphases on mortifying the flesh and achieving detachment from the
things of the world. Also similar are the concrete ascetical practices, such as fasting, used
to achieve these goals. However, ascetic dimensions are also a point of divergence,
inasmuch as Orthodox spirituality is concerned more with resisting the devil’s
temptations via the flesh while the Theravadin tradition sees spirituality more in terms of
deliverance from the self than in terms of union with God.®’

Concerning the psychological and epistemological category, Yong contends that
each tradition aspires to the illumination and sanctification of the mind, not only the
disciplining of the flesh. For the Orthodox, the goal is to overcome the /ogismoi that
distract spiritual progress and to come to see reality as it actually is. For the Theravadin,
the goal is to center the mind and to reach a state of consciousness (samadhi) that is no

longer influenced by passions but is aware of the integration of all of reality.®®

5 Amos Yong, “Technologies of Liberation: A Comparative Soteriology of Eastern Orthodoxy and
Theravada Buddhism,” Dharma Deepika 7, no. 1 (2003): 17-60. Yong’s comparison is based primarily on
Orthodoxy’s Philokalia and Theravada Buddhism’s Visuddhimagga (17).

%Y ong, “Technologies of Liberation,” 42-50.

7Y ong, “Technologies of Liberation,” 43-44.
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Concerning the theological and pneumatological category, Yong admits that there
are vast differences between the two traditions, not the least of which is Theravada
Buddhism’s rejection of the idea of divinity.® These kinds of differences between
religious traditions, he suggests, have usually prompted two responses from Christians.
Either the non-Christian religion is denounced for its failure to align with Christian
standards and the differences are attributed to the demonic, or both traditions are granted
equal legitimacy with the understanding that each is shaped by different religious
“grammars.” Rejecting each of these approaches as insufficient, Yong writes that there is
still a significant similarity between Orthodoxy and Theravada Buddhism in theological
categories, namely, that practitioners of both “receive salvation by entering into a
transcendental experience.”’’ In response to this similarity, the comparative theologian
can either assume a priori that the Holy Spirit is at work in both traditions (since the
Spirit is to some degree the creative source of all things) or one can be open to the
possibility of the Spirit’s presence in other religions and attempt to discern the Spirit.
Yong prefers the latter approach, which assumes foundational pneumatology’s account of
God’s presence with the world and is directed by the pneumatological imagination’s

commitment to empirical investigations of concrete religious practices.’

%Y ong, “Technologies of Liberation,” 46-48.

%Y ong summarizes the significant theological divergences as follows: “We are already aware that
the difference between Orthodox Christianity and Theravada Buddhism are most striking when theological
and ultimate questions are posed. Here, the phenomenological, practical, psychological and epistemic
categories break down since the notion of divinity is itself foreign to Theravada Buddhism. Thus the
Orthodox goal of theosis and Theravadin quest for Nibbana summarize the radical divergence between
these two spiritual paths. To be created in the image of God as seen in the incarnation of the Son is foreign
to Buddhist sensibilities even while final salvation understood as liberation from the cycle of rebirth is
incomprehensible to the Christian” (Yong, “Technologies of Liberation,” 48).

"Yong, “Technologies of Liberation,” 48.

Yong, “Technologies of Liberation,” 49-50.
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Yong’s discussions of Christian-Buddhist dialogue also demonstrate poignantly
some of the finer points of his pneumatological theology of religions. First, Yong does
not advocate relativism of the religions’ competing claims. Their normative statuses are
not of equal value and must be humbly adjudicated in light of the pneumatological
imagination’s epistemic fallibilism. All religious truth claims are subject to scrutiny
according to the criteria of pragmatics, coherence, and correspondence. >
Second, Yong’s account of Christian-Buddhist dialogue illustrates that the
pneumatological orientation of his theology of religions changes the questions one is
most likely to ask concerning non-Christian religions. Yong writes,

Applied to the world of the religions, the turn to pneumatology has
furthered discussion on theology of religious pluralism by introducing new
categories and shifting directions of inquiry. So whereas previous thinking
about the religions focused on whether or not they were or are salvific, a
pneumatological theology of religions asks whether or not and how, if so,
the religions are divinely providential instruments designed for various
purposes. Further, while earlier debates focused on whether or not the
religions were or are the results of common grace or natural revelation, a
pneumatological theologia religionum asks other kinds of questions, such
as, what is the relationship of religion and culture, or of religion and
language? How does religion function to sustain life and community?
What role does religion play vis-a-vis the other dimensions and domains
of life, whether it be the arts, politics, economics, etc.? Finally, previous
theologies of religion bogged down on abstract intra-Christian issues as
evident in the dominant categories of exclusivism, inclusivism, and
pluralism; a pneumatological theology of religions, on the other hand,
attempts to push beyond these in-house categories by engaging religious
others on their own terms.”

Y ong, “Holy Spirit and the World Religions,” 205.

Yong, “Holy Spirit and World Religions.” 191. Elsewhere, Yong writes, “But it is also important
to emphasize that my theological interests put to one side the question of whether or not Buddhists can be
saved in the Christian sense. Rather, I want to explore the meaning of liberation and salvation as Buddhists
conceive it in order [to] achieve a Christian theological vision more conducive to the global and
interreligious context of theological reflection in the twenty-first century” (“Technologies of Liberation,”
18).
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Here, Yong indicates that the upshot of a pneumatological theology of religions is not
primarily to give different answers to standing soteriological questions usually oriented to
christological and ecclesiological concerns. If this were the case, one’s pneumatological
theology of religions might involve little more than simply affirming a robust
pneumatology and becoming a comfortable inclusivist on the basis that the Spirit works
outside the confines of the church.” On the contrary, for Yong, a thoroughly
pneumatological theology of religions—particularly as informed by foundational
pneumatology’s conclusions about the Spirit’s relationship to all created things, including
the religions—prompts different questions besides those related strictly and directly to
soteriology, christology, and ecclesiology.”
Pneumatology, Pentecostalism, and the Possibility of “World Theology”

As mentioned above, one component of Yong’s foundational pneumatology (vis-
a-vis pneumatology as merely a locus of systematic theology) is its alliance with
fundamental theology and the need to engage truth claims in the public domain outside

the immediate confines of ecclesial contexts. In keeping with this premise, Yong takes up

™For Yong’s survey of Christian shifts form exclusivism to inclusivism to pluralism, see Yong,
Discerning the Spirit(s), 35-58; idem, Beyond the Impasse, 22-29. For his discussion of whether
exclusivism, inclusivism, and pluralism are the only three logical possibilities available for answering
questions about the soteriological status of non-Christian religions, see idem, Hospitality and the Other, 66-
67. See also idem, “Whither Theological Inclusivism?: The Development and Critique of an Evangelical
Theology of Religions,” The Evangelical Quarterly 71, no. 4 (1999): 327-48.

"For Yong’s additional works on Christian-Buddhist dialogue, see Amos Yong, “The Buddhist-
Christian Encounter in the USA: Reflections on Christian Practices,” in Border Crossings: Explorations of
an Interdisciplinary Historian: Festschrift for Irving Hexham, ed. Ulrich van der Heyden and Andreas
Feldtkeller (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2008), 457-72; idem, “The Demonic in
Pentecostal/Charismatic Christianity and in the Religious Consciousness of Asia,” in 4Asian and
Pentecostal: The Charismatic Face of Christianity in Asia, ed. Allan Anderson and Edmond Tang (Oxford:
Regnum Books International, 2005), 93-128; idem, “Mind and Life, Religion and Science: His Holiness the
Dalai Lama and the Buddhism-Christianity-Science Trialogue,” Buddhist-Christian Studies 28 (2008): 43-
63; idem, “Tibetan Buddhism Going Global?: A Case Study of a Contemporary Buddhist Encounter with
Science,” Journal of Global Buddhism 9 (2008): 1-26; idem, “Christian and Buddhist Perspectives on
Neuropsychology and the Human Person: Pneuma and Pratityasamutpada,” Zygon 40, no. 1 (2005): 143-
65; idem, “Trinh Thuan and the Intersection of Science and Buddhism,” Zygon 42, no. 3 (2007): 677-84.
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the question of the possibility of constructing a truly global theology, on the basis that the
Holy Spirit is being poured out on all flesh (Joel 2:28; Acts 2:17).” He contends that
Christian theology still has much to contribute amid the endless complexities and
pluralities of the global context that characterizes the late modern world and that it should
not shy away from making global claims. At the same time, by remaining attuned to and
informed by those very pluralities, Yong wishes to avoid the oversimplified ideas of
homogenization that often accompany ideas of globalization. In order to accentuate the
sensitivity that should be given to various global contexts, Yong prefers the term “world
theology” to describe his theological aims.”’

Yong offers two separate accounts of several of systematic theology’s traditional
loci, each informed by foundational pneumatology and driven by pneumatological
imagination. The first takes the form of a small-scale systematic theology from a

pentecostal perspective;’® the second, that of systematic loci informed by a theology of

"®Hence, Yong’s title The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh: Pentecostalism and the Possibility of
Global Theology. See also Amos Yong, “Poured Out on All Flesh: The Spirit, World Pentecostalism, and
the Renewal of Theology and Praxis in the 21% Century,” PentecoStudies 6, no. 1 (2007): 16-45.

"Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 18. For the observation that Yong’s using both the phrases
“global theology” and “global pentecostal theology” is ambiguous (read: “contradictory”?), see Allan
Anderson, “A Global Pentecostal Theology? Amos Yong’s The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh,” Journal of
Pentecostal Theology 16, no. 1 (2007): 98-99. Anderson’s observation is itself ambiguous and seems to
overlook the fact that it is precisely the global spread of pentecostalism that raises the question of the
possibility of a global theology for Yong. That is, pentecostalism’s profound growth suggests that any
theology that is truly global is likely to be pentecostal de facto. See also Amos Yong, “Beyond the Liberal-
Conservative Divide: An Appreciative Rejoinder to Allan Anderson,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 16,
no. 1 (2007): 103-11.

"®See Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh. For an interpretation of this book situated within the
trajectories proposed in D. Lyle Dabney, “Saul’s Armor: The Problem and the Promise of Pentecostal
Theology Today,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 23, no. 1 (2001): 115-46,
see Wolfgang Vondey, “Pentecostalism and the Possibility of Global Theology: Implications of the
Theology of Amos Yong,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 28, no. 2 (2006):
289-312. See also Amos Yong, “Performing Global Pentecostal Theology: A Response to Wolfgang
Vondey,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 28, no. 2 (2006): 313-21.
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human disabilities.”” T will focus on soteriology and ecclesiology in the former and
creation and resurrection in the latter.
Pentecostal Theology and Systematic Loci
Yong claims that because pentecostalism spans the globe, it provides unique

resources for shaping a Christian theology that can address all people groups without
minimizing the differences among the various cultural instantiations of Christianity.* In
order to establish the complexities of the various cultures in which pentecostalism
flourishes, he surveys pentecostal traditions in Latin America, Asia, and Africa.®! Guided
by the pneumatological imagination’s concerns for the empirical investigation of concrete
religious expressions, Yong acknowledges the vast differences among the many
pentecostal traditions while arguing for a reoccurring theological theme, namely, an
emphasis on the material nature of salvation as attested by the Spirit’s works in physical,
social, and political dimensions. With the theme of soteriology, Yong frames his
treatments of systematic /oci from pentecostal perspective. He writes,

First, our discussion will need to proceed in light of the vast diversity of

world pentecostalisms...Second, pentecostal theology cannot be

constructed in the abstract, apart from the lived realities of pentecostalism

on the ground...Third, the foregoing has called attention to

pentecostalism’s holistic soteriology: the encounter with the Spirit of God

brings about spiritual life; bodily healing; communal koinonia; the

transformation of material, social, political, and historical circumstances;
and responsible ecological living. Last, there is already the clear

"See Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 151-295.

%Y ong writes, “This volume is intended as a modest pentecostal contribution to the contemporary
discussion in pneumatological theology. More precisely, my wager is that this pneumatological orientation
and dynamic open up space for the Spirit of God to redeem the perspectives and contributions of all
flesh...including those engaged in ecumenical, multifaith, and religion-science dialogues—in order to
orchestrate this plurality of voices and to hasten the coming reign of God (Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All
Flesh, 28).

$'Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 31-80.
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connection between pentecostalism and the poor, disenfranchised, and

marginalized of the world; pentecostal theology thus will be liberative in

the holistic senses indicated above. The remaining chapters expand the

theological reflections already begun in this chapter toward the

reconstruction of a world pentecostal theology for the late modern world.®
In short, Yong makes soteriology the thematic starting point of his exploration of
pentecostal systematic loci. At the same time, his efforts are ultimately oriented to
pneumatology, for salvation comes precisely as the Spirit is poured out on all flesh. After
sketching Yong’s pneumatological soteriology, I will discuss his treatment of
ecclesiology as he relates it to soteriology.*
Pneumatological Soteriology

According to Yong, the contours of salvation include at least the following seven

dimensions: 1) personal, the transformation of an individual into the image of Christ
marked customarily by repentance, baptism, and reception of the Holy Spirit; 2) familial,
the conversion of entire households, clans, or tribes; 3) ecclesial, baptism into the body of
Christ and, thus, into a new communal way of living; 4) material, healing of body, soul,

and mind; 5) social, deliverance from structural evils resulting in race, class, and gender

reconciliation; 6) cosmic, redemption of the entire creation; and 7) eschatological, the

%Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 79-80.

$The primacy that Yong gives to a pneumatologically oriented soteriology within pentecostal
systematic theology presupposes that pentecostal experience of the Spirit consists of both charismatic and
soteriological elements. Concerning John the Baptist’s statement that Jesus would baptize with the Holy
Spirit, Yong writes, “I suggest that this baptism of (or in) the Holy Spirit relates to neither merely the
classical pentecostal emphasis of the endowment for power to witness (although it includes this as well) nor
merely the idea of Christian initiation into the body of Christ (although, again, it includes this also). Rather,
I propose that we retrieve this metaphor of baptism of the Holy Spirit to capture the dynamic and full
experience of Christian salvation not only in terms of dying with Christ but also in terms of being raised
with him to do the things that he did. In this way, the baptism of the Holy Spirit denotes Christian salvation,
broadly considered, as nothing less than the gift of Jesus Christ himself to us in the totality of his Spirit-
anointed life, death, and resurrection” (Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 101).
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final consummation of the other six dimensions.** Yong offers these seven aspects of
salvation as an expansion of the fivefold gospel’s tenets of Jesus as savior, sanctifier,
baptizer in the Holy Spirit, healer, and soon coming king.® Yong writes, “[W]e can give
preliminary articulation to the pentecostal intuition of the fivefold gospel: Jesus is Savior
precisely as healer, sanctifier, and baptizer, all in anticipation of the full salvation to be
brought with the coming kingdom.”*

In addition to these seven dimensions of salvation, Yong draws on four primary
resources to develop his pneumatological soteriology.®” First, he reclaims the early
church’s understanding of Christian initiation, marked by a sustained process of
catechesis and culminating in baptism and reception of the Holy Spirit.*® Second, Yong
broadens the pentecostal metaphor of baptism in the Holy Spirit beyond the narrow
confines of empowerment for Christian service to include also justification and

sanctification.® Third, he adopts a Wesleyan approach to the ordo salutis as a via salutis,

which acknowledges more fluidity in salvation’s various crisis experiences than does the

"Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 91-98.

%Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 91. On the fivefold gospel and pentecostal theology, see
my discussion of Steven J. Land in chap. 2.

%Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 120.
Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 99-109.

%0n the early church’s expectations surrounding Christian initiation and charismatic
demonstrations, Yong follows Kilian McDonnell and George T. Montague, Christian Initiation and
Baptism in the Holy Spirit: Evidence from the First Eight Centuries, 2" rev. ed. (Collegeville, MN:
Liturgical Press, 1994).

%0n the pneumatological dimensions of justification, Yong follows Frank D. Macchia,
“Justification and the Spirit: A Pentecostal Reflection on the Doctrine by Which the Church Stands or
Falls,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 22, no. 1 (2000): 3-21; Veli-Matti
Karkkéinen, “The Holy Spirit and Justification: The Ecumenical Significance of Luther’s Doctrine of
Salvation,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 24, no. 1 (2002): 26-39.
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traditional pentecostal emphases on two-fold or three-fold soteriological patterns.”
Fourth, Yong expands the notion of conversion from a restricted idea involving only a
once-for-all spiritual reorientation to include also ongoing moral, affective, and social
dimensions.”"

These four resources briefly demonstrate Yong’s ability to expand the boundaries
of established pentecostal theology and to conduct his theological investigations from a
pentecostal perspective in conversation with early, modern, and contemporary Christian
theology. This ability is demonstrated further by his discussions of some traditional
Christian atonement models in light of a pneumatological soteriology.”” First, a
pneumatological soteriology, as derived from foundational pneumatology, bolsters
ransom theories of atonement by placing additional emphasis on the category of the
demonic vis-a-vis divine presence and activity. It also underscores deliverance from such
powers as one aspect of material salvation. Second, pneumatological soteriology recasts
satisfaction and substitution theories of atonement by emphasizing the Spirit’s
empowerment of Jesus to make his sacrificial offering. When the atonement is seen as a
fully trinitarian event, rather than as a transaction involving only Father and Son, charges
that satisfaction and substitution promote so-called “divine child abuse” can be more

easily answered. Third, pneumatological soteriology maintains moral-influence theories’

“0On the idea that John Wesley’s soteriology is described better by the phrase via salutis, Yong
follows Randy Maddox, Responsible Grace: John Wesley’s Practical Theology (Nashville, TN:
Kingswood, 1994).

°10n the expanded senses of conversion, Yong follows Donald L. Gelpi, The Conversion
Experience: A Reflective Process for RCIA Participants and Others (New York, NY: Paulist Press, 1998);
idem, The Firstborn of Many: A Christology for Converting Christians, 3 vols. (Milwaukee, WI: Marquette
University Press, 2001). Gelpi’s own understanding of Christian conversion is informed by Bernard
Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York, NY: Seabury Press, 1972).

**Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 112-16.
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concern for moral transformation and character rehabilitation, while also offering Jesus as
the standard by which such progress should be measured. For Yong, the coupling of
Luke’s Spirit-christology with Acts’ “Spirit-soteriology” is a model of how Spirit-filled
Christians are to imitate the life and works of the Spirit-anointed Jesus.

Pneumatological Ecclesiology

Yong observes that pentecostals have not historically discussed ecclesiology in
detail and that, when they have, they have not usually done so in explicit connection with
soteriology. He argues, however, that pentecostal soteriology and ecclesiology are
intimately—even if only implicitly—related, inasmuch as pentecostalism has always
been a missiological movement. As Yong states, questions about the church’s nature are
necessarily raised by questions about what it means to be saved.”

Before proposing how pentecostals might begin to explore ecclesiology more
explicitly in connection with soteriology, Yong rehearses some of the different ways that
the Christian tradition has articulated the relationship between soteriology and
ecclesiology.’* In conversation with church models ranging from those that define
entrance into the church in terms of baptism, confession of Christ’s lordship, or spiritual
union with Christ, to those that describe the church as an alternative community
distinguished by its core practices, he proposes elements of a pneumatological
ecclesiology on the fronts of baptism and eucharist. Concerning baptism, Yong states that
water and Spirit baptism should be closely related due to the witness of the New

Testament, the early church’s expectations for the Spirit to be given in connection with

%Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 121-22, 127.

**Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 127-31.
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baptism, and the fact that a significant number of pentecostals (Oneness pentecostals)
already closely associate the two.”” Further, Yong contends that the invocation of the
Holy Spirit should be central to the pentecostal practice of baptism, with the
understanding that the Spirit is the active sacramental agent, not consecrated water.”® In
addition, he suggests that baptism be seen as the enactment of our participation in
Christ’s death and resurrection and as the representation of the reception of the Spirit.”’
Also, he states that pentecostals should allay their fears about sacramental language in
respect to baptism since, at the very least, it realizes new life in the Spirit through
conformity to Christ’s death and resurrection and, at the most, it is a transforming ritual
that conveys grace to those who receive it in faith.”®

Concerning eucharist, Yong describes five dimensions of its transforming effects
on worshipping communities. First, eucharist is a physical act of eating and drinking that
some pentecostals associate with physical healing, inasmuch as the latter is believed to be
provided in Jesus’ atoning death.”” For Yong, this notion follows from the idea that “the

material elements of bread and wine or juice somehow mediate the presence of Christ by

With respect to the New Testament witness, Yong refers specifically to Acts 2:38, “And Peter
said to them, ‘Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of
your sins; and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit”” (RSV). See Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All
Flesh, 157.

*For a brief discussion of the significance of invoking the Holy Spirit as a point of continuity
between the pentecostal and Roman Catholic traditions, see Ralph Del Colle, “Whither Pentecostal
Theology?: Why a Catholic is Interested,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies
31, no. 1 (2009): 36-37.

°"In this context, Yong writes, “By ‘enacts’ and ‘represents,” I wish to find a way beyond the
impasse of saying either ‘baptism saves/gives the Spirit’ or ‘baptism merely symbolizes’ (Yong, Spirit
Poured Out on All Flesh, 159, n. 78).

%Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 156-60.

*This belief is based in part on I Peter 2:24, “He himself bore our sins in his body on the tree, that
we might die to sin and live to righteousness. By his wounds you have been healed” (RSV).
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the power of the Spirit,” a belief that pentecostals have not usually held but that they are
in a position to embrace given their existing belief that physical healing can be mediated
through physical means such as the laying on of hands.'” Second, just as the Spirit
makes Christ present to us, the Spirit also makes us present to Christ in the eucharist.
Through the relationship established by the Spirit, eucharist becomes an interpersonal
encounter between Christ and his body. Third, as the climax of the church’s liturgy,
eucharist promotes reconciliation among members of Christ’s body. In this way,
eucharist is truly the fellowship in the Spirit of the church catholic. Fourth, eucharist is a
political act that promotes a radically alternative way of living. This aspect of eucharist
resists the privatization of one’s religious impulses by encouraging public living that
derives from the eucharist as a prophetic act. Fifth, eucharist is an event in which
Christians anticipate the final resurrection in the power of the Spirit. It involves both
remembering (anamnesis) and looking forward.'"'

While Yong does not develop a full-scale ecclesiology, his treatments of baptism
and eucharist encourage pentecostals to address soteriology and ecclesiology in
conjunction with each other. By describing baptism and eucharist as integral components
of a Christian liturgy understood as performative rites that redeem and transform, Yong
accentuates the soteriological dimensions of two important elements of ecclesiology. '

Theology of Disability and Systematic Loci

'Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 163.
'Y ong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 160-66.
120n baptism and eucharist, also see Amos Yong, “Ordinances and Sacraments,” in Encyclopedia

of Pentecostal and Charismatic Christianity, ed. Stanley M. Burgess (New York, NY: Routledge, 2006),
345-48.
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Yong’s Theology and Down Syndrome: Reimagining Disability in Late Modernity
(2007) is first and foremost a contribution to disabilities studies from a theological
perspective.'” Nonetheless, its final section is a consideration of various systematic loci
in light of a reconsideration of intellectual disabilities. While it may not be obvious at
first glance how such a study fits within the specifically pneumatological logic that I am
arguing governs Yong’s theological programme, close inspection reveals that the same
foundational pneumatology and pneumatological imagination that directs Yong’s
theology of religions and quest for a “world theology” also guides his theology of
disability, resulting in a Christian theology informed by disabilities perspectives.'**
Inasmuch as the Spirit holds together disparate things without compromising each thing’s
identity and integrity, the pneumatological imagination is attuned to the many contextual
voices in our pluralistic world in order to be informed by them without silencing one
voice by conflating it to another. Just as Yong wishes to interpret the “many tongues” of
the various cultural manifestations of global pentecostalism, he also wishes to be
attentive to the “diverse tongues” of persons with intellectual disabilities, both in
allowing them to articulate their own self-understandings and in allowing their insights to
shape Christian theology.'® I will focus on his discussions of creation and final

resurrection.

'%See also Amos Yong, “Disability, the Human Condition, and the Spirit of the Eschatological
Long Run: Toward a Pneumatological Theology of Disability,” Journal of Religion, Disability & Health
11, no. 1 (2007): 5-25.

%Y ong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 10-14.

"%y ong draws on the imagery of Pentecost (Acts 2), in which a plurality of tongues are spoken
and heard by a number of different people groups, to illustrate the need for theology to draw on a plurality
of perspectives and make them intelligible in a number of different contexts.
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Creation from a Disabilities Perspective

Yong’s investigations of the impact of experiences of intellectual disabilities on a
theology of creation yield notable results for theological anthropology. He focuses
particularly on how such experiences both complicate traditional Christian accounts of
being created in the image of God and invite reformulation.'® Yong states that the
difficulty with the substantive view, which locates the imago Dei in the human’s
analogical reflection of God’s rational and moral capacities, is its implication that persons
with intellectual disabilities bear the imago Dei to a lesser degree and/or are not fully
human. Also, Yong claims that the functional view, which locates the imago Dei in the
human’s ability to exercise authority and dominion over the rest of creation, implies
similar problems as the substantive view because persons with intellectual disabilities
frequently exhibit diminished capacities for decision making and responsibility for
themselves and others.'®”” Most promising, according to Yong, is the relational view,
which locates the imago Dei in the human’s capacity for relationships with God and with
fellow humans, something that is not necessarily diminished by intellectual disabilities.'*®

Yet, for Yong, even the relational view needs to be supplemented by a stronger
emphasis on the embodied nature of human life in order for the imago Dei to be

understood as the imago trinitatis, which underscores human interdependence and

"%y ong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 157-65.

197 According to Yong, the functional view can be compatible with a theology of disabilities if
properly formulated. He writes, “But if we understand this gift (and responsibility) of God that empowers
human dominion less as the power to rule over and more as the power to rule with others, then that opens
up space for us to see people with disabilities as manifesting the divine image precisely in their solidarity
with others who are more actively engaged in exercising dominion in the world” (Yong, Theology and
Down Syndrome, 173).

%Y ong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 169-74.
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interrelationality.'®” A theology of embodiment can account for the particularity of
creation by seeing the Holy Spirit as the creating and sustaining force that allows a
plurality of human body types to exist.''’ Coupled with an emergentist account of the
human soul, in which the soul arises from the material complexity of the human body but
cannot be reduced to it, a theology of embodiment explains how persons with disabilities
can relate to God in spite of their diminished intellectual capacities. The soul is able to
commune with God because it is not merely the human brain, although related to it.""'
Resurrection from a Disabilities Perspective

Since a theology of embodiment highlights the significance of one’s physical
body for identity and sense of self, it raises poignant questions about the continuity of
human persons in relation to eschatology, especially from the perspective of the
resurrection of the body as the removal of all deformity.''* As Yong points out, a purely
physical disability with no intellectual effects might not be seen as constitutive of the
person in any meaningful sense, but an intellectual disability like Down Syndrome is
more likely to shape drastically one’s being in the world and one’s self-perception. The

question must then be posed, if the resurrected body is “freed” from Down Syndrome,

will the human self in question truly have endured such transformation? In other words,

Y ong writes, “My thesis is that the imago Dei is less about some constitutive element of the
human person and more about God’s revelation in Christ and in the faces of our neighbors; yet the life of
Jesus provides a normative account for what it means to be human, and the Holy Spirit creatively enables
and empowers our full humanity in relationship to ourselves, others, and God, even in the most ambiguous
of situations” (Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 180-81).

"Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 181-91.

"Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 190.

"?For Yong’s historical survey of traditional beliefs about resurrection as the restoration of Edenic
perfection, see Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 261-67.
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to what extent can we affirm personal continuity in the eschaton for persons with
intellectual disabilities?

While Yong acknowledges that not all persons with disabilities believe that their
disabilities will somehow be preserved in the eschaton, he states that the challenges
concerning personal continuity from a disabilities perspective warn against quickly
accepting the notion that all deformity will be removed from resurrected bodies as well as
invite a more dynamic eschatology than has typically been conceived in the Christian
tradition.'”” To do this, Yong dialogues with Paul and Gregory of Nyssa. Yong, first,
offers a reading of I Corinthians 15 that preserves personal continuity without
undermining the eschatological transformation of the resurrected body. He, second,
adapts Gregory’s notion of the perpetual progress of the soul towards God (epectasis).
Taking both of these elements in pneumatological perspective, Yong describes the Holy
Spirit as the force of continuity between current embodied life and the life of the
resurrected body. He states,

If human personhood is an emergent entity dependent on the dust that is
our bodies and brains but irreducible to that because of the gift of the
breath of God, then our heavenly life is also similarly dependent on the
resurrection of our bodies (and brains) even if irreducible to that because
of the life-giving spirit of the last Adam. In this case, human bodies that
are the temple of the Holy Spirit in this life...anticipate being hosts of the
resurrecting power of the same Spirit in the life to come. The resurrection

body is hence both continuous with and yet transformed—sanctified and
even beatified—by the life-giving Spirit of God.""*

"3Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 271-92.

"“Yong, Theology and Down Syndrome, 279.
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Thus, Yong describes a dynamic eschatology that takes seriously disability perspectives
about personal continuity by setting the resurrected human self against the backdrop of
perpetual transformation in pneumatological perspective.
Influences and Continuities

While Yong engages hundreds of interlocutors in his writings, I want to mention
briefly a few of the figures most important for the elements of his thought that I have
highlighted. First, American pragmatist philosopher, C. S. Peirce, is a significant
influence on Yong’s theological method and hermeneutic. Continuities with Peirce are
seen in Yong’s adoption of the pragmatic criterion of truth, a relational metaphysic, the
fallibilistic character of human knowing, semiotic interpretation, critical realism, and the
strong commitment to considering empirical data to discern the true reality of
phenomena.'"® Second, Yong articulates his foundational pneumatology in close
conversation with Donald L. Gelpi. In The Divine Mother, Gelpi constructs his own
foundational pneumatology, informed by C. S. Peirce and other figures in the North
American philosophical tradition.''® Yong’s foundational pneumatology is similar to
Gelpi’s with respect to its penchant for fallibilism over hard foundationalism and its
refusal to rely heavily on the a priori in theological method. At the same time, it differs

by working in conjunction with the pneumatological imagination in a way that does not

5See especially Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, ed. Charles Hartshorne and Paul
Weiss (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1974), vol. 1, 141-80 and vol. 5, 29-131. See also Amos Yong,
“The Demise of Foundationalism and the Retention of Truth: What Evangelicals Can Learn from C. S.
Peirce,” Christian Scholars Review 29, no. 3 (2000): 563-88.

"®Donald L. Gelpi, The Divine Mother: A Trinitarian Theology of the Holy Spirit (Lanham, MD:
University Press of America, 1984).
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presuppose an inquirer’s conversion to Christianity in order to be guided by the
pneumatological imagination.''’

Third, Yong’s claims about the various “publics” to which Christian theology
should be addressed draws on David Tracy’s descriptions of the nature of fundamental,
systematic, and practical theology.''® Concerning these three publics, Tracy writes,

In terms of primary reference groups, fundamental theologies are related
primarily to the public represented but not exhausted by the academy.
Systematic theologies are related primarily to the public represented but
not exhausted in the church, here understood as a community of moral and
religious discourse and action. Practical theologies are related primarily to
the public of society, more exactly to the concerns of some particular
social, political, cultural or pastoral movement or problematic which is
argued or assumed to possess major religious import.'"
Based in part on Tracy’s account of these three distinctions within theology, Yong
concludes that theology must address the academy (fundamental), ecclesial self-
understanding (systematic), and ecclesial praxis (practical), each of which is correlated
with the three criteria of truth—correspondence, coherence, and pragmatic,
respectively.'?” The acceptance of these distinctions also forms the basis of Yong’s

commitment to formulate a foundational pneumatology for debate in the public arenas

outside the Christian church, not merely pneumatology as a loci of systematic theology.

"For his explicit interactions with Gelpi, see Yong, “Discerning the Spirit(s), 99-104; idem,
Beyond the Impasse, 58-63; idem, “On Divine Presence,” 167-74. For important qualifications to his
analysis of the place of Christian conversion in Gelpi’s foundational pneumatology, see idem, Spirit
Poured Out on All Flesh, 106-09. See also Amos Yong, “In Search of Foundations: The Oeuvre of Donald
L. Gelpi, SJ, and Its Significance for Pentecostal Theology and Philosophy,” Journal of Pentecostal
Theology 11, no. 1 (2002): 3-26.

"8David Tracy, The Analogical Imagination: Christian Theology and the Culture of Pluralism
(New York, NY: Crossroad Publishing, 1981), 47-98.

"Tracy, Analogical Imagination, 56-57.

%Y ong, Spirit-Word-Community, 275-310.
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Assessment

A number of Yong’s theological achievements deserve explicit observation. First,
Yong follows a method of biblical interpretation that improves drastically upon the
method exhibited in chapter one of my study. Rather than reading all biblical texts as
equivalent data that require equivalent representation in his theological schema, he allows
certain biblical texts to take interpretive authority over other texts and to become more
formative in his theology than other texts. Summarizing the method of biblical
interpretation proposed in The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, Yong writes,

[A] distinctive pentecostal theology would be biblically grounded. Yet its
approach to Scripture may be through a hermeneutical and exegetical
perspective informed explicitly by Luke-Acts. If the genius of
pentecostalism is its yearning to experience afresh the power of the Holy
Spirit manifest in the first-century church and if Luke is the author most
concerned with, and interested in, the operations of the Spirit, then this
convergence should not be surprising. This pentecostal vision of original
Christianity is animated by the conviction that the accounts in the book of
Acts (especially) are not merely of historical interest but an invitation to
participate in the ongoing work of the Holy Spirit. Thus, for pentecostals,
Luke-Acts has served somewhat as a template allowing readers to enter
into the world of the early church. In this volume, a Lukan hermeneutic
will be developed both in order to establish the biblical credentials of
world pentecostal theology and in order to provide a point of entry into the
diversity of biblical texts. I see as unavoidable such an open
acknowledgement of approaching the whole of Scripture through a part of
the whole: no one can be merely and fully biblical in the exhaustive sense
of the term. Better to concede one’s perspective up front, since this better
protects agle;ilnst a naive biblicism that often results in aspirations to be
“biblical.”

While Yong’s choice to privilege Luke-Acts specifically may be debatable, his
methodological posture towards the interpretation of the Christian canon for theological
purposes is better able to acknowledge the diversity of witnesses it contains than an

approach that attempts a purely inductive investigation of the canon in order to weigh all

"'Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 27.
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data equally. At the same time, Yong’s approach does not preclude the comprehensive
study of scripture for theology; it simply concedes that an interpretive lens—unavoidably,
from his perspective—shapes such comprehensive study.'*

Second, more than any other pentecostal scholar, Yong demonstrates awareness
that “hermeneutics” encompasses far more than simply biblical interpretation. In some
conservative evangelical, including some pentecostal contexts, “hermeneutics” is simply
a synonym for “biblical exegesis.”'>* This characteristic among pentecostals is due in part
to the fact that scripture scholars preceded (and still outnumber) systematic theologians
and philosophers among pentecostal academicians.'** Yong’s articulation of a theological
hermeneutic and method through engagement with the broader senses of philosophical
hermeneutics on issues such as realism, semiotics, fallibilism, and language philosophy
encourages pentecostal theologians to explore the wider dimensions of “hermeneutics”—
of which biblical interpretation should be only one facet—and the roles that they should
play in future constructive theology.

Third, and closely related to the second, Yong’s theology is marked by extensive

engagement with abiding and contemporary philosophical issues. While he has not

crafted an explicit statement on the relationship between theology and philosophy, he

'22Cf. his method of biblical interpretation in Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 27-48. Here, his
interpretation seems to be driven more by philosophical/theological categories (relationality, rationality,
and dynamism) than by any single canonical lens. Either way, the point remains that Yong’s biblical
interpretation allows certain biblical texts to move to the foreground while others recede into the
background.

'20One of the most notable exceptions to this among evangelicals is Kevin J. Vanhoozer, Is There
a Meaning in This Text?: The Bible, the Reader, and the Morality of Literary Knowledge (Grand Rapids,
MI: Zondervan, 1998); idem, First Theology: God, Scripture, and Hermeneutics (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2002); idem, The Drama of Doctrine: A Canonical-Linguistic Approach to Christian
Theology (Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press, 2005).

"**For Yong’s own account of this trend among pentecostal scholars, see Amos Yong,
“Pentecostalism and the Theological Academy,” Theology Today 64 (2007): 244-50.
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assumes that philosophical discourse is one of the “many tongues” that must be heard in
constructive theology, as well as one of the “publics” to which theology must be
addressed in the quest for truth in a pluralistic world. Yong’s philosophical work to
develop a relational metaphysic and ontology and a fallibilist epistemology—all in
theological perspective—should not be ignored by future pentecostal theologians. His
engagement with philosophical and fundamental theology also sets a precedent that
pentecostal theologians can either follow, modify, or reject, but they cannot afford to
dismiss it.

Fourth, Yong is the pentecostal theologian who reflects on theological method
most conscientiously and explicitly. I am aware of no other pentecostal who has devoted
an entire monograph to theological method and hermeneutics as Yong has in Spirit-
Word-Community. This distinguishing trait is marked by at least two additional
characteristics. First, as I have argued throughout this chapter, his method is rigorously
consistent and governs the whole of his theology. As such, it is truly a pneumatological

theology throughout.'*> Second, he discusses theological method in a way that preserves

'2The only noteworthy shift in Yong’s thought is the extent to which he engages in speculative
reasoning about God’s inner life. In Discerning the Spirit(s), Yong is reluctant to say much about the
immanent Trinity (105-11); yet, in Spirit-Word-Community, Yong develops a detailed account of the
immanent Trinity (49-81). This is not to say, however, that Yong speculates about the immanent Trinity
without basis. Following the logic of David Coffey’s procedure of reflecting on the “biblical Trinity”
before the immanent Trinity (Coffey, Deus Trinitas, 33-45), Yong moves from his framework of the Spirit
as relational, rational, and dynamic—which is thoroughly informed by scripture—to this framework’s
implications for the doctrine of the Trinity. Further, Yong does not speculate about the immanent Trinity
for its own sake. Rather, the immanent Trinity serves as part of the theological basis for his triadic
metaphysic.

The following statement from Discerning the Spirit(s) is illustrative of Yong’s earlier hesitancy to
speak about the immanent Trinity: “[I]t is noteworthy to mention here that there are important Pentecostal
reasons for adhering to a trinitarian metaphysics of creation ex nihilo. To begin with, there is a general anti-
intellectualist attitude inherent in Pentecostalism which eschews the speculative moment in the process of
cognition. This disposition has not motivated many Pentecostals to extensive consideration of the trinitarian
mystery. The result is that trinitarian Pentecostals have more or less adopted the classical Nicene and
Reformation theological formulas without critical reflection. In spite of this acceptance, Pentecostals
generally prefer to retain biblical terminology and metaphors in their theologizing. This results in much
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a close relationship between the form and content of theology. While recognizing the
importance of method in theology, he does not become entrapped in prolegomena at the
expense of taking up various theological themes. This is illustrated most clearly in the
relationship between Spirit-Word-Community and The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh;
the latter’s treatment of systematic loci follows the former’s methodological logic.

I now raise two related issues integral to Yong’s theological method and
hermeneutic that he and any others who appropriate his thought will need to address. I am
interested primarily in whether these two issues are ultimately coherent with other aspects
of Yong’s thought. First, there are some unresolved tensions between Yong’s
metaphysical tenets in relation to some of his theological formulations. For example, he
assumes at a number of different places in Spirit-Word-Community that a metaphysic
predicated on the category of substance is no longer tenable in the postmodern world.'*°
Nevertheless, he continues to trade on theological categories such as intra-trinitarian
processions, filioque, and perichoresis, which are imbedded in substance metaphysics.
This raises the following related questions: What precisely does it mean to say that within
the immanent Trinity the Father begets the Son and that the Father (in the West, filiogue)
breathes forth the Spirit if it does not mean that the Father in eternity imparts the divine
essence to the Son and to the Spirit? Similarly, what meaning is left for a notion like
perichoresis if it does not mean the coinherence that the divine persons enjoy precisely

on the basis of their sharing the one divine essence? Yong’s shift from a static

more of an emphasis among Pentecostals on ‘God for us’ than on God in Godself. This view of God as
essentially indeterminate except as creator of all things ex nihilo is, I suggest, in line with the intuitive
Pentecostal distrust of speculating on the divine life ad intra” (109). See also Amos Yong, “Oneness and
Trinity: The Theological and Ecumenical Implications of Creation Ex Nihilo for an Intra-Pentecostal
Dispute,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 19, no. 1 (1997): 81-107.

"2°For example, Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 16, 53-59, 74-75, 79-80, 93-94, 116-17, 177-78,
243,
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metaphysic of substance to a relational metaphysic raises these questions, for it seems
that a departure from the substance categories that support these notions requires them to
be thoroughly reworked.'?” That s, Yong’s shift to a relational metaphysic removes from
notions like intra-trinitarian processions, filioque, and perichoresis the content that they
posses within the context of a metaphysic of substance, and Yong has not stated
explicitly what new content is to be invested in these notions within the context of a
relational metaphysic. My point is not to assume the abandonment of these notions along
with a metaphysic of substance, but to question the coherence of their use within a
relational metaphysic.

Second, there is tension between Yong’s theology of Spirit and Word (read:
“Logos,” not “scripture”) as proposed throughout his corpus and his “Lukan
hermeneutic” of biblical interpretation as proposed in The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh.
Throughout his discussions of pneumatological theology, Yong makes clear that he
wishes neither to subordinate the Spirit to the Word nor the Word to the Spirit; rather,
pneumatological theology leads to a robust trinitarian theology.'* Yet, in The Spirit
Poured Out on All Flesh, he suggests that pentecostal theologians should allow Luke-
Acts to serve as an interpretive lens for the rest of scripture. It seems, however, that a
Lukan hermeneutic might in fact invite a logical priority of the Spirit over the Word,
given the fact that in Luke-Acts there is no mention of the incarnate Word and the Spirit

brings about Jesus’ conception. Again, my concerns are over the issue of coherence. I do

127One option preferred by several contemporary theologians for reworking a notion like
perichoresis apart from substance metaphysics is a form of the social doctrine of the Trinity, but Yong’s
ambivalence about social trinitarianism’s ability to avoid tritheism suggests that such is not likely to be a
viable reformulation for him. See Yong, Spirit-Word-Community, 80.

2%y ong makes this contention throughout Discerning the Spirit(s) and Spirit-Word-Community, as
well as other places.
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not assume that christology should give logical priority to the Spirit over the Word, but
am inquiring about the compatibility of Yong’s theology of the Spirit and the Word with
a Lukan hermeneutic. Further explanation is needed as to precisely how a Lukan
hermeneutic leads to an egalitarian relationship between Spirit and Word.
Summary and Conclusion

I have demonstrated that Yong engages in philosophical and fundamental
theology from a pneumatological perspective by developing a metaphysic, ontology, and
epistemology. In so doing, he gives accounts of the God-world relationship (foundational
pneumatology) and of the processes of human knowing (pneumatological imagination). |
have also shown that all of the other major points of Yong’s theology derive from this
pneumatological basis. First, Yong’s theology of religions depends on foundational
pneumatology’s claims about the Spirit’s presence and activity in the world and on the
pneumatological imagination’s insistence on ongoing interpretation of religious “others.”
Second, in his quest for a truly global theology, Yong joins foundational pneumatology’s
tenets about the Spirit’s universal presence and activity with the traditional pentecostal
emphasis on the Spirit’s being poured out on all flesh. Yong also employs the
pneumatological imagination’s penchant for empirical investigation in order to establish
pentecostalism’s diverse instantiations and their potential for contributing to a global
theology. Third, in his treatment of systematic /oci, Yong allows foundational
pneumatology to inform soteriology and ecclesiology and follows the pneumatological
imagination’s lead in listening to diverse contextual voices, including persons with
intellectual disabilities. All in all, Yong is the most successful pentecostal theologian at

developing a thoroughly and consistently pneumatological theology.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
“REGULA SPIRITUALITATIS, REGULA DOCTRINAE”:
A CONTRIBUTION TO PENTECOSTAL THEOLOGICAL METHOD
Introduction

Pentecostals have not always been quick to perceive the significant impact that
theological method can have on the content of one’s theology. For example, Steven M.
Studebaker demonstrates this problem in his study of pentecostals’ dependence on
Protestant scholasticism in their attempts to relate christology and pneumatology in their
soteriologies. Studebaker shows not only that pentecostals have developed soteriologies
with similar content to some Reformed soteriologies, but also that they have borrowed
certain methodological structures that have shaped their theologies by yielding results
that are in fact quite contrary to their intentions.'

Part of the purpose of my study is to show that this inattentiveness to theological
method is beginning to recede. I have discussed in detail methodological approaches
centered on the implications of pentecostal experience for biblical interpretation
(Arrington), the relationship between theology and Christian spirituality (Land and
Chan), baptism in the Holy Spirit (Macchia), and foundational pneumatology and

pneumatological imagination (Yong)*—all of which indicate that pentecostal theologians

are now suggesting points of orientation for their theologies that demonstrate their

'Studebaker argues specifically that pentecostals have unintentionally subordinated pneumatology
to christology in their soteriologies. See Steven M. Studebaker, “Pentecostal Soteriology and
Pneumatology,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 11, no. 2 (2003): 248-70.

’In addition to these, the fivefold gospel and the doctrine of the Trinity have been proposed as
orienting points for pentecostal theology. For the first, see John Christopher Thomas, ‘“Pentecostal
Theology in the Twenty-First Century,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 20,
no. 1 (1998): 3-19. For the second, see Terry L. Cross, “Can There be a Pentecostal Systematic Theology?:
An Essay on Theological Method in a Postmodern World” (Tulsa, OK: Proceedings of the 30" Annual
Meeting of the Society for Pentecostal Studies, 2001), 145-66; idem, “A Response to Clark Pinnock’s
‘Church in the Power of the Holy Spirit’,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 14, no. 2 (2006): 175-82.
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increased awareness of the necessity to be both conscious of and intentional about
theological method in systematic theology. I wish to encourage further this awareness by
proposing that pentecostals give careful consideration to the contributions that a form of
lex orandi, lex credendi could make as one facet of theological method in systematic
theology.® After describing the method, I will offer the Lord’s supper as an exercise in
the performance of the method.*

Throughout this chapter, I will indicate, mostly in the footnotes, continuities and
discontinuities between my proposals and the theologies of the figures already considered
in my study. For now, let me state generally the most explicit similarities of their
theologies with both my methodological proposal and case study.’ First, I affirm the

prominent place that Pearlman, Williams, and Arrington give to scripture in theology,

*Chan and Macchia suggest but do not significantly developed a role for lex orandi, lex credendi
in pentecostal theology. See Simon Chan, “The Church and the Development of Doctrine,” Journal of
Pentecostal Theology 13, no. 1 (2004): 66; idem, Liturgical Theology (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity
Press, 2006), 48-52; Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 54; In addition to his brief comments in Amos Yong,
The Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh: Pentecostalism and the Possibility of Global Theology (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Academic, 2005), 29, see Yong’s more extensive reflections on lex orandi, lex credendi from
the perspective of speech-act theory in idem, Hospitality and the Other: Pentecost, Christian Practices, and
the Neighbor (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2008), 38-64. My initial attempt to incorporate lex orandi, lex
credendi into pentecostal theological method has a number of similarities with Yong’s, although mine is
not offered (then or now) primarily within the context of a theology of religions. See Christopher A.
Stephenson, “The Rule of Spirituality and the Rule of Doctrine: A Necessary Relationship in Theological
Method,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 15, no. 1 (2006): 83-105.

*I choose the Lord’s supper as the exercise in theological method in part because I believe that
pentecostal participation in formal ecumenical dialogues is critical to the progress of ecumenism. The
Lord’s supper is one of the most divisive theological issues among Christians. If pentecostals are to engage
other Christian traditions adequately on this important ecumenical front, then they must first articulate a
more comprehensive theology of the Lord’s supper that is intelligible and coherent within the contexts of
their own faith communities. While my below conclusions about the Lord’s supper could be improperly
exploited to bring further division from other Christian traditions on this issue, the ability to represent the
theological distinctives of one’s tradition is a sine qua non of formal ecumenical dialogue. Therefore, I am
more concerned with articulating a doctrine of the Lord’s supper that pentecostals could begin to take to the
ecumenical table as representative of their theological concerns than with whether members of other
Christian traditions will find my conclusions about the supper to be compatible with their own.

*It should be noted that these are not the only aspects of their respective theologies for which I
have sympathy, only those most directly related to my methodological proposal. For my further
assessments of each of these theologians, see the concluding portions of chaps. 1-4.
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although with the most important qualification that biblical interpretation alone never
exhausts the work that systematic theology requires. Among these three theologians, I see
as more compatible with my concerns Arrington’s steps towards a perspectival
hermeneutic, aside from any number of qualifications that would need to be made about
his categorical use of “pentecostal experience” to explain certain dynamics of biblical
interpretation. Second, I affirm with Land and Chan that spirituality must be thoroughly
integrated into systematic theology. With Land, I affirm that pentecostal spirituality
should have an eschatological and pneumatological tenor, and with Chan, I affirm the
need for an ordered liturgy that gives a prominent place to the Lord’s supper in
pentecostal worship. Third, I affirm with Macchia that pneumatology should figure
prominently in systematic theology, even if I am not fully convinced of its ability to serve
as an organizing principle for the whole of theology.® I also share Macchia’s desire to
avoid “realized eschatology” by making sufficient distinction between the church and the
fullness of the kingdom without dichotomizing the two or failing to acknowledge that the
inauguration of the kingdom is the church itself. Fourth, I affirm Yong’s insistence that
human knowing is non-foundational and his accompanying refusal of attempting to

construct any theology based on a single principle, whether the Holy Spirit, scripture, or

My ambivalence here is not based on doubts about the adequacy of pneumatology per se, but
about the ability of any single /oci to be a point of orientation for theology without marginalizing or unduly
distorting certain other /oci. I do not wish to undermine the need for pneumatology to be a formative force
in theology in the 21* century; rather, I am still noncommittal about the legitimacy of pursuits in first
philosophy and first theology in themselves, whether the “first” in question be “spirit” or something else. I
should be clear that I am not proposing a “first principle” in theological method but simply one
consideration that would need to work in conjunction with other methodological aspects of doctrinal
formulation.
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tradition. I also affirm Yong’s insistence that human knowing is fallible and extend this
principle explicitly to Christian doctrine.’

One of my own presuppositions for the following discussion is that it is crucial to
the life and health of pentecostal communities for their theologians to engage in doctrinal
theology. I essentially agree with Chan that the struggle that pentecostals are
experiencing in their attempts to pass on their core values to successive generations can
be understood in part as a failure in systematic theology.® When their children have asked
them about the “Whys” and “Whats” of their beliefs and practices, pentecostals have
always been able to take their children to meetings of corporate worship in order for them
to “see for themselves.” The question still remains, however, as to what extent
pentecostals will be able to give critical and convincing theological rationales for their
beliefs and practices. The challenges given by the question “What are we going to teach
our children?” should further motivate pentecostals to theologize systematically.

Lex Orandi, Lex Credendi
Recent considerations of lex orandi, lex credendi are numerous,’ but I will limit

my discussion to the insights of Geoffrey Wainwright and Maurice Wiles. Literally

"The need to acknowledge the fallibility of human knowing is but one more reason that the “Bible
doctrines” method hinders constructive theology among pentecostals. Since most pentecostals are
uncomfortable with the statement that the Bible is fallible, they will be unable to accept the fact that
Christian doctrine is fallible as long as they fail to understand that Christian doctrine is not found in the
Bible as such but is derived from it. Only once important conceptual space is established between the Bible
and doctrine will pentecostal theologians be able to speak freely about the fallibility of doctrine without
necessarily making the same indictment about the Bible.

¥Simon Chan, Pentecostal Theology and the Christian Spiritual Tradition (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 2000), 12.

’See, for example, Geoffrey Wainwright, “Lex Orandi, Lex Credendi,” in Dictionary of the
Ecumenical Movement, ond ed., ed. Nicholas Lossky et al. (Geneva: WCC Publications, 2002), 679-83; W.
Taylor Stevenson, “Lex Orandi-Lex Credendi,” in The Study of Anglicanism, ed. Stephen Sykes, John
Booty, and Jonathan Knight (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1998), 174-88; Paul L. Gavrilyuk,
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translated as “law of praying, law of believing,” the axiom lex orandi, lex credendi (or
some form of it) goes back within the Western theological tradition at least to the semi-
pelagian controversy of the 5™ century, at which time the Augustinian monk Prosper of
Aquitaine wrote that “the law of supplication should determine the law of faith.”'* In
keeping with Prosper’s statement, lex orandi, lex credendi is often used as shorthand to
express that there is an indissoluble relationship between Christian worship and Christian
belief.

There are, however, different opinions about precisely how that relationship
should operate. Geoffrey Wainwright, in his commendable undertaking to write a
systematic theology from the perspective of Christian liturgy and doxology,'' notes that

there are at least two ways that lex orandi, lex credendi can be interpreted. First, it can be

“Canonical Liturgies: The Dialectic of Lex Orandi and Lex Credendi,” in Canonical Theism: A Proposal
for Theology and the Church, ed. William J. Abraham, Jason E. Vickers, Natalie B. Van Kirk (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2008), 61-72; Michael Downey, “Lex Orandi, Lex Credendi: Taking
it Seriously in Systematic Theology,” in Promise of Presence, ed. Michael Downey and Richard N.
Fragomeni (Washington, DC: Pastoral Press, 1992), 3-25; Duncan B. Forrester, “Lex Orandi, Lex
Credendi,” in Theology and Practice, ed. Duncan B. Forrester (London: Epworth Press, 1990), 71-80;
Charles R. Hohenstein, “‘Lex Orandi, Lex Credendi’: Cautionary Notes,” Wesleyan Theological Journal
32, no. 2 (1997): 140-57; Mary M. Schaefer, “Lex Orandi, Lex Credendi: Faith, Doctrine, and Theology in
Dialogue,” Studies in Religion/Sciences Religieuses 26, no. 4 (1997): 467-79; Kenneth Stevenson, “Lex
Orandi, Lex Credendi—Strange Bed-Fellows?: Some Reflections on Worship and Doctrine,” Scottish
Journal of Theology 39, no. 2 (1986): 225-41; Julia Upton, “A Feminist Perspective: Lex Orandi, Lex
Credendi,” Liturgical Ministry 1 (1992): 137-39; Teresa Berger, “Prayers and Practices of Women: Lex
Orandi Reconfigured,” Yearbook of the European Society of Women in Theological Research 9 (2001): 63-
77; Orlando O. Espin, “Whose Lex Orandi? Whose Lex Credendi?: Latino/a Catholicism as a Theological
Challenge for Liturgy” (San Diego, CA: Paper Presented at the Annual Meeting of the North American
Academy of Liturgy, 2006), 53-71; Robert E. Cushman, “Lex Orandi, Lex Credendi,” Journal of Religious
Thought 18, no. 2 (1961): 113-19; Paul.V. Marshall, “Reconsidering ‘Liturgical Theology’: Is There a Lex
Orandi for All Christians?,” Studia Liturgica 25, no. 2 (1995): 129-50.

"Prosper of Aquitaine, De gratia Dei et libero voluntatis arbitrio, Patrologia Graeca, 51:209. For
a brief history of Prosper’s use of the phrase (ut legem credendi lex statuat supplicandi) and of the later use
of its derivative (lex orandi, lex credendi), see Paul De Clerck, “‘Lex orandi, lex credendi’: Sens originel et
avatars historiques d’un adage équivoque,” Questions Liturgiques/Studies in Liturgy 59, no. 4 (1978): 193-
212.

"'Geoffrey Wainwright, Doxology: The Praise of God in Worship, Doctrine, and Life (New York,
NY: Oxford University Press, 1980). Wainwright devotes a chapter to lex orandi (218-50) and a chapter to
lex credendi (251-83).
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understood to mean that the law of prayer norms the law of belief, in which case what is
prayed determines what should be believed. Wainwright suggests that this is the sense in
which Roman Catholics usually understand the axiom. But the phrase can also be taken
to mean that the law of belief norms the law of prayer, in which case what is believed
determines what should be prayed. Wainwright suggests that the phrase is usually taken
in this latter sense by Protestants, when indeed they intentionally make use of the method
at all.'> Wainwright carefully notes that both Roman Catholics and Protestants know both
appropriations of lex orandi, lex credendi, but goes on to say,

It is rare that the Roman Catholic church prunes its liturgy in any
doctrinally substantial way. On the other hand, the origins of Protestantism
lie in a critical confrontation with existing liturgy and doctrine, and the
original Protestant search for purity of worship and belief is prolonged in
the notion of ecclesia semper reformanda. Protestantism does not consider
its worship or its doctrine infallible, whereas the Roman Catholic church
makes that claim of its dogma and, in essentials, its liturgy. The agreement
and difference may be put as follows. Both Catholicism and Protestantism
consider that there is properly a complementary and harmonious relation
between worship and doctrine, and that it is the business of worship and
doctrine to express the Christian truth. They tend to differ on the question
of which of the two, doctrine or worship, should set the pace, and they
differ profoundly on the question of whether either or both—the Church’s
worship or its doctrine—may fall into error."

Also, Wainwright states that it is rare to find Protestant theologians who have addressed
at length the questions involved in the interplay between worship and doctrine, even

though the interplay undeniably takes place in Protestant Churches. He notes that “it was

2Wainwright, Doxology, 218, 251. See also James F. Kay, “The Lex Orandi in Recent Protestant
Theology,” in Ecumenical Theology in Worship, Doctrine, and Life: Essays Presented to Geoffiey
Wainwright on His Sixtieth Birthday, ed. David S. Cunningham, Ralph Del Colle, and Lucas Lamadrid
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1999), 11-21.

PWainwright, Doxology, 251-52.



197

the policy of the Reformers to establish doctrinal control over worship, and the critical
primacy of doctrine in relation to liturgy has remained characteristic of Protestantism.”"*

In The Making of Christian Doctrine,"” Maurice Wiles addresses the issue of early
doctrinal development and considers the role of lex orandi in doctrinal formulation.'® He
contends that early doctrinal controversies were not matters of intellectual argument
alone and that ideas such as Arianism and subordinationism were defeated on an official
doctrinal level largely because they failed to do justice to the early Christian view that the
Son is a fitting object of worship. He continues by stating that amid the debate over the
status of the Holy Spirit the most important factor was the established institution of triple
immersion into the names of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit at baptism.'’

However, in regard to the christological controversy, Wiles says that the influence
of worship that contributed to the siding for Nicene theology over against Arius was not
“the pattern of ordered liturgical development but the pattern of popular devotion.”'® The
opinion that the influence of worship in the earliest doctrinal development was at times

that of “untutored popular devotion”"’

causes Wiles to warn that the validity of the
influence of /ex orandi not be accepted uncritically. He writes,

We must be ready to admit that the popular devotion of the ante-Nicene
period may have been more powerful as a historical and psychological

“Wainwright, Doxology, 219.

“Maurice Wiles, The Making of Christian Doctrine: A Study in the Principles of Early Doctrinal
Development (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967).

'For a discussion of the complications of speaking of the “development” of doctrine, see Maurice
Wiles, The Remaking of Christian Doctrine (Philadelphia, PA: Westminster Press, 1978), 5-19.

"Wiles, Making of Christian Doctrine, 87-88.
®Wiles, Making of Christian Doctrine, 89.

PWiles, Making of Christian Doctrine, 89.
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force leading to the triumph of orthodoxy than it is a rational ground of
appeal for the truth of that doctrine today.>

Wiles concludes that while the practice of prayer has had an effect on doctrine and
should continue to do so, it is not the case that the practice of prayer has always had the
effect on doctrine that it should have had.*'
The Rule of Spirituality and the Rule of Doctrine

I now want to state the specific points of a pentecostal appropriation of /ex orandi,
lex credendi informed by Wainwright and Wiles that I will call “the rule of spirituality
and the rule of doctrine.” I will then offer two examples that implicitly illustrate the
relationship between the two, one from the New Testament and one from fourth century
Greek pneumatology. I will conclude this section with a brief survey of three aspects of
pentecostal spirituality that should figure prominently in any attempt to articulate a
relationship between spirituality and doctrine.

Relationship Between Spirituality and Doctrine

The above insights from Wainwright and Wiles lead to two specific guidelines
that pentecostals should follow when relying on lex orandi, lex credendi as an aspect of
theological method. First, while Wainwright’s characterization of Protestant and Roman
Catholic reliance on the relationship between lex orandi, lex credendi is by his own
admission a generalization, his descriptions can be taken together as an heuristic device
for developing a pentecostal approach to the relationship between the two. Such an
approach should involve granting a reciprocal relationship between /ex orandi and lex

credendi rather than one ordered in either direction. That is, pentecostals could

Wiles, Making of Christian Doctrine, 90.

*'Wiles, Making of Christian Doctrine, 93.
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acknowledge the fact that each influences the other, and they could encourage the
interplay between worship and beliefs in their formulation of doctrinal theology. The rule
of prayer would be intentionally employed in order to influence the rule of belief, and the
rule of belief would be intentionally employed in order to influence the rule of prayer.

Second, a pentecostal appropriation of /lex orandi, lex credendi should also
involve giving careful attention to the role of what Wiles calls “untutored popular
devotion” in doctrinal development. That is, pentecostal practices must be allowed to
have a formative role in doctrinal formulation, but they must not be accepted uncritically.
Rather, pentecostals must engage in a serious discerning process about precisely which
practices should be embraced and transmitted and which practices might need to be
revised or jettisoned. To state the obvious, they should not pass on everything that they
have received.”

An appropriate form of lex orandi, lex credendi for pentecostals might be called
regula spiritualitatis, regula doctrinae, “‘the rule of spirituality and the rule of doctrine.”
As its name indicates, the axiom proposes to say something about the relationship
between spirituality and doctrine. I broaden “law of prayer” (lex orandi) to “rule of
spirituality” because on the whole pentecostals do not tend to place much emphasis on
scripted liturgy in their worship, although I do not deny that “liturgy” can also refer to
worship in a broader sense.” “Rule of spirituality” better captures the realities of

pentecostal practices as well as formative experiences that lie outside the boundaries of

*For a brief argument of this point with some examples, see Anthea Butler, “Pentecostal
Traditions We Should Pass On: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society
for Pentecostal Studies 27, no. 2 (2005): 343-53.

This is not to say that pentecostals should not place more emphasis on scripted liturgy than they
usually do—1I have no doubt that they could benefit from such an increased emphasis. However, to limit
this methodological principle to scripted liturgy would be to sabotage it from the start.
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corporate Worship.24 Walter Principe expresses some of my intention by the phrase “rule
of spirituality” when he refers to what he calls the “first level” of spirituality as “the real
or existential level” that has to do with “a person’s lived experience.”” “Rule of
doctrine” refers to the consciously formulated and adopted teachings of pentecostal
communities expressed in a systematic fashion that explores how those doctrines are
related to each other. I intentionally avoid describing doctrine as the “official
authoritative teaching” of a denomination or fellowship of churches, although this may be
a legitimate approach for other contexts.”® My purpose for using the phrase “rule of
doctrine” is to distinguish between, on the one hand, general theological beliefs that
might be almost indistinguishable from the ethos of a spirituality and, on the other hand,
particular theological views that have been acknowledged, scrutinized, and articulated
rationally with sensitivity to broader systematic relationships between it and other

acknowledged, scrutinized, and articulated theological views. Every Christian tradition

*It is beyond the scope of my study to give a comprehensive account of the category
“experience.” More research that is philosophically and anthropologically informed from pentecostal
perspectives is needed in this area. Some of the standard questions on this matter include: Are there such
things as “religious experiences,” that is, experiences whose content is inherently religious? Or is it more
proper simply to speak of experiences that are, “experienced religiously,” that is, experiences that are not
inherently religious but whose significances are legitimately interpreted from religious perspectives?
Answers to these questions will have important implications for pentecostal spirituality inasmuch as
speaking of “experiences of the Spirit” seems to assume that some experiences have an inherently
pneumatological character and some do not. On the hermeneutical nature of experience, see Yong, Spirit-
Word-Community, 245-53. On experience and its relation to pentecostal theology, see Terry L. Cross, “The
Divine-Human Encounter: Towards a Pentecostal Theology of Experience,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the
Society for Pentecostal Studies 31, no. 1 (2009): 3-34; Peter Althouse, “Toward a Theological
Understanding of the Pentecostal Appeal to Experience,” Journal of Ecumenical Studies 38, no. 4 (2001):
399-411. Althouse builds on George P. Schner, “The Appeal to Experience,” Theological Studies 53, no. 1
(1992): 40-59. For a discussion of experience in connection with modern notions of human subjectivity, see
Philip Rossi, “The Authority of Experience: What Counts As Experience,” in Religious Experience and
Contemporary Theological Epistemology, ed. Lieven Boeve, Yves De Maeseneer, and Stijn Van den
Bossche (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2005), 269-84.

SWalter Principe, “Spirituality, Christian,” in The New Dictionary of Catholic Spirituality, ed.
Michael Downey (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1993), 932.

*For a definition of doctrine as a church’s official teaching, see Chan, “Development of
Doctrine.”
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struggles with the fact that its most skilled theologians are not always the ones who make
ecclesiastical decisions about the content of “official authoritative teaching,” and
pentecostals are no exception. Because they do not assume that the Spirit will necessarily
keep their official doctrinal decisions from error and because they do not rely on
magisterial guidance to set any of the parameters for their theological reflections,”’
detailed and astute theological positions often flourish among pentecostals even though
they do not enjoy the status of “official authoritative teaching.” These theological
articulations are what I mean by “doctrine.” I also change the phrases from the use of
“law” (lex) to the use of “rule” (regula). One the one hand, lex implies something that is
binding and, therefore, effectively communicates my belief that that the mutual influence
of spirituality and doctrine is binding and unavoidable. On the other hand, I prefer regula
in order to underscore the fact that responsible doctrinal formulation requires the
discipline associated with following a community rule. At its best, theologizing is an
ascetic practice carried out in community that involves the rigorous training of all of
one’s faculties for the greater glory of God. In short, theologizing is itself a spiritual
discipline that one practices with detail and determination and in fellowship with other
believers.

Unlike those who may tend to choose an either/or approach to lex orandi, lex
credendi, pentecostals can adopt a both/and understanding of the rule of spirituality and
the rule of doctrine. Just as spirituality has something to say about doctrine, doctrine also

has something to say about spirituality. If pentecostal theologians allow spirituality and

*"However, for the suggestion that the Assemblies of God has sometimes been guided by a quasi
magisterium, see Cecil M. Robeck, Jr., “An Emerging Magisterium?: The Case of the Assemblies of God,”
in The Spirit and Spirituality: Essays in Honour of Russell P. Spittler, ed. Wonsuk Ma and Robert P.
Menzies (London: T & T Clark, 2004), 212-52.
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doctrine to stand in a proper relationship with each other, the results can be the
articulation of doctrines that are not antagonistic to the aspects of spirituality that are
intentionally embraced by a pentecostal community as well as doctrine that can in turn
inform and if necessary correct aspects of a pentecostal community’s spirituality that
need to be adjusted.”® The movement back and forth between the two could look
something like the following: First, the process of doctrinal articulation will be informed
by what is assumed about God and the world in various facets of spirituality. These
insights will not be able to provide the entire content of a given doctrine, of course, but
they will at least provide a framework for reflection and a point of reference for doctrinal
claims. This doctrinal formulation, then, will be in part a verbalization of the implications
of the more general and sometimes amorphous theological views that are already
presupposed (at times even unconsciously) within the spirituality of the community.
Second, the doctrine in question, having been informed by pentecostal spirituality, will
then reach a higher level of clarity and specificity and will be able to correct undesirable
aspects of the community’s spirituality.

Concerning this mutually informing process, two important qualifications must be
kept in mind. First, I assume that there is no single “pentecostal spirituality” shared by all

pentecostal communities.” I simply use the singular form because I find it more euphonic

*0One of the most prominent examples in the history of the pentecostal tradition of simultaneously
antagonistic beliefs and practices is the historic pentecostal belief in dispensationalism, which is usually
accompanied by cessationism among non-pentecostals, and the pentecostal practice of charismatic spiritual
gifts. This kind of antagonism is precisely what I wish to avoid. On pentecostals and dispensationalism, see
Gerald T. Sheppard, “Pentecostals and the Hermeneutics of Dispensationalism: The Anatomy of an Uneasy
Relationship,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 6, no. 2 (1984): 5-33.

¥For an introduction to the theological and cultural diversity of pentecostalism, see the opening
articles devoted to a global survey of the pentecostal tradition in The New International Dictionary of
Pentecostal and Charismatic Movements, revised and expanded edition, ed. Stanley M. Burgess and
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than “spiritualities.” In this respect, I acknowledge that I am part of North American
theological communities, and I can only trust that theologians in other contexts will take
it upon themselves to determine whether my assumptions about spirituality and doctrine
are useful where they theologize. Second, no pentecostal community in the twenty-first
century ever engages in practices that are not already influenced by theological beliefs or
ever evaluates beliefs that are not already influenced by spirituality. Every experience or
concrete manifestation of spirituality is mediated by existing theological viewpoints. No
experience is merely passive but rather is a construction involving interpretations rooted
in these as well. Therefore, one must speak of more than simply a relationship between
spirituality and general or overarching theological views, for in a sense these two exist
simultaneously. The relationship that I propose is specifically between spirituality and
doctrine, with each understood as described above. There can be no serious doubt that
practices serve as part of the hermeneutical lens through which we view and evaluate
beliefs, and vice versa. Neither beliefs nor practices can be established as if one is
derived solely from the other. Instead, the task is to become more sensitive to the already
existing mutual influence between beliefs and practices and to encourage the active
interplay between them with an eye towards the ramifications for both spirituality and
doctrine. Since the mutual influence is hermeneutically unavoidable, pentecostals would
do well to find a way for it to work for the benefit of both spirituality and doctrine. This

is what I hope to achieve through this back and forth movement in theologizing.*

Eduard M. van der Maas (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2003), 1-302. See also Walter J. Hollenweger,
The Pentecostals: The Charismatic Movement in the Churches (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1972); Allan
Anderson, An Introduction to Pentecostalism: Global Charismatic Christianity (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004); Keith Warrington, Pentecostal Theology: A Theology of Encounter (London: T &
T Clark, 2008).
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One example of this kind of relationship between spirituality and doctrine can be
found in the New Testament. In Gal 3:1-5,”' Paul rhetorically asks the Galatians if their
reception of the Spirit and the Spirit’s working of mighty deeds among them are based on
works of the law or on faith. Because these things are the results of faith, Paul argues, the
Galatians have no need to be circumcised or to attempt to follow the whole law. One way
to couch Paul’s appeal is to say that he is asking the Galatians to come to a theological
viewpoint that is consistent with their spirituality and what they already implicitly assume
on the basis of it. According to Paul, their spirituality tells them that their reception of the
Spirit and the Spirit’s activity among them are due to faith rather than to works of the
law. Paul is asking the Galatians to adopt consciously the theological viewpoint that is
unconsciously presupposed in their spirituality. Their conscious theological view about
the place of works of the law (and of circumcision, specifically) should be consistent with
their spirituality. In turn, the theologically sound outlook, once achieved, should inform
the spiritual practices of the Galatians. That is, they should refuse to be circumcised as a
means for being made righteous. In other words, Paul offers the Galatians’ experiences of
the Spirit as a means through which to reach a theological conclusion. The conscious
theological view then becomes the means through which the Galatians should reach a

decision about their practices.

*This reciprocal relationship between lex orandi and lex credendi in which neither term is “a
norm that is not normed” is compatible with Yong’s theological method and hermeneutic because each
resists any attempt to found one term solely upon another in denial of a mutually influential relationship.
Yong, however, might have concerns over the diadic structure of the two terms, given his preference to
think of reality in triadic terms.

3140 foolish Galatians! Who has bewitched you, before whose eyes Jesus Christ was publicly
portrayed as crucified. Let me ask you only this: Did you receive the Spirit by works of the law, or by
hearing with faith? Are you so foolish? Having begun with the Spirit, are you now ending with the flesh?
Did you experience so many things in vain?—if it really is in vain. Does he who supplies the Spirit to you
and works miracles among you do so by works of the law, or by hearing with faith?”” (RSV).
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Basil of Caesarea’s On the Holy Spirit’ serves as a similar example. At the
beginning of this treatise, Basil states that certain persons objected to his occasional
amendments to the doxology. Instead of consistently closing the doxology with “Glory to
the Father through (8ta) the Son in (év) the Holy Spirit,” the accepted phrase, Basil
sometimes concludes with “Glory to the Father with (eTa) the Son along with (cuv) the
Holy Spirit.”33 Refuting his objectors, Basil claims that it is entirely appropriate to place
the Holy Spirit “along with” (cuv) the Father and the Son, as is the case in the latter
formula. The point of interest for me is that Basil makes this statement on the basis of the
established baptismal formula, according to which baptism takes place “in the name of

9934

the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.””" Basil continues,

What makes us Christians? “Our faith,” everyone would answer. How are
we saved? Obviously through the regenerating grace of baptism. How else
could we be? We are confirmed in our understanding that salvation comes
through Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Shall we cast away the standard
teaching we received?”
Since the Holy Spirit is as much the source of regenerating grace as the Father and the
Son (Basil’s point here), it is proper to give glory to the Holy Spirit “along with” (cuv)
the Father and the Son. Basil’s argument can be accurately summarized as follows: Basil
appeals to the common reality of accepted spiritual practice (the baptismal formula,

which assumes that the Holy Spirit is also the source of saving grace) in order to support

the theological claim that it is fitting to give glory to the Spirit “along with” (cuv) the

*?Basil of Caesarea, On the Holy Spirit, trans. David Anderson (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1980); Sources Chrétiennes, vol. 17.

*Basil, On the Holy Spirit, 1.3.
**Basil, On the Holy Spirit, 10.24. (eis Svopa TTatpds kal Yiod kai dylov TTvedpaTos).

*Basil, On the Holy Spirit, 10.26.
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Father and the Son. This theological outlook, then, informs the liturgical practice,
inasmuch as the doxology can properly be closed with “Glory to the Father with (jeTa)
the Son along with (cuv) the Holy Spirit.”

Both Paul and Basil appeal to spirituality to inform theology, Paul to the works of
the Holy Spirit and Basil to the practices of corporate Christian worship. Each endeavors
to employ spirituality to make explicit an implicit theological belief. For Paul, the belief
is that reception of the Spirit depends on faith rather than works of the law, and for Basil,
the belief is that the Spirit is equally worthy of glory with the Father and the Son. Each
argument also suggests a concern for coherence between practices and implicit beliefs
now made explicit. For Paul, the practice is circumcision—namely, the refusal of it—and
for Basil, the practice is praying the doxology. The rule of spirituality and the rule of
doctrine should, likewise, involve making implicit beliefs explicit and establishing
coherence between beliefs and practices.

Some Core Aspects of Pentecostal Spirituality

“We drink from our own wells.” This is the phrase that Gustavo Gutiérrez uses to
describe the practice of drawing on the experiences of Latin Americans to inform
liberation theology.*® Pentecostals are increasingly drawing intentionally upon other
Christian traditions in their theologizing, and this has tremendous potential to benefit
their doctrinal theologies.®” But as they do so, they must not neglect to “drink from their

own wells” also. I want to highlight three facets of Pentecostal spirituality—the Spirit’s

*Gustavo Gutiérrez, We Drink from Our Own Wells: The Spiritual Journey of a People
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1984).

*"In this respect, I support the initiatives to construct pentecostal theology in conversation with the
Christian spiritual tradition (Chan), with contemporary ecumenical theology (Macchia), and with other
world religions (Yong).
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transforming work, eschatology, and the universality of the Spirit’s work—in order to
draw upon them for a discussion of the Lord’s supper. Then, I will reverse the
perspective and examine other components of pentecostal spirituality from the view of a
doctrine of the supper. These three components are by no means exhaustive of
Pentecostal spirituality, but I choose them because of their importance for a doctrine of
the supper. Since many Pentecostal communities share them, I assume that my suggestion
of them is not innovative or controversial and, therefore, discuss them briefly.

First, it is axiomatic to pentecostal spirituality that the Holy Spirit is present
among the people of God to transform them, especially during corporate worship.
Pentecostal soteriology places heavy emphasis on rebirth and renewal in the Spirit and
the sanctifying work of the Spirit. Whether conceived primarily in ontological categories
that emphasize perceived similarities with Eastern Orthodox ideas of theosis®® or in more
empirical categories that characterize much of North American thinking, the transforming
dimension of the Holy Spirit among the people of God can hardly be overstated.

This transforming dimension of the Spirit’s activity is frequently spoken of as the
“outpouring” of the Holy Spirit on the people of God. This brings me to the second and
third aspects of pentecostal spirituality, both of which are intimately related to the first.
The second is that pentecostal spirituality has an eschatological orientation. The kingdom

of God, many early pentecostals believed, had broken into history, and “the gospel of the

*¥For example, Edmund J. Rybarczyk, Beyond Salvation: Eastern Orthodoxy and Classical
Pentecostalism on Becoming Like Christ (Waynesboro, GA: Paternoster, 2004). For an argument by a
pentecostal for the soteriological gains of theosis, see Veli-Matti Kérkkdinen, One with God: Salvation as
Deification and Justification (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2004); idem, “Grace and the Ecumenical
Potential of Theosis,” in Toward a Pneumatological Theology: Pentecostal and Ecumenical Perspectives
on Ecclesiology, Soteriology, and Theology of Mission, ed. Amos Yong (Lanham, MA: University Press of
America, 2002), 149-65.
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kingdom™ had to be preached with urgency in all of the world because Jesus’ second
coming was imminent.*’ In short, the Spirit cultivates eschatological longing and fervor.

The third aspect of pentecostal spirituality is the notion that the transforming
activity of the Holy Spirit is available equally and to the same extent to all members of
the believing community. The outpouring of the Spirit is “upon all flesh”—male and
female, sons and daughters, young and old, slave and free (Acts 2:17-18). To the extent
that pentecostalism is faithful to this tenet of its spirituality, there is no concept of any
person within the community of faith having greater capacity for the Spirit than any other
person within the community.

A Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper in Light of Pentecostal Spirituality

The following is an application of the method described above in an attempt to
give more extensive theological content to a doctrine of the Lord’s supper for
pentecostals in light of their own spirituality. This is by no means an exhaustive
formulation of all components needed for a robust doctrine of the supper. Because this
discussion is an exercise in the particular theological method at hand, I discuss only those
facets of a doctrine of the supper that follow from the three aspects of pentecostal
spirituality sketched above. In respect to the Lord’s supper, I discuss the role of
remembrance, the question of divine presence, the importance of eschatology, and the

question of who is qualified to preside over the supper’s celebration.*’

¥See D. William Faupel, The Everlasting Gospel: The Significance of Eschatology in the
Development of Pentecostal Thought (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996).

“Some pentecostals are beginning to articulate detailed theologies of the Lord’s supper. For a
brief discussion (in conversation with Tom F. Driver) of the Lord’s supper as a ritual performance, see
Macchia, Baptized in the Spirit, 252-56. For the Lord’s supper as physical, ecclesial, political, and
eschatological act, see Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh, 162-66. For the Lord’s supper as an
indispensible part of normative Christian liturgy, see Simon Chan, Liturgical Theology, 62-84. For a
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More Than Remembrance

Whatever else the Lord’s supper may be, it is at very least a commemoration for
the believer of Jesus’ death on his or her behalf. Indeed, this is the exclusive attitude with
which many pentecostals celebrate the Lord’s supper.*' However, a doctrine of the supper
that emphasizes solely the concept of remembrance overlooks the transforming potential
of the pneumatological and eschatological dimensions of pentecostal spirituality. Since
the spirituality is characterized by openness to the transforming work of the Spirit at any
time, the celebration of the supper should not be an exception. And since pentecostal
spirituality is eschatologically oriented, this sense should be emphasized in the supper as
well. Remembrance should be part of the event, but it should hardly be the dominating
theme. Of all of the passages in the New Testament that refer to the supper (Matt 26:26-
30; Mark 14:22-26; Luke 22:14-20; I Cor 10:14-22, 11:23-34),42 only two of them

mention avdpvnots (Luke 22:19 and I Cor 11:24). Each of these two passages simply

correlation of each point of the fivefold gospel with a sacrament, see Thomas, “Pentecostal Theology,” 17-
19. (Thomas connects the Lord’s supper with “Jesus as soon coming king.”) For an expansion of Thomas’s
proposal, see Kenneth J. Archer, “Nourishment for Our Journey: The Pentecostal Via Salutis and
Sacramental Ordinances,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 13, no. 1 (2004): 94-95. For an account of the
Lord’s supper focusing on anamnesis and epiclesis, see Veli-Matti Kirkkéinen, “The Spirit and the Lord’s
Supper,” in Toward a Pneumatological Theology: Pentecostal and Ecumenical Perspectives on
Ecclesiology, Soteriology, and the Theology of Mission, ed. Amos Yong (Lanham, MD: University Press of
America, 2002), 135-46. For the claim that pentecostal practice of the Lord’s supper is part of an implicit
liturgical ethic, see Katy Attanasi, “Toward a Pentecostal Liturgical Ethic: Lord’s Supper, Prayers for
Healing, and Spirit Baptism” (Pasadena, CA: Proceedings of the 35™ Annual Meeting of the Society for
Pentecostal Studies, 2006), 1-8. For the argument that pentecostals should interpret the Lord’s supper as a
divine-human encounter that mediates grace through symbols, see Wesley Scott Biddy, “Re-envisioning
the Pentecostal understanding of the Eucharist: An Ecumenical Proposal,” PNEUMA: The Journal of the
Society for Pentecostal Studies 28, no. 2 (2006): 228-51. For a consideration of Paul’s theology of the
Lord’s supper in conversation with the communal nature of African cultures, see J. Ayodeji Adewuya,
“Revisiting 1 Corinthians 11.27-34: Paul’s Discussion of the Lord’s Supper and African Meals,” Journal
for the Study of the New Testament 30, no. 1 (2007): 95-112. For a discussion of the Lord’s supper in the
context of an ecclesiology centered on the imagery of bread, see Wolfgang Vondey, People of Bread:
Rediscovering Ecclesiology (New York, NY: Paulist Press, 2008), 141-94.

“'For some exceptions, see Hollenweger, Pentecostals, 385-89.

“Also consider John 6:25-59 and Acts 2:42.
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states that Jesus instructed those with him to eat the meal in his remembrance, without
any elaboration on what those subsequent acts of remembrance should involve or what
their effects might be.*

To the extent that pentecostals stand within interpretive traditions that have been
suspicious of some of the excesses of a sacramentally oriented soteriology, it is easy to
understand why many of them see the Lord’s supper as no more than an act of
remembrance. To eat the meal in remembrance of Jesus is an important act of obedience
that should not be overlooked, but the idea that the supper is nothing more than a time of
remembering and that nothing else is to be gained from its observation is an example of

what Maurice Wiles calls “untutored popular devotion.”**

That is, it is a widely held and
partially reactionary idea that is yet to be adequately scrutinized by pentecostal
theologians. Therefore, it is necessary to subject this notion to serious theological inquiry
while both granting that it is the most common approach to the supper among
pentecostals and asking whether this should continue to be the case. I contend that, in
spite of this established track record, the supper should not continue to be celebrated
solely as a time of remembrance. Other aspects of the supper must be considered, and

pentecostals should be ready for the task because they have the ability to draw insights

from their own spirituality to deepen the significance of the supper for their communities.

“The text-critical issues surrounding the longer and shorter readings of Luke’s Last Supper
account have no bearing on my concerns here. Even if the longer reading, which contains dvdpvnots, is
followed instead of the shorter reading, which does not, the point remains that we are given no elaboration
on precisely how dvdpvnots is to be understood. For a discussion of the text-critical issues of Luke 22:17-
20, see Bruce M. Metzger, 4 Textual Commentary on the New Testament, 2™ ed. (Stuttgart: German Bible
Society, 1994), 148-50; Joachim Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (Oxford: Blackwell, 1955), 87-
106.

For the claim that dvdpvnots evokes a so-called “biblical view of memory,” see Kéarkkéinen,
“Spirit and the Lord’s Supper,” 137-38.

“Wiles, Making of Christian Doctrine, 89.
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Divine Presence in the Supper
A doctrine of the supper that is faithful to the realization that the Spirit transforms
the people of God will necessarily address the question of divine presence in the supper,
and there is hardly any doubt that in the history of theology this controversial issue has
been focused primarily on the question of the nature and means of the presence of Christ
in the supper. But should this be the first or primary question for pentecostals about
divine presence in the supper?
In another context, D. Lyle Dabney writes,
Moreover, as a movement that has arisen at the end rather than at the
beginning or in the middle of the era of Christendom, Pentecostalism is
not a tradition that represents yet another answer to the question of
Christendom, the question of How?, but is rather implicitly the emergence
of a claim about a different question entirely, a new posing of the question
of What?: What is the gospel of Jesus Christ? What is the grace of God in
Christ all about? What is the redemption of which we speak and in which
we hope?™®
The importance of Dabney’s statement for my purposes is simply this:
pentecostals should not avoid returning to basic theological questions of “What?” that

may have been settled for so long in the Christian tradition that the only questions still

being asked in relation to them are questions of “How?” That is, they must not shy away

“D. Lyle Dabney, “Saul’s Armor: The Problem and the Promise of Pentecostal Theology Today,”
PNEUMA: The Journal of the Society for Pentecostal Studies 23, no. 1 (2001): 130. In this article, Dabney
encourages pentecostals to take up the challenge of constructing a pneumatological theology. For Dabney’s
additional works on pneumatological theology, see idem, “Otherwise Engaged in the Spirit: A First
Theology for a Twenty-First Century,” in The Future of Theology: Essays in Honor of Jiirgen Moltmann,
ed. Miroslav Volf, Carmen Krieg, Thomas Kucharz (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1996),
154-63; idem, “Pneumatologia Crucis: Reclaiming Theologia Crucis for a Theology of the Spirit Today,”
Scottish Journal of Theology 53, no. 4 (2000): 511-24; idem, “‘Justified by the Spirit’: Soteriological
Reflections on the Resurrection,” International Journal of Systematic Theology 3, no. 1 (2001): 46-68;
idem, “Starting with the Spirit: Why the Last Should Now be First,” in Starting with the Spirit, ed. Gordon
Preece and Stephen Pickard (Adelaide, Australia: Openbook Publishers, 2001), 3-27; idem, “(Re)Turning
to the Spirit: Theology in a World Post-Christendom,” Quarterly Review 21, no. 2 (2001): 117-29; idem,
“The Nature of the Spirit: Creation as a Premonition of God,” in The Work of the Spirit: Pneumatology and
Pentecostalism, ed. Michael Welker (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2006), 71-86.
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from theologically engaging at fundamental levels theological issues whose content (the
question of “What?”’) may be so settled in the larger Christian tradition that questions
now arise merely about mode or agency (the question of “How?”). I suspect that in at
least some instances pentecostals might discover that they do not share the dominant
views about the content of a theological issue and that they must ask for themselves
“What?” before they can address issues of mode or agency by asking “How?” If
pentecostal theologians are to ask anew fundamental theological questions in order to
address new situations, then they must be open to the possibility that the theological
tradition might have misplaced some of its theological emphases or that their categories
might have been altogether appropriate for their contexts but are insufficient for our own.
Perhaps pentecostals should ask again at least one fundamental question about the
Lord’s supper. The dominant question concerning the supper, at least since the ninth
century writings of Paschasius Radbertus and Ratramnus,*® has been the question
“How?”—that is, “How is Christ present in the supper?” It is assumed widely that Christ
is in fact present; the dispute is over mode rather than fact. Most Christian traditions
agree on the question of “What?”’; they disagree on the question of “How?” Rather than
becoming immediately entangled in questions about the means or agency of Christ’s
presence in the supper, pentecostals can first ask anew the question “What?” “What”—or
rather— “Who is present in the supper?” Or, “Into whose presence are we inquiring when
we pose the question of divine presence in the supper?” Much more than semantic
nuance, this is a shift from inquiring about the mode of an assumed reality to inquiring

about the very content of the reality itself. If according to pentecostal spirituality it is the

“*Paschasius Radbertus, De corpore et sanguine Domini, PL, 120:1267-1350; Ratramnus, De
corpore et sanguine Domini, PL, 121:125-70.
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Holy Spirit who is active among the people of God to transform them, then for
pentecostals the question of the Spirit’s presence in the supper could take precedence
over the question of Christ’s presence in the supper. Since most pentecostals do not take
literally Jesus’ words that the bread and wine are his body and blood (Matt 26:26-28;
Mark 14:22-24; Luke 22:20), they are in position to see that little if anything else in any
of the relevant New Testament texts prioritizes the question of Christ’s eucharistic
presence in the supper.

First, in the Last Supper passages from the Synoptic Gospels, the context of the
meal is not Jesus’ presence but his absence. Jesus is preparing his disciples for his
departure, and they will thereafter eat the meal in his remembrance because he will not be
present with them in the meal until he eats it again with them in the Kingdom of God
(Matt. 26:29; Mark 14:25; Luke 22:16). By this point in the narratives, the readers of all
three Synoptic Gospels have already been warned that the unthinkable will take place,
namely, the departure of the bridegroom (Matt 9:14-15; Mark 2:18-20; Luke. 5:33-35)."
To the extent that fasting often accompanied mourning, there is nothing surprising in
Jesus’ assertion that the time of the bridegroom’s presence—a time of joy and feasting—
is not the time for fasting. The shock is in his claim that the bridegroom will be taken

away, during which time his followers will fast in his absence.*”® The Last Supper

*"Luke 5:33-35: “And they said to him, ‘The disciples of John fast often and offer prayers, and so
do the disciples of the Pharisees, but yours eat and drink.” And Jesus said to them, ‘Can you make wedding
guests fast while the bridegroom is with them? The days will come, when the bridegroom is taken away
from them, and then they will fast in those days’” (RSV).

*Concerning the idea of Jesus’ absence, specifically in Mark, see Werner H. Kelber, The Kingdom
in Mark: A New Place and a New Time (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1974), 20, 123. Cf. Joel Marcus,
Mark 1-8: A New Translation With Introduction and Commentary (New York, NY: Doubleday, 2000),
236-38.



214

passages are best read as a similar preparation for Jesus’ departure, although one that
carries more urgency given its closer proximity to his death.

Second, I Cor 10:16" does not refer to mystical union with Christ’s body and
blood, which are believed to be somehow present in the Lord’s supper. Paul rhetorically
appeals to the idea that the celebration of the supper creates “fellowship” (kowwvia)
between the participant and Christ’s body and blood in order to parallel that fellowship
with the fellowship between those who sacrifice to idols and the demons to whom such
sacrifices are ultimately made (10:19-20),>® all in order to convince the Corinthians that
they should avoid idolatry (10:14).”' This “fellowship” with Christ’s body and blood
refers to the common interest (another sense of kolvwria) that all of the Corinthians have
in Jesus’ suffering and death,> a Pauline soteriological metaphor also found in Rom 6:3-

5 and Phil 3:8-11.* Paul follows his rhetorical questions by stating that the many who

““The cup of blessing that we bless—is it not a common share (kotvwvia) of the blood of Christ?
The bread that we break—is it not a common share (kowvwvia) of the body of Christ” (my translation).

%What do I imply then? That food offered to idols is anything, or that an idol is anything? No, I
imply that what pagans sacrifice they offer to demons and not to God” (RSV).

Sl“Therefore, my beloved, shun the worship of idols” (RSV). Richard Hays rightly underscores the
unity between Paul’s warnings form Israel’s history of idolatry in 10:1-13 with Paul’s reflections on the
Lord’s supper in 10:14-22. See Richard B. Hays, First Corinthians (Louisville, KY: John Knox Press,
1997), 159-71.

>*Wendel Lee Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth: The Pauline Argument in 1 Corinthians 8 and 10
(Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1985), 205-09.

Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his
death? We were buried with him by baptism into death, so that as Christ was raised from the dead by the
glory of the Father, we too might walk in newness of life. For if we have been united with him in a death
like his, we shall certainly be united with him in a resurrection like his” (RSV).

*Indeed I count everything as loss because of the surpassing worth of knowing Christ Jesus my
Lord. For his sake I have suffered the loss of all things, and count them as refuse, in order that I may gain
Christ and be found in him, not having a righteousness of my own, based on the law, but that which is
through faith in Christ, the righteousness from God that depends on faith; that I may know him and the
power of his resurrection, and may share his sufferings, becoming like him in his death, that if possible I
may attain to the resurrection from the dead” (RSV).
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share in the one bread are one body (I Cor 10:17)*> with a common stake in and
commitment to Jesus’ death,*® which the Corinthians should demonstrate by celebrating
the supper only after all have assembled (11:33-34).”” In short, neither the Synoptic
Gospels nor I Corinthians point to Christ’s presence, but rather his absence.”®
Eschatological Passions

A doctrine of the Lord’s supper that is faithful to the eschatological orientation of
pentecostal spirituality could involve the view that celebrating the supper is a catalyst that
enlivens eschatological passions. Each celebration can inspire hope for the coming
kingdom of God in its fullness, but it can also cause “groanings that cannot be expressed
in words” (Rom 8:26) as the people of God along with all of creation struggle under the
tension of anticipation for the complete redemption of the children of God, a tension
fueled by the realization that once again the Lord’s supper is being observed without the
fullness of the kingdom. The supper can have a proper eschatological orientation for
pentecostals only if when observing the meal they are reminded that Jesus is still absent

and that his coming is still anticipated. The distinctions between present and future are

not dissolved in the supper;’” rather, they are accentuated. The supper reminds us that

3«Because there is one bread, we who are many are one body, for we all partake of the one bread”
(RSV).

C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (New York, NY: Harper & Row, 1968), 231-
32.

>7“So then, my brethren, when you come together to eat, wait for one another—if any one is
hungry, let him eat at home—Iest you come together to be condemned” (RSV).

**Yong, Spirit Poured Out on All Flesh. Yong leaves open the possibility that Pentecostals might
be able to affirm that the presence of Christ is somehow mediated through the elements of the supper by the
power of the Spirit, although he states that this presence should be understood in “interpersonal and
intersubjective” terms rather than in “physicalist or consubstantive” terms (163-64).

Cf. Kérkkiinen, “Spirit and the Lord’s Supper,” 145; Thomas, “Pentecostal Theology,” 19.
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what is expected in the future is by very fact not realized in the present, for “who waits in
hope for what he sees?”” (Rom 8:24). After all, we still live in a world of injustice and
seemingly gratuitous evil, and we still celebrate the supper “until he comes” (I Cor
11:26).60 The kingdom is still not here in its fullness, and Jesus is still absent; therefore,
we groan. Only once emphasis shifts from Christ’s eucharistic presence to the Spirit’s
presence can the supper have its full effect in deepening eschatological passions, for this
shift allows the supper to be seen as a celebration that takes place in the presence of the
Spirit, who is present in the very absence of the Son. The presence of the Spirit in the
absence of the Son is a characteristic of Christian existence, and it is precisely in Jesus’
absence that we rely on the Spirit’s presence when celebrating the supper.
The Presence of a Minister

I have already suggested that a consequence of the pentecostal notion of the Spirit
being poured out on all flesh is that no one in the community of faith has a greater
capacity for the Spirit than another member of the community. If this is so, then there is
no place in a pentecostal doctrine of the Lord’s supper for the particular distinctions
between clergy and laity that would exclude the latter from leading a celebration of the
Lord’s supper or that would require a representative of the former to be present in order

for the supper to be celebrated. Yet, some Pentecostals operate with these restrictions

See Hays, First Corinthians. Concerning I Cor 11:24-26, he writes, “The word
‘remembrance’...is sometimes thought to suggest the actual making-present of the Lord through the
representation of his body and blood in the eucharistic elements. Whatever value such a eucharistic
theology may possess on other grounds, it is far removed from Paul’s concerns here in the argument of |
Corinthians. Indeed, according to verse 26, the Lord’s Supper expresses precisely the opposite of the ‘real
presence’ of the Lord. It expresses, instead, the community’s memory of his death in the interval between
cross and parousia.... Thus, the meal acknowledges the absence of the Lord and mingles memory and
hope, recalling his death and awaiting his coming again” (199).
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while offering little theological rationale for them.®' It is clear why a priest or
credentialed minister within a tradition that affirms the consecration of the bread and
wine into Christ’s body and blood must be present for the supper, for only he or she can
effect the consecration. But why would pentecostals, who do not operate with a theology
of consecration, enforce these requirements?

It may be that these requirements are simply an uncritical continuation of the
precedent of older Christian traditions. If this is the case, perhaps pentecostals should not
continue to maintain a conclusion whose premises they have already rejected. If there is
no consecration that must be effected by a priest or credentialed minister, then his or her
presence is not essential to a celebration of the supper. Or, perhaps these requirements
among pentecostals stem from a commendable desire to maintain order and reverence in
the supper. If so, then Paul’s approach related to similar concerns in I Cor 11:17-34
provides a helpful model for consideration. When addressing the many improprieties of
the Corinthians’ celebrations of the supper, Paul does not correct them by requiring that
certain persons always be present to ensure an orderly celebration. Instead, he attempts to
impress upon all of the Corinthians the gravity of the meal by stating that one can eat and
drink unworthily by failing to discern the body, and thereby show hostility against the

body and blood of the Lord.®® Given the immediate context of 11:17-22, 33-34, the

'For example, the Church of God (Cleveland, TN), which recognizes three levels of ministerial
credentialing, does not grant even its “exhorters” (the entry level credentialed position) the authority to
“[a]dminister Holy Sacraments” (although they can baptize “[i]n cases of emergency’’). The implication is
that the supper cannot be administered unless a member of one of the other two credentialed positions
(“ordained minister” and “ordained bishop”) is present. One can conclude only that if the supper cannot be
administered it cannot be celebrated. See Minutes 2008: Church of God Book of Discipline, Church Order,
and Governance (Cleveland, TN: Church of God Publishing House, 2008), 142-49.

%2This seems to be the logic of vv. 27-29. Paul says that the one who eats and drinks unworthily
shows contempt or hostility towards the body and blood of the Lord (v. 27). Therefore, each of them should
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phrase “discerning the body” (v. 29)* probably refers in part to giving necessary
considerations to the assembled body of believers, hence Paul’s instructions to “wait for
each other” (11:33-34) before eating the meal. But given his comments in 10:14-22, it
could also refer to the fact that eating the bread and drinking the cup should not be casual
actions because of their association with Christ’s body and blood (10:16). Paul’s hope is
that a more thorough understanding of the solemnity of the supper—in respect to both the
body of believers in the Corinthian community and the body and blood of the Lord—will
produce an orderly celebration. The presence of any particular persons does not guarantee
a more reverent celebration of the supper if, as in Corinth, there is rampant
misunderstanding about its seriousness. Similarly, the presence of a credentialed
pentecostal minister does not necessarily result in all of those participating—the minister
included—discerning both the assembled body and the body and blood of the Lord. Only
discipleship and theological instruction can ensure the necessary reverence for the supper.
Pentecostal Spirituality in Light of a Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper

Having made some suggestions concerning a doctrine of the Lord’s supper, | wish
to consider aspects of pentecostal spirituality from the perspective of the doctrine of the
supper above. This is an exercise in “the rule of doctrine” now influencing “the rule of
spirituality.” The first point is related to eschatology in general, and the remaining points
are related to the actual celebration of the supper itself.

“Realized Eschatology”

examine himself or herself (v. 28), apparently to make sure that he or she properly discerns the body (v.
29).

%Here, I follow the shorter reading of 11:29, which excludes To0 kupiov (and dvagiws).
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Both Land and Macchia insist that pentecostals must maintain an “already-not
yet” tension in their eschatology. Land, in particular, describes some of the negative

% In extreme forms,

effects of dissolving this tension in favor of “realized eschatology.
financial prosperity, physical healing, and even complete avoidance of death are
sometimes promised here and now, and one simply has to take hold of them or accept
them by faith because the kingdom of God is already here. This eschatological
framework shows no signs of recession in North America, and one could make the case
that it is one of the primary characteristics of the predominant brand of pentecostalism
broadcasted through international media.

How might a doctrine of the Lord’s supper correct this tendency in pentecostal
spirituality towards realized eschatology? Primarily, it could work against ideas of the
kingdom’s full realization in the present by underscoring Jesus’ absence rather than his
presence. If Jesus is still absent, then the kingdom must also be understood as somehow
still absent, even if it has drawn near (Mark 1:15). The idea that the church can make
Christ to be present eucharistically whenever it sees fit to celebrate the supper and that
the supper effects mystical union with Christ will always have the potential to encourage
forms of realized eschatology. To an extent, Christ’s presence is domesticated and housed
at the will of the church. As pentecostals seek a developed doctrine of the Lord’s supper,
it will be important for them to avoid this hazard by giving priority to the question of the
Spirit’s presence in the supper in order to resist undue preoccupation with the question of
Christ’s eucharistic presence. A celebration of the supper that reinforces Jesus’ absence

can help maintain the “not yet” of the “already-not yet” tension.

%Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, 194-96.
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Acknowledging Jesus’ absence and rejecting realized eschatology can encourage
pentecostals to take more seriously the problem of evil, which must be addressed through
both theologizing and through concrete social action.®> The celebration of the Lord’s
supper as an opportunity for the Spirit to orient us to Jesus’ death, in which all humans
have a common stake (kowvwvia), can serve as additional impetus for social action. Larry
W. Hurtado writes of the paradigmatic nature of Jesus’ death in the New Testament and
highlights the implications of passages such as Mark 10:42-45 for service and self-
giving.® In this passage, Jesus states that those who are great among the Gentiles exert
authority over each other, but the one among Jesus’ followers who wishes to become
great will be a servant and a slave because he or she follows Jesus’ example. Jesus came
to serve rather than to be served and to give his life as a means of redemption for many.
Jesus’ followers cannot give their lives as ransoms, but they can imitate his service.®’

William T. Cavanaugh argues that celebrations of the Lord’s supper have political
ramifications. In his consideration of its practice by Roman Catholic Chileans during the

Pinochet regime (1973-1990), Cavanaugh calls the celebration of the supper an act of

Veli-Matti Kérkkdinen asserts that pentecostals have tended to ignore the problem of evil. He
writes, “The problem of evil has to be faced in all its seriousness and ugliness. Much of
Pentecostal/charismatic spirituality and theology, especially in its popular, devotional form, is a misguided
effort to whitewash the walls of our world with sentimental talk about God’s love. The radical nature of
evil and sin in human life and creation has to be taken seriously as well. This brings human life into
absolute dependence on God and God’s mercy.” See Veli-Matti Karkkéinen, “Theology of the Cross: A
Stumbling Block to Pentecostal Spirituality?,” in The Spirit and Spirituality: Essays in Honour of Russell
P. Spitler, ed. Wonsuk Ma and Robert P. Menzies (London: T & T Clark International, 2004), 162.

%Larry W. Hurtado, “Jesus’ Death as Paradigmatic in the New Testament,” Scottish Journal of
Theology 57, no. 4 (2004): 420.

7See Kenneth Grayston, Dying, We Live: A New Enquiry into the Death of Christ in the New
Testament (London: Darton, Longman, and Todd, 1990). Concerning this statement from Mark 10:45,
Grayston writes, “The saying is intended as a model of behaviour for his followers, that is to say, in order
to serve others, he...throws himself on God’s compassion and surrenders his life. Others should do
likewise. It is taken for granted that God will respond, and there is no need of theological calculation about
how and why. The only thing is that Christ’s self-giving is a model of Christian service” (359).
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resisting torture, which is the regime’s social programme for dismantling faith
communities. He writes, “The torturer extracts a confession of the unlimited power of the
state. The Eucharist requires the confession that Jesus is Lord of all, and that the body
belongs to him.”®® Yet, as Walter Brueggemann points out (in reference to Cavanaugh),
the need in North America, especially in the United States, is less for celebrations of the
Lord’s supper that empower the tortured to resist the state’s oppression and more for
celebrations that promote the resistance of “commodity satiation.”® Viewed
pneumatologically and in light of Jesus’ absence, the Lord’s supper could become for
pentecostals a constant reminder that they must actively engage the brokenness and
suffering of the world in which they live. As Jesus’ death, the ultimate example of
service, is repeatedly placed before them through the supper, they could be challenged to
serve rather than to be served and to play their parts in making provisions for others
rather than endlessly consuming without moderation. It was by the Spirit that Jesus
offered himself to God on our behalf (Heb 9:14), and it is only through the mortifying
work of the Spirit that we will offer ourselves with similar abandonment to others. The
supper can be a time in which the Spirit turns our attention to others and empowers
believers for this self-giving. Herein, is seen the way in which a pneumatological priority
in a theology of the Lord’s supper leads to one of the most important christological
dimensions of the supper. By focusing on the Spirit’s presence, pentecostals can become

more attuned to the need to devote themselves to others in Jesus’ absence after the pattern

William T. Cavanaugh, Torture and Eucharist: Theology, Politics, and the Body of Christ
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1998), 279. See also idem, Theopolitical Imagination: Discovering the
Liturgy as a Political Act in an Age of Consumerism (London: T & T Clark, 2002).

Walter Brueggemann, The Prophetic Imagination, 2™ ed. (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
2001), xx.
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of his self-surrender. The need for focusing on the Holy Spirit with respect to divine
presence in the supper is not in order to evacuate christology per se from a theology of
the supper. On the contrary, it invigorates the christological dimension by shifting the
questions from Christ’s eucharistic presence to the believer’s imitation of his self-giving
to others. Pentecostals would do well to adopt a post-communion prayer that underscores
the sense of mission that is so intimately connected to the Lord’s supper. For example,
until pentecostals write their own liturgies, perhaps a portion of the following prayer from
the Book of Common Prayer would suffice for their celebrations of the supper:

Send us now into the world in peace,

and grant us strength and courage

to love and serve you

with gladness and singleness of heart;

through Christ our Lord. Amen.”

Frequency of Celebration
Given the realization that the Lord’s supper is far more significant than merely a

time of remembering Jesus’ death, pentecostals should consider both celebrating it more
frequently and in a manner that makes it more central to corporate worship.’' They have
long known the value of “tarrying” in the presence of God’s Spirit, and the supper could

become another opportunity to pause with openness to the Spirit’s work of orienting them

to the brokenness, suffering, and death of the crucified Jesus and of the present world as

®Book of Common Prayer, Holy Eucharist, Rite II, post-communion prayer.

"'Walter Hollenweger’s comment that the Lord’s supper is already “the central point [der
Mittelpunkt] of Pentecostal worship” (Hollenweger, Pentecostals, 385) is a gross exaggeration that does not
reflect actual pentecostal practice. For the German, see Walter Hollenweger, Enthusiastisches Christentum:
Die Pfingsterbewegung in Geschichte und Gegenwart (Theologischer Verlag, 1969), 432. Similarly, Keith
Warrington’s claim that pentecostals celebrate the Lord’s supper every Sunday is too generalized
(Warrington, Pentecostal Theology, 165). Although, for the observation that practitioners of some British
pentecostal churches do so, see Richard Bicknell, “The Ordinances: The Marginalised Aspects of
Pentecostalism,” in Pentecostal Perspectives, ed. Keith Warrington (Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Publishing,
1998), 204-22.
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well as to enliven their eschatological passions by reinforcing Jesus’ absence and thereby
fueling their desperate longing for his return and the redemption of the entire world. If
pentecostals are committed to maintaining their emphases on eschatology, then the
supper can play a formative role in their attempts to reformulate these emphases.” With
so much at stake in a pneumatologically based approach to the Lord’s supper, a
celebration at every gathering of believers is certainly in order.”

My argument that the presence of a credentialed minister is not necessary for a
legitimate pentecostal celebration of the supper is by no means an arbitrary dismissal of
authority. In addition to the reasons discussed above, the argument is motivated by the
fact that such a view can become an obstacle to frequent celebrations of the supper. With
an ever-increasing number of small group meetings focused on discipleship, which take
place in addition to traditional weekly worship services and often in the homes of church
members, there is great opportunity for pentecostals to increase the frequency of their
celebrations of the supper. This potential should not be hindered simply because a
minister is not always present at such gatherings.

Deepening Understanding of the Supper’s Significance

If the average pentecostal is to have a deepened understanding of the significance
of the Lord’s supper for Christian existence, then some preaching on the matter that is
both theologically informed and accessible is required. One of John Calvin’s discussions

of the nature of a sacrament serves as a helpful model. Making what is now a virtually

2See Murray W. Dempster, “Christian Social Concern in Pentecostal Perspective: Reformulating
Pentecostal Eschatology,” Journal of Pentecostal Theology 2 (1993), 51-64.

"For an argument that evangelical, including pentecostals, should celebrate the Lord’s supper
more frequently than they tend to do so, see Chan, Liturgical Theology, 64-66.
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irrelevant polemical point, he argues against the use of Latin instead of the vernacular in
the Roman mass. Yet, in doing so, he establishes a mutual interdependence between
sacraments and proclamation. Sacraments visibly display the truths that one might be too
slow to grasp through preaching alone, and preaching explains the importance of the
sacraments as visible signs of the fulfillment of God’s promises. The Latin words of
consecration—unintelligible to most of their hearers—do not make a sacrament
efficacious for the recipients; rather, it is intelligible preaching that leads to
understanding and therefore the benefits of the sacrament. Calvin concludes, “Therefore,
when we hear mention made of the word that accompanies a sacrament, let us understand
it to be the promise, which, having been proclaimed in a loud voice by the minister, leads
the people by the hand to that to which the sign directs and sends us.”"*

My point is not that pentecostals should adopt all of the details of a Reformed
approach to the relationship between gospel and promise or between Word and
sacrament. Nevertheless, Calvin’s claims about the indispensability of preaching to the
effectiveness of a sacrament should be carefully considered. If pentecostals would be
willing to make celebrations of the Lord’s supper central to at least some of their worship
gatherings, then there would be both opportunity and need for proclamation of a robust
doctrine of the supper. This could involve teaching about why the supper is being
celebrated and what participants might expect the Holy Spirit to impress upon them
during its celebration, including the eschatological orientation and impetus to social
engagement discussed above. The supper’s significance is not self-evident; the task of

explaining its significance is left to preachers, teachers, and theologians who have been

" Institutes of the Christian Religion (1559), 4.14.4.



225

given to the body of Christ to make disciples of its members. The explication of a

doctrine of the supper through theologically sound preaching could enhance the

celebration of the supper, and the supper could reinforce those things preached.
Summary and Conclusion

I have argued that a form of lex orandi, lex credendi can serve as a valuable
methodological tool for pentecostal theologians in their attempts to formulate doctrine in
light of spirituality and to inform spirituality from the perspective of doctrine. Called
regula spiritualitatis, regula doctrinae, “the rule of spirituality and the rule of doctrine,”
the approach involves intellectual honesty about the fact that worship and beliefs
unavoidably influence each other. I also argued that great theological benefit can come
from consciously placing spirituality and doctrine in conversation with each other. I
recommended this aspect of theological method to pentecostals because it 1) exhibits the
traditional pentecostal emphasis on both pneumatology and eschatology, 2) establishes a
strong relationship between theology and spirituality, especially in the process of
formulating doctrine, 3) is attentive to the hermeneutical matrix constituted by the
worshipping communities in which pentecostal theologians are situated, and 4) gives a
prominent place to biblical interpretation in systematic theology.

In application of the method, I drew on three facets of pentecostal spirituality (the
Spirit’s transforming work, eschatology, and the universality of the Spirit’s work) in
order to construct a doctrine of the Lord’s supper that places pneumatological emphases
before christological ones, gives greater emphasis to the supper as an eschatological
catalyst, and claims that the presence of a credentialed ministers is not necessary for the

supper to be effective. From the perspective of a doctrine of the supper, I then critiqued
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some facets of pentecostal spirituality, including “realized eschatology,” infrequent
celebrations of the supper, and the lack of theological instruction that sometimes

accompanies celebrations of the supper.
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