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Pentecosiaiists seek also the support of Irenaeus, and

133

often gquots from him as followes

we do alsp hear b 3 brethren in ithe Church, who postess
propheitic fifiso od who “hrough the Spirit speak all kinds
of leasvagest

It is noteworthy, 55 Hoekama points ously that when, else-

n D S g o T 4 i
where, Irenceus lists the gifte of the Spiriv, flossplalia is nov

<
ot
o
‘.:
o0
o
[sn
@
Q0
[2)
(&
(]
[
L
[&]
2
<
ot
o
®
o

o much as rantioned. If we add

Hoekema moices — that Irsnasus dess not regard the incidence of
3 3 P . e X »

S ossolalis in his tinz as crucizl to his ar;ument about the

‘ . . o o At s it Aoren
rosvrrection of the body - the Torce of this pliece of evidence

‘sg ceverely wezkeuad, It &5 by ne meaas concinsive, an nd even if
it were, Ipcsnasus {or. 130-200) is still too near to Apostolic
simes fov his avidence $o have mweh walght concerning the gurvival
of glresclalis througho L Qhureh LLstory.

is apnroxinmately thirty years later than

o the ooz

L3

b of Irenaeus, ¥iidoh mewas that his evidence is open
objection as that of Trenasus, as fer ar nearness to Apcstolic

times ig corcerned, It nust be further objected that by the tiue

he wrote his primciple work, Teritullian war a Montanist, and thms
s heretic in the eyves of the Catholic Church, The passzze usually

,-4-

cited in defence o0f Pentecostaliem is one in which the anti-Jeiish
hsretie, Harcion, was challenged %o produce.from amongst his follow=
erg people demonsireting certain miraculous gifis. Among thess is
listed "intsrpretation of tongneé“; though not specifically glosso-
lalia itgelf, Tertullian says

How all these s
any diff aul*vﬁ

=5

gigns are forthcoming from my side without

C)%J-

6. Gnoted by Hoekeua, op.cit. P, 12, (and several other writers)
Te Ope cite Po 13,

8, soted from Ante-licene Fothers, ITI  446-T7, by Hoekems, op.cit
] 9 v b4 ks
Dy 1515
&Pt 3~104
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PART THREZ -  APPRATSAL

3ale JHAT EXTOT, IR ANY, IS BRUIER'S CRITIAOUZ DI D

Ol HIS SACRATENTALIST POSITIONT

Ls we have already saenlﬁ Bruner describes repenitance i

terns of bapbtism, His actuval werds are

[l

ed degision to b
b

This is & highly complex statement, znd must nct be ol
merasly ot its face value, Bruner distinsnishes betwesn rer
and “regret’, and pqints out that according to sets 2:37, Foo oot
hearers were aslready sorry. Yhat Bruneyr sgems to be saying 1.
bapiisr is the acivion of vhich repentance lg the motivation.

uses the tcrm "repentanre~decision’y vhich, he says

enabled decision to be baptized”, whis presupposes that wins is

being discussed is believerg’ baptism, since an infant is not o
of & decision., This definition of vaptism in terms of rerwi oo

is densndant uron the general Pentecogtal definition which Truon
hag already given

Baptism, then, is understood o3 primorily the BILIDVIR:
dead and tqevelore as Psseqmlu*ly 2 human eveato

That this is not Bruner's own position is evident fron a feoine:

he makes in his discussion of Acts 22:16

1, Supra Pp.Hl-2
2. Bruner Op.cit. P. 166
3. Bruner op.cit. P, 114 (my capitals represent his italic



the principle of infant, family or group initiation I |
find novherse annalledaaaogeI presently believe that %
. burden of proof lies with those who would "brﬂgate the
infant initiation of the church wader Israeld
Perhaps the fact that believers! baptism has to be regarded
a8 "essentially a humen event" forces Bruner (as a sacramentolist
believing that baptism is o divine event) to adopt the Pacdo-
baptist positiocn. A% this point, his sacramentalism is seen o
motivate hig critique of Pentecostalism, in that his main objeciion
to the separaticn of Spirit-baptism from water-baptism iz on sacra-

o

a3 2 human

#
ju]
ok
[0}
H
i
[
@
ci
E'}

mentzlist grounds, Pentecosialists sese 1
event (an ordinance rather than o sacrament), wheress Spivit~baptism.
‘a8 God's act, could be appropriately descridbed ag sacramectal, PFor

Bruner, toth are parts of one secrament and cannot be sep arated?,

>

y

Thie specific difference in desirine raises zgain the guestion
of the work of the Holy Spirit in water-bavtism, and bapiismal rermen~
eration, Thus we return to the gquention we besged ot the hogimniung
of Section 2,20206 - the distinetion betvween water-bapbism as an
initiatory rite, wad the vhole process of initiation itself, L1s
applied fo believers! bapiism, the problen of bartismal regenersiion
is that it excludes the possitility. ol bapiism in the Hol, Spirit as
2 second work of grace, unless one wistinguishes between buptism BL
the Holy Spirit (into Christ - "fifst" or Water-bapiism) and bephtism
IHTO the Holy Sgirit (by Christ - "secord" or Spirit-baptism). The
only alternative is to postula%e a difference in degres, rather than
in kind, betWween vapiismal regeneration and Spirit—bapitism. This,

I3

however, involves a prescripiive definiftion which many theclogians

4, Bruner, op.cii., P, 218, ilote 76.
5. See Supra, Section 2.2.2., passim: Pp. 41fF
6, Sﬁpra, P '414,'\ )
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would count untenable, that is, that there are degrees of
‘baptismg or at least, degrees of reception of the Spirit in
baptism, One therefore has to say, if one maintains the Pente-
cogtal distinction belween walter-—baptism and Spirit-bapbism, |

3

- . . 7
eithsy that there is more than one baptism!

s or that baptisdh
may be received in verying desrses, or that water~bapbism is
only an ordinance or sign (wilthout regemerative power in itself),

The problsu %oulé noet be overcome by removing the word "bapiisn®

Trom one ox

o

ther of the terms, zand the bare question remains,

4

whetner the sacranental view of baptism {beptismal regeneration)
or the Pentecosital view (merely an act o3 human obedience) is the

correct one, (Parallel to this is the use of the term “ernle%*”
in Pentecostal Churche s, for the breald and wine of the Lord's

Suppev, as againgt the 'draditicual! term Yelements', )
L serious problem arises ia connection with Paeimahapﬁismg
becouare baptismal regeneraticn then becomes an act of ths Holw
Spirit without the consciows ard willing response of the perso.

being bapitised, I¥ corid be argued itnat onefs physical 'ife begins

0

sitthout onels ¥

i
P-
st
1_.J
el
e
o

[#1s]
}.—h
e
[«
e

&
<
[1:]
P-
83

g b0 ity and that one's spirituzl
1ife is no different in this regard; but this does not remove ta
serious objection that in the Nev Testament

N s y . = Y
set in the context of +the conssious faith of the Céndldaﬁeés

7o Bubt see IZphe 4:4-5, and Druner, op.cit.s P. 260,

8. BSee, for example, MHark 16:16 (which appears, admittedly, in 2
disputed passcze, butbt one that was known to Tusebius and is

» The Gospsl Ac
2

regardad as Second~century by Vincent Tayior 7 CoYde
ing to St. Ilark.lacmillan 1959, P.613)3; Jno. 3:53 Acts Z:30
and 8:37. fne lost reference (PAnd Fhilip said,”if you believe
with all your heart you mey" ") is also & dispr tca ane, and
appears in the margin of R.S.V. If undispulbed; o 3QB§§@§ 1

would be oonclu"lve'}




Bruner would appear npot to have taken this seriously inite
account. In the footnote already guoted; he cites "family or

group initiation” in support of his Pasdo~haptist position, but

oo

[Z8
n

able to szay no more than thait infant initiadtion iz "suggesied

1

in the house "fermulas® in Acts, He does act avail hinself of the

parallel with circmncision, and ackmowledges that circvmeision has

been abolished by the work of Chrisgih,

t-!
(53]
3
<
i’-lo
=
431
P

rside the inadequacy of the Jcriptural evidence, one

[t

er & doctrine of Pacdo-haptionm could ever

i
iy
[l
4]
e
te
tend
o
i
o
Al
[0}
oy
o)
H
[
c.ia
toy

be devised wrich would znot depend upon the "ex opere operato
concept, and if not, whether %this meanrs *that Paedo-buptism musth
be rzjecied. The present writer fails fo ses how something done
to an infant incapable of consciocus and meaningful response could
ther thaw "ex opere op=rato, sinsce nothing is involved
she child. unlessvoqe thirks in t2rms

of "yigariou

]

faith" suppliied by tue sponsors, But this would be
veiy difficult to justify scripturazily. ne would have %o ask
whether a person can supply "raviang Taith' on behalf of another,
and whether cne can bevregeﬁeratei by the vicarious faith of
someone else (possibly even against hig own willl!),The dead may,
apparently, he baptised by proxy9g but it does not follow that =
candidate can believe by proxy. The problem becomes sven move
complicated when consideration is given 1o the implications of
baptisnal regéneration in $he adult life of the parson bapiised.
if Paedo—baptism is regenerative, is 1t the eternal salvation-life
which is thus imparted, and does this mean that once regenerated

by baptism (ex opere) the soul can never fall from its state of

. e

9. I Cor. 15:29.



Grace? In other words, if it requires nothing on the candidate's
part fo gain the new life, does it require anything on his part

to maintain i$? Set against, for e zample, the Pentecostal doecteine
of "Conditions™, this type of thinking show fairley clearly the dic-
metrical oppesition between the two diresctions of theological thought

involved in *his debate, and brings out the sxtent to which Bruner’s

Bruncr introduces the "realistic" understanding of baptism as

Bver Baptist scholarchip is coning to affirm that the indter—
cprefvation of the Hew Testament baplismail texts requires whai
is called the ”vozlgsiic" wnderstanding of baptism rather than
the merely symbolichO

Ackaowledging that bapbtism is a symbol, Brunser urges that it is nore

than whis. Hz describes Tapliinm as

t 01 211 the PLACE where (0ud a1dentifies the believer

firs
with Chris}_snd his work, «nd this not merely symbolically
but poallgil

Bruner gays that in the New Testament baptism is the means by vhich
what God has done for us in Christ is nouv merely offered by given~

this 18 mo, it must be remenmbeored thai *the act of givihg is COnem
pleﬁv only when the gift has been received, An unreceived zift conncet
be said to have been given -~ only cﬁfereEFEQAn infani is not capable
of receiving in this sense, so that by his very definition, Bruuer has
uadermined his Paedo-bapbist poéi%ion. Phe pnint Bruner wants o
make, however, is that if Cod is understood to act in water—bapiism,

then a '"second® bapt«sm {baptism in the Holy Spirit) is vot needed

and converssly, besause Pentecosialism hasy & merely symbolic view

s

10. Bruner, op.cit., P. 264

11, 1Ibid {Capitals represent italies),
12, Ibid,



of baptism (a5 against the more fuily sacramental view), it
hag to postulate Spirit-bapiism in order %o make up what is
lacking. VWater-baptism in Pentecostalism is a human act of
Qbedienée9 so thal if God is to act at all, He must act through

a3 follovs

s

Spirit-baptism. Bruner's own position is exnrasse

since the occurrence of Pentecost,.....baptism becomes
baptisr of ths Holy bp1r~+13

Contragted with this, is the dichotomised view held by Pentecost~
alists, for shich Bruner offsrs the follewing motivotion

A baptism svacunted of =all spiriinal content crizs for

a 'ip el , Tinally "spirviiual®™ baptisa. And

thus, ironicall 1y, even in Pentecostaliom the spiritusl

has $0 te evidesnced by the physical and wisible - gpeaking

in tougues, the Pentecosial sacrament - ar the locus

Spizit's coming and of the bheliever's asrurancs of his

coningld

IZ Sruner's account is corrsct, one wants to ack ~hy Pente-
sogtalisn should need a "second’™ bapbism to make up for the
inadeguacy of water=bapbism, and pot reguire a similaw "reinforce-
meni? for the Lord's Supper (usually known in Fentecostal circles
a2 Bresking of Bread), The .ases would seem to be parallel, in
that both Water-Baptism and the Lord's Supper ars domiairal, both,
on the Pentecostal understanding are merely symbolic and Loth are
understood to be ordinances raiher thon ssccaments, If Yhe bread
and wine are "emblems" rather than "slements', is i1 not necessary
40 have some sort of Ysecoand® event which would make Christ "remlly
preseat” (in a way in which, apparentlys in the Lord's Supper He is

to

not)? If the Pentecostal view o; the Lord's Supper is parallel
that of yater-Baptism, ig not something nseded, which would be for
$he formsr whal Spirit-Baptism is for the latter? 1 have niégthar

the space; nor, within my derms of reference the mandate, to

13, Bruner, op.cit., Pp.168=9, See also Supra, P...41 note 13.

14, Brunsr op.cit., P. 264,



digress too far into the theology of the Lord's Supper, but were

I to do so, an e: amlnatlon of the "anamnesisY concept would seenm
to De ca}led for. I have introduced this guestion merely as on
of the lines along which I believe Bruner's critigue is to be
rejected at this peint. If not quite a '"roductio ad absurdum', i%
seems fo point in that direction. But Whet is tke object of such
a2 "reductio® - the alleged imadequacy of “he Pentecostal view of
watoer~baptism, oxr RBruner's theory aboud it?  The éuesﬁion thus
becomes, nots "Is Brunerfs interpretation wbStrd9" but rather,
"Does it £it the facte?" Is Bruner acscurate when he accuses Pentew
costalinm of gloriiring human obediencs and says

For zrace is cnce again empiied of ggs content Dby the
umss?glng of devoub human obedienced?
Yy

Does the undeniable dichotomy botwson wa+eﬂ~map4lbm and Spirit-

bapiise io Pensccostalism have the implications which Brunsy claims?

«.

s the

tae

This i= $re crux ot the probiem. For Brius., water-boptism
sacrament.by~which God actsy for Pentecostzlists, Spirit-baptism is
vhe "locus™ of God's activity. Bruner's ovn posiiion éeems vo be
ivconsictent, in that on the ~2ne hand he says tnat the work of Christ
in given (not merely offered) in baptism. and on “he other allows
that Paedo-baptism can be a true and offective form of Christian
initiaﬁiono_ He fails to distinguish beiwecn bvapiism and the new
birth, and, by implication, between "baptism~regeneration® and
"entire sanctification” since there is no piace for the latter in
his schemef "Confirmation® can hardly be considersd in the plase of
tentire sanctification” becauss it is part of the initiatory

process, and in the case of people initiated as adulis, occurs ai

the same time as water—baptism, Apart from the theological problems,

15, Bruner, op.cii, P. 264,




there is the not inconsiderable pastoral problem that many people
baptised as infants do not, in later life, show evidence that the
Holy Spirit has ever come upon them, and even people bapiised as

adults or confirmed in a Church ceremony do not always bear the

I

fruite of the Spirit (much less show signs of “entire sancti Ticatio®,

Lt

From the theological vieuwpoint, of course, this demonsitrates the

inefficacy of the sacramen? in those particular cases, rather than

5 .

ity of the argumeni; bul these instances at leawst show

2.1
wile

P

he ¥fa

N

dangerous mizconceptions to which the sacramental position cen lead,
cand the real aneed thot exists for the "ex overe operato! principle
to be stated with careful qualifieations, if at all,

. The dizference between Bruner‘'s socrameatalism and the dostrine

of Pentevostalism is the difference between water-bapitism/confirmation.
on the cne hand acd believers! baptism/Upi baptism on the other,

The ouc amcunts 4o belief in an acliviiy of God waich can, apparently,
be 1rdziendsnt of conscious acceptance on the human side but w~y “e
lost if the eomplementaryy'ouihard rite of human acceptance does uob
take place or is jnsincere, There is nothing vwrong with this 23 such,
since 1o more is implied than that Godis (race is prevenient buv oan
also be spuwned, Whet is wrong with it us the implication (and it may
be no more than that) that once the Holy Spirit hag come in water—
baptism - with no conditions axcep+ faitl, which a sponsor may
vicariously provide - there is no further work, no further distinct
experience by which spirituel developmeni is marked. This seems o
take inadequate account of sanctification and no account of entire
gsanctification at all, The other position btakes the sacramental

interpretation awcy from water-bapiism and places it on Spirit-

baptism, saying ithat the really important thing is not water~baptism
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(althsugh_this is important as an act of obedience), but being
bapiised in the Hély Spirit. There is nothing wrong with +this
as such either, as long as it does not say, or imply, that the
Holy Spirit does NCT come in water~baptism. Whai is wrong with 1t
is the corollary which tends to relate Spirit-baptism to glossolalia
in a way which makes the gpiritual depeundeni upon the physical -
and the physical phenomenon of speakiﬁg in %tongues is no nov
(and no less) suitable as 2 vehicle for the Holy Spirit then is
water-baptism, unless one goes to the exbreme position of saying
that in the one, God acts and in the ¢other, mans or unless.cne £358

that in one the Holy Spirit is received, and in the other “only®

Christ is received - which subordinationism vwe hove alrealy rejeciedié@

16, See Supra, P. 8.



[

3:2, 15 THERDE, AS BRUNER SUGCESTS, A LEGALISTIC FALEHENT I PENTE

COSTALISH, IS IT NICESSARY AID IF S0, WHY?

The prineiple "locus" of legelism in Pertecostalism is
countad %o be the doctrine of ”?Oﬂfiﬁions“n As we have scen>
Bruner ftries to make the poinit that in the Wew “Yesbament no
restrictions whatever were applicsd %o the recepiion cf the Holy
Spirit &t Pentecos®, The fact that the

téngues as of fire sat on "each éne of themt2
cannot be taken as vprecedent for bhaptism in the Holy Spirit in all
cases7 since ﬁhé situation of the Aposiles on the day of Pentecost
was ‘ani generis®, If theua there may be cases of

one or several persons beinﬁ pessed over with the full

gitt of the Spirit due to insufficient meeting of cond-—

ibions
must the existonce of these conditions bs classcd as legalismy
Phere is a differencs belwesn a conditioniend a law, For exﬁmﬁleg
it may be a condition of memuership in a sporting club thet menbers
attend at least so mauy wractices every weeks but there nesd not
necessarily be 2 laW compelling a man to fulfil these conditions or
+o be a aember of the ciub, It is +he difference between =i absolube
"You w'll.,oaoﬁ and a contingent YIS you vant to.s..you MuUStocsss”
The problem here is that 0 view the Pentegostal doctrine of

gonditisns in this light is %0 reduce Spiritebaptism in Pentecosim

alism to the status of an "optional exira” in the Christian life

1. See Supra P, 52. _
2. Bruner, op.cit P, 163, and Acts 2:3.

3¢ Bruner, ibid,




?his would be itrue in the sense that bapiism in the Holy Spirit
is not generally resarded, even in Pnetecostel circles,; as
heeessary to salvation. There distinctive empheacsis is not based
upon'legalism iﬂ,%ha%'sensea

This noiion of an "optional sxira however, raises an imporisat
guestion: II beptism in the Holy Spirit is based not unon law bhud
upon conditions, may it not neverthcless be true that salvétinn
itself has a legalistic basis? But this is ¢leariy a false notion,
sidce Pentecestaiistsg in common with all Christians, hold that
"ejernal life in Christ Jesus our Lord® is the "free gift of Goand

is "not of

P

‘or more specifically, on the basis of Zph, 238, that i
works lest any man should boast®. The Tact thot galvasion is based
upon conditions rather than lav is plainly as-arted at Rom. 10:9
where 1% is actually statzd in convingent terms

I¥ you openly admit by your own mouth that Jssus Christ is.

the Lord and IF you believe in your heart that God raised him

from the dead, ycu will b= saved
‘These are corditions tv be fulfilled, noi laws to be obeyed, If
the bazis were legalistic. smalvation would be pgausea by oredience,
whereas it is aciually caused by the Grase »f God, acccpted by
faith, The Grace of God may be accepied or rejected, so tiat even
salvation itself is always opiional.

Bub one has to take the problem a stage further back and ask

what conditions apply to the acquisition of saving faith and the
ability 1o witness. Sruner defines Christian faith in this

ways

4. Rom, 6:23

5. J.B.Phillips: The New Testament in Modern English (196C).




Wherever faith is defined az something emanating principally
from the recipient, there faith is secretly a work and hence
) 1ot Christian fulth but wherever faith is defined as that
‘ which emanatses ffOﬂ God's gospel TO the recipient, then this
faith is GOD'S work and gift and therefore Christian

This places the accent upon divine as against human action, and

wt

7hile it leaves itself open to an extreme predestinarizun interpret-

avion, it at least guards against legalism at this peint, in thai
& man cannot be condemned for lack of what Cod chooses 4o withhold,
To point to unfwlfillied condiftions would $hus not aecessarily be

2

sondermatory, anl the doctrine of Conditions not necezsarily

L

legaLi tiG,

3

We have now to consider whether, if the dcotrine of Conditicns

not peoceéssarily legalistic as & whéele, there may not nevertheless

i
424

be an element of Jegalism in cerfein conditions for Beniism in the
Ho.y Spizit which ave the candidale’s responsibility. If fthere arc

any such conditions, the lack of them would be the candidotoels

nd bo mention that lack would he to declare him pelf-disgual=

b
&
I
ot
ot
P

zgalistic basis, (if we waive, for a moment,

e
[
!—h
[+4]
e
Q
5
0
™ A

+ion abovel hetween aizolvte laws and contingent conditi~ns).

Pruner lists tha conditions laid down rvespectively by Skrilsted:,
) . ; 3

Conn, Pearlunnn, Baur, Riggs and Cee” and nrocseds to classify them

vnder three headingss Conversion, Ohedience and Faith, What Bruner

g said about fzith as a gif$ of God's gospel 2e no cin thisg
has said about faith gifs of God's gospel (s te 6 ca *tn

g

age) applies squally to faith as a conaition for baptism in the
Holy Spirit as o faith as z condidion for salvation. Conversion
cannot be regarded as a legalistic reguirement, unless it is legal-

istic 1o reguire a child to be borm before he may grow upl Bui i~

6, Bruner, op. cif., P, 246 (Capitals represent italics )
7. See Supra P, 53,
8. Brmler, OD, Ci‘ba, P, 920
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_the reguirement of obedience legalistie? Druner sub-classifies”
(i) Active Obedience: (a) Separation from sin, (b) Heart—purific-
ation, (c) Prayer; (ii) Passive Obedience:; (a) YVielding (emptying),
(b) The'Tarrying lHeeting, Bruner offers the following as a Penbe-
costal definition of sin

Sin is understood as scmething which, with Christ®s help,

the Christian can, INDIED HUST, remove prior to his being

able tc receive the full zift of the oni spirit, Obedience
bas as lts major task the removal of sintV

=]
o,

This definition places the responsibility, partly at least, upon the
candidate., The initiative lies with him, The "indesd must’™ has a

clgar legalistic connctation. It is noi, however, absolulsly legal-

fomst

istic, since Bruner is careful %o qualify humar responeibility by thc

‘use of the phrase "?iﬁh Christts help” and zaplifies this in a
footnohe, As Bruner ouwtlines the Teniecostal understanding of sin,
it bscomes evident that Penﬁecosialisﬁs

like Homan Catholict,sews:.27e psychologically upredisp

o
thenk of sin in terms of an act, Lardly evar iz ferms o
statel

sed to
=2

b o

It is true that Pentecostaliczis have, in the past, earned a repul=tion
for "narrow-mindecness” in the worst sense, and while ithe Scripiural
injunction "that women adorn themselves in modest apparel” (I Tim,
2:7) ought to be takon seriously, tho denger of allowing a preocccup-
a%ioggﬁﬁh such externals as dress to degenerate into legalism must

not be overlooked, Happily, ths Puﬁteoosﬁal Hovement of the Seventioc:
is ceming to grips with this, and {for exemrie) in the Caps Peniasula
the Agsemblies of God are leafning not 40 pud pressure on "hippie®

converts 1o conform in matters of drecs and so on. Thig could mean

9. Bruner, op. Git., Pp. 92ff
10, Bruner, op. c¢it. Pp., 93-4., Capitals mine, underlining represcnis
italics, '
11, Quoted by Brurer, op. cit. P, 94 note 54, from Kilian [cDonnell

The Beunenical -Significance of the Pentecostal Hovemend ("orshipn




that the generél emphasisg is chenging from "acts® of sin to a

"state” of separaition caused by sin, and its converse, a state of
ugion with God made possible by the removal of sin, Perhaps it is
being recognised that while outward appearances can be an indication
of one's sPiriéual state, they canmnot bs ftaksn 2s an absolute, legal-

stic stendard. It night also be poinied out thst in any case,

jas

evidence of this sort of petty legalism can be found in desnominations
of the th gtian Church which are much older anid wmore gcnerf iy
respecﬁed thaun the Pentecosial Churches,
e’/ : . "
" When 3 man separates himself from sin, CGod responds by clesznsing
his heart by faith, This is God's astivity, and as such doss not
come within the sphere of 1eg®llsma The other part cf "active
ohedienve, uccoroznm tc Bruner*s schematisation of the dontrins, is
prayer. Mo ask Tor» whei one wants con hardly be called a "legal®
condition for receiving ii.
Bruner now turns to "passive opedience', which follows the
agtive separation from sin, and the héartweleansinga I% means being
totally recepiive. This is a condition, but, once again, it cannot be
classed as legaslistic., [t is not & condition in the sense that it
BARYTS bapiism ia the Holy Spirit. This bepbism is a gift which, in
its very nature, cannot be earazsd or merited. It is a condition in
that without if & man 1s not in the atiitule which makes him capable
of receiving. It is the outworking of his willingness to ask. ¥o
gift can be given until it can be received, No gift can be rsceived
unless the intended recipient is receptive, This is not legalism, it
is plain eommonsénse. t%e prayer which Jesus taught His disciples,
we pray "Forgive us our irespasses as we forgive them that itrespass
against us", he generally-accepled interpretétion of this is not
that it mekes a legal requiremeat, but that it describes the only

condltlnﬂ cf heart in which God's forgiveness can be received, It is




not that God legalistically withholds forpiveness from the
unforgiving, but rather that a2 man who has closed his heard

bour hag, in that act, alsc closed hig heart

23“

against hisg neig

against God's fourgiveness of himself, In the same way, the
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Pentecostal dectrine of Conditions deals not with legal
wlations bt with the slements of inner preparation These are
conditions UNDER which, not UPON which the Holy Spirit is granted
in His fullness,
Pasgive obedience includes not only yielding but also the
‘{f '
"larrying Heeting', This is arn exbension of the requirement of

prayer into the corporsie sphere. leny Psntecostalisis, hovevez.

frankly and “ones+1 admiL.that this can become a high-pressure

o

device jo Ygei peorle throught® ul but ag far as the present

isoussion is concerned, it falls under the heading of Yasking',

jt]

id 02 legalism in *this connection on page T2

;..n.

and what wasg sz
applies 2gualliy here,
He preturn now 35 the guestion raised at ths beginﬁing o this

sention: Is baptism»in thé Holy Spirit sn "opiional extra’ in the
way ¥which our distinction between laws and conditions would sesm to
reguire? The problem arises when some Pentecostalists fend to
regard fellow-Christians who do not speak in jongues as ''second
rate" oxn thaf account. Philcsophers point %o the improper use oY
the word "real” in such seatences as:"A real man would 10t 20sseas "
One finas the same misuse of this vword in such sentences ag "I vou
want o De é real Christian you must have the baptism of the Holy

irit and its evidence in speaking in tongunes®, (ne wanits to ask
in whalt sense a glossolaliac is 2 real Christiau and a non-glossclaliac

z2n "unreal! one! One wants to ask whether the "must” in such sentences

o4)

guoted

e

12. Ar expression used by Brumback in What meaneth this

by Bruner, op. cit. P. 102, note 65,
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is still genuinely contingent; or is it made legalistic by the
t8rm ”reai", Does the phrasé "If you wanit to be a real Christian,..”
in fzct mean, "If you want 4o be a Christian at alle..os™ Leaving
agide the fact that even salvation itseif is optional, we fade the
uestion: "Does salvation vltimately depend upon baphbism in the Holy
Spiritene If it does, not only is Spiris-baptism a condition fop
salvation, but all the conditions for Spirit-baptism are also
conditions for salvation, Very few Pentezcostalists would want %o
give an affirmetive answer nere, and if they 6id, their own docirinal
staﬁdar&s would contradict them, We have already pointed to uneguive
gcai texts of Scripture (which, for the Pentecosialisi,is the sontent
as well as the basis of dostrine), which show that there are no
conditions for salvation oth.r than gaving fai%hl35 What then, is
meant by bheing a "real? Christiané

Some Pentecogtoiists differentiate in terms of Jegrees of
spiritual experience, but this does uot appear in thelr official

-

[}
jav}

doevrinal statements, nor, 80 far as the present writer is aware,

g

any of their literature, Basivally it is the differsuce betvesen
"receiving®™ and "being Fiiled" (see Supra; P, 25)3 cr between pocs=
egsing the Spirit and being nossessed by Him., But in both casss the
larguags is figurative; zud as such is not vetient of semaniic
discussion, Others speak, more helpfully, in terms of pever for
service; sayineg thai one who has been bapbised in the Hcly‘Spirit is
better eguipped for the task of witnessing than one who has not. Here
we might invdke, with a slight change in general intention, Augustine's
distinction between "habere® and "atiliter habere”, hy saying that

an ordinary Christiar has the Holy Spiri?, whereas a 'Spirii-bapiised

Christian has the Holy Spirit to some purpose, I% will be seen ad

13. See Supra ?o 69.




once that this sort of division is completely foreign to the New

Téghament. The Hew Testament standard is that all Christisans have

the Holy Spirit to some purpose., This would mean that 21l Christians

are 1o be baptised in the Holy Spirit, bub here again, ithe standard
is 1d 1% not "legal®, The problenm ig not tha't some Chriastians
speak in tonzues while others do net; the problem is thait some Chricte

iang 4o net brke seriously their commiitment o witnessing by Gemon—
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strating the nover o
which they have come %0 be Chrisiians. Baptism in the Holy Spiriid,

if one holds such a thing o be prossible and desz able, is ot dhe

reward of ohedience but the result of preparaiion., It is @lsoy, in

iteelf, a preparation for fubure witnessing. It takes place; not
on condation that certain things are done, but under coaditions

?Gyfuikd and willingly crested viﬁh that intension,

ag Tar &3 the official doctrines ol Pentecostalizm are concernad,
it would seem that there 1s no vroperly "legalistic® element, and
if, in general practice, such lesslism is in evidensce, it must be

held to be neither legitimate nor necessary.
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3,3. T0 WHAT SXTENT OUGH? PLTRCOSTALISH TO B3 RILGARDED AS A

"REBEL HOVLMEHT" WITHIN THE CEITRCH?

QJ—

In order to answer this guesiion, it will be necessary to
define the ferm "rebel" as it will here be used,; ia order to avoid
ambiguity and misunderstanding. The Protestant Reformation night

of line

Py

be described as a 'rebel movemeni® in that it stepped ou
with the {Romen) Clmrch practice of the fime. But this would not
necessarily imply that $he Reformation vwas wrong and that the "status
quo” was right. It would not even imply that the Ystabus quo® was

a2 representation or traditional and aubhentic Christianity. lany
people Jeel %haé the Reoman Church ol the Pifteeanth Century had alrsads
vacone & “rebel® from New Testament Christianiiy, and that the
Reformetion was.a "sountec-renellion” intent on ﬁnseaiing the rehel
and vecaserting the drue Iradition.

In the ssme way, o aprly the term %rebel” 4o the Pentecostal
movement does not necesearily heve pejorative implications, One hag
0 consider two guestions: (i) Does Pentecostalisw actually reprosent
a step-out—cf-line? and (ii) If so, is it 2 step away from frue
Christianity or towards it7

The fact that this thesis could have been conceived at all is
an indication of +the difference beiween wradiitional and Pentecosizal
pnéumatology, The fac% that neéuPenﬁecostalists can be distinguished
from fellow-Christians of their own denominaiions is anoiher indic-
ation in thisg direction. That the difference is there,; fthere can be

nc disputing; so tuat the answer o the Tirst guestion is in the




affirmative. Both sides recognise the difference belween then,
although they interpret it diffeveally, as we ghall seet, Ve
turn, theny; fto the second guestion and ask whether this ”""evwauu«

of=lirie" comstitutes a rebellion against trve Christisnity., A

on in this sense may be either conscious or unconsciouns,

H.

rebell
On P, 28 suprue we discussed one aspect of the psychelogical motive

ation of Penicoostalism —~ the fact that the Christian cause is

sitvation. wut rather God'ls inte

Pentcoostalivm an faneon nacious?

mend fcr easone other than its own cholce %o be o, Taw if we

gay this, ¥we nmust ask vhether Henmtanism asnd Joachitism (for examnl
have alnso Yo be classifien as 'unconscious® robel movenents in this
sense, Bruney wentions G.H.Bonwetsuch, and cuotss from his

Geachichie des Montarismas (T.81) as follows:

Through the iubensification of spiri
Yrova prophetia’™ in s % o erd
Brunsr goss on o draw aitention to Donwetszschls asseriion vhab

-

Hontenism vas "seriously erronsous’ a;d understood the gospel as
& new law, Ve have already seend im any cass, that Hontanisn was

o

nature teyvond gquestior,

Pt

vronounced herstical, which places its rebel
Joachitism, with its contrast befween the institutional Chureh and

the "ordo pLEJﬁQ&llS” which would rgplace i, is clesrly a rebel

movemnent,

1, See Infre Pp, 817,

hy
e
|

2. Bruner, op.-cit., P, 229. Inveried comnmas represent j’alic
the Latin phrases.

3. See Supra, P. T;L



One could descrite Joachitism as consciously rebellious, in the
sense that it explicitly postulates a replacement of the existing
systen, It was a2lso condemned as héretical49 waich shows that the

Church confirms the view that it was & vehel movement.

e
e

At the appropriate places in Part One, I trie o show that

.

with Hontanism
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Pentecostalisn, while having wmemn
and Joachitism, would not be prepared to identify itself with these

ongcious? rebel

(o}

movements in all respects, It is therefors not a !
movement 1like Joachitism, nor an 'unconsious?! one like Hontanism,
We have novw 4o pursue the possibility of its being an unconscious

raebel movement of zunother kind,

Pirst of all, we must note that glossolaliuw (the !locust of any

41

rehellion that exisis) is a New Testument phenomenon. So

Pentecostalism i3 a rebel movement, it is a sort ¢ "scun%crwrbm 11w
ion" lixe the Reformation, t0 bring tack io the Hew Testament, a
Church ~*hich hasg rebelled against it. The only aliternatives are to
say either that the Wew Testament record is not tiue; or that gloss0m

n modern times as

e
fw;

lalia is not intended to charavterise the Jhurch

-4
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it did the Vew Testament Church. Tuere seems to b2 no jusi

for holding the first of these alternatives, and if there were, anvi-

s

Pentecostal scholers would have found it long sgol! The olasr,; known
generally a,s'"dis*geﬁsa":;:lo:aa.‘l'r.sr"g ig more fermidable, and seems to be
the basis on which non-~Pertecostal Jvungc1¢cal scholars oppose the
charismatic movement., Who is "in-line" and who the rebel? It is

‘l

aoteworthy that no clear Scriptural warrant seems 1o be forth-coming

for the anti-glossclalia position, and the arguvent seems to be that

4. See Supra ¥, 18,



it is preposterous to claim that the Church was without the fullnz-

of the Zoly Spirit from the time of Chrysostom at the lates

&
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the outhreak of glocsolalia agein in Los Angeles in 16

argument is not conclusive, and one could counter it by saying (i1

o

cne so believed) that it is not prepositercus to hold that The (i
was in a state of rebellion for all thoss senturiss., This would oo
to be no more difficult to defend than the thesis that giossolalin
never actuslly disappeared at 211, In any case, the arzument woulo
apcly only where glossolalia is held +tc be an indispensable mark of

» ban&lsm in the Holy Spiris. The absencve nf glosgsolalia would not

otherwige imply lack of fullmess of the Spirit.

It is the ¢laim that glossolalia is
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statemeants about it as sre made, arve ambiguous., Brumbuclk, for

. 5 - - 1
example, in a statement already quoted” makes glossolalia indisp

O

avle to a "fully Soriptural baptism in the Holy 3pirit". This ig
open %o the same objection as the word "real® (supva P.T73). Iz

fact, if Brumback hed said "no bapiism in the Holy Spirit® (withous
the aquelification "fully Scriptural™) his statement would have mads
exzttly the impression which the gualified one makes, One has to

a5k wheiher there could be a bapbism in the Holy Spirit which is
"par%ially Scriptural”, and whether there could be & %fue and eifech-

ive baptism in the Holy Spirit which is not Scriptural at 2ll., In

5. Suprz P. 14.




other words, ig Brumback try 1ng to say that without glosso-

Y

lalla it is impossible %o be bapitiged in rit al

r‘-
s

the Holy Sp
all, He has not made his position nlear, and conseguently the
nature of his "rebellion" is not clear zither,

As with the question of legalism in the wovement, a dist—
inction has to be made between official statemenis and common
practice. Among ‘rank-and-file’ Penﬁecostalists we find an
element which tends to be in rebsllion ageinst the traditional
Ohurcher, This may ve on account of the diffsrence which Pente-

cogtalists sensge belween themscelves and other Chrigtians as a

ﬁheir meetings m#y be a result of this sense of differcncey, or id
may itself be part of the caﬁse of %the difference, In other woras,
it may be either en expression ofy or a causzal factor ing the
rebelliion. But ore can hardly base an assertion about their rebel
naturse on $he way their meciings are coanducied, Each denominazsion
has its own mode of worship, and no one wanis %0 say, for e;agﬁle?
that the reber nature of the vrotestant Reformation is grovnded in
changes to liturgy apart irom the dosotrinal signifiecance of thosas
changes, or thai the lethodist Church became a rebel movement simply
by alloving its Order os Morning Prayer to fall into disuse., These
may -@ll be forms of rebellion, but sre noi in themsslves germane to

s

the rebellior "per se¥, - Az far as iis official doctr&“e ig concerned,
Pentecostalism is "in-step” with the rest of Christendom (if it is
possible o0 be said to be in step with as widely divergent a coll-

sction of theclogical positions as the Christian Church presents




at this time), The differences beiween Pentecostalism and
o% her denonminations of the Chr1041¢n Church are no desper than

)

ifferences betvween other denominstions themselves., Differences

QJ

in $hé theology of water-baptism, the doctrine of Election and the
ministry of the Church (dividing, respsctively, Pasdo-bapiisis from
Baptists, Calvinists from Arminiins and Catholics from Protestants
- 2nd Preshytserians from Zpiscopalians =) are mo less ssrious %han
the guestion of baptism in the Holy Spirit. If Pentecosizlisn is 1o
be elagsiized as é revel movemend on these grounds, the word “rebel?
plied fairly widely (by almost every denomination
5r tnadi%ioﬁgvto alacst every other!). VWhat is "frue ChflSﬁ"&ﬂ' AL
in which desomination is it most faithfully demonsirated, and whaere
doss Pontesostalism stand in rolaftion to 147 Te must consider the
ﬂature of that from which rentecoztalism rebels.

There would seem 40 bve two wmedin directions in which Penﬁecﬁgﬁm

?

alism rebele, and these ares (o) againat the invasicn of the Chuvch
by "permissivoness” which it characteristic of the age and (b) the
neglest hy the Church, gencrally speaking, of "spiritazl thiangs'.
{These last two words are in invertei commas hecause they represent
what would some regard as a misconcepiion, as I will attemps o

describe below). These two arveas of rebellion are closely relabed,

ndicatz the way in which the Peutecostalist views the "irad-

&
N
pun
eyl
&
Q
;..v.

itional” Churches of the Twentieth Century,

He seesn, first of all, a decline in moral standards in the Church,
reflecting the permicsiveness of the age., UGenerally speakiag, it
is far %oo easy to become a membaer of one or other of the denomine—
atious of the Christian Church., The lowering of aﬁmission standards

hag a cha 1n~reactlon throughout the Church im which the level of
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spirituality becomes low because members have been sdmitted (perhaps
even recyruited) who are not completely committed Christians, This
means that they are not prepared to Fulfil the conditions for bapt-

gse

2.

‘Zi

ism din the Holy Spirit -~ i in many cases, they have not even
been instructed irn ithe important matier of "Holiness"., The lowering
of stondards for the admission of candinates vo Holy Baptism (whether
as infants or as believers) tends alsc to a general lowering of
spivitual standords aud also to a degrading of the sacramen'»itselfa
The reluctance of maay congrepations to discipline members who have

iy

lapsed inte gruss sin (partisuloriy, in Jouwth Africa, the Furopean
congs eﬂa*ians) and members Who have become inactive, ic another
factor —~ in Pentecosital eyes -~ in the decline ef the tiaditicnal

urghes, Hembarghip in the Church means less than it ousznt to ¢n.

There ouzht to be 2 cusapr difference between a {nurch member and a

[aad
"
Y
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non--Chureh menber, siace ideally, the one is a Chrissian and the osher
not., If there is no Peecond™ experi.nce of the Holy Spirit, then all
baptlsed peuvple should bs showing evidence of having bsen Dbozan of

the Spirit., This then becomes more than sinmply a pastoral vroblem

ﬂ.

as outlined on P. 66. since it 1s seen to be part ¢f the basis on

o

which the Perntecoshal movensat reactsz against traditiconal dhristianiity,

If vextra ecclesiam aulla salus est”. it ounght to be egually obvious
that inside the Church there is no one who is not & radiani, wviial,
Spirit-filled Christian. The Penteccstalist feelg that the line of .

demarcation betwecen "the Church® and ‘the world” (which are both

Seriptural terms) hasg been blurred. In fact, many theologians are

advocating & pressntation of the Christian gospel in almost entirely

secular terms., The only way by which Pentecostalists feel they can

really be the Church,‘is to rebel against this seculariity.

LI . -
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The Pentecostal sees, secondly, thot the secularity which

.

has brougiht its charscteristic permissivensss into the Church hoo

(in his view) driven out the sense which the Church ought to hove

of her basic concern for "spiritual things*, It secns siranze o
students of history, and particularly the history of the Christic-
Church, that rentecostalism, unlike "rebel umovements' of the pasui.
seems to have npo. particularly POLITICAL nmotivation or tendeney.
Unlike iethodism, for example, which was largely responsible for
rize of Trade Unionism in Bngland, Penteccstalism seens $o be
"aprlitical’, The reason for this appears to he that politicas
sotivation is itseld one of the things ageinst which Pentecostall
rebela. To a.la?ge extent, the tracitionszl Churches have becon
saculay urder the leadership of such theologiauns as J.AF. Robines
and in some cases has commabted itself 4o lrrxist Soclizliom. Right
o Wropzly, Psenlecostolism wWends to oring the world uack to bhe
Whe is Yout there”. In an oo in which the Church seems gensrsl’y
to have losgt ,igit of the eterncly in iis social conceras aboul if

3 s

on this planet, Pewbtecostalivm wants bo return to an
there are realities "usyond?”, Dul even this would nut be enough.

.

Pentecostalism recognizses that God cannct help us while He vemains

wout there', and the eternal realities camnot be presant realiiiu:
while they remain "weyond”, The Incarnationy as an historical s
does not bridge the zap buusesn'%he ebernal "out there” and the
ential “in here®, unless it is applied o eéch believer persomnally

the Holy Spirit. Whether this reguires a "second” experience or

affirmatiocy oo
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remains an open guestion, oxcept that {the Pentecostalist prefers
hig way of doing it 4o what he censiders the iraditional way of no%
Going it! This bringing of eternity intc fime is seen also in the
Pentecostal attitude to miracless It is common Enowledge $hat

Y

althovgh glossolalia is made the central isgsus, She Charismaiic

»

Hovement is converned, ideanlly, with nine zifis of the Spirit (see
I Cor, 12:8.10), including "miracles" and “healinc®, Pentecostelists

believe thalt these gifts are for the present age as for every other,

A miracunlous world "to come' is as useless in osraciical ternys as no

"J

miraculous world at all,

The secularist geys that there is no Ged "out there?, The Pente-

costalist says that God is "out there" znd munt come in', FHonce the
B

doztrine ¢l bapiisnm in the Toly Spirit. The Logical Poaitivied reljscis
as meaningless whalever cannot be demonstrated 1o De ftrue, Traditional
theology has opvosed this sremise, seying that theologie states
ments fail outside *he svope of vhis criterioun. he Pentecosinlist,

o~ the other hand, accepts the premize bul olains that his statemeris
9

can be demonsirated to be true, He cloims that once a man has been
baptised in tne Holy Svirit, a2ll stetemenis of dootrine in the Tible

become not only verifiable, bl actuaily verified (%o believers) by
God Himself,

Ié this rebeiiious position a steptormards, or away Irom irue
Christianity? Ve return to the precice point ot which we began ~ the
guestion of authority. Pentecostalism takes itsc stand uﬁon Scripture
and EBExperience., The stand on Scripiure begs a number of guestionsg

principally ones concerning the relizbility of the texts, but the

P



"Spirit of truith" can be relied upon not to mislezd the earnest

Bible student; so that no serious error will arise in understanding

o
i

EJ.
[

ttitude in

)

the basic docirines necessary for solvation, This 1f,

is an indicotion of the "zebellion® of Pentecostalism against human-

oo
0

tic tendencies in theology (and particulariy in the approzchk o

Scripture), and this, surely, is o step towards, rather thon away

from genuine Christianity. As J.I.Packer says

The auvthentic Christian on any subjsced....will be

that which corresponds He taughi, 'The How Testame

ragarded simply 2 document, providssz us with

first-hand, conte to whalt the ezrliest Chrisie

ians held that O G accordingly, as to whed

they believed themselvesd

The Pentecostal stens L Brperic has gifticultices comparabls
t0 the cnes encovntered in connectisn with the Bible. (Mossolalia; as

N

we have secﬁ?g has a seriocvsly dmpaired apologeiic value, on account
of the Tned that it can be wriificiclly induced. Agein,; one pug
rely upon the "Spirit of $truth", ¥ho will do nothing contrary te the

truth, Whatever, therefore; s not clearly coniradiciesd orp condemud

%%

Seripture and comes in aanswer o sgiicere prayer and genmine "onor

[N
i3

ness”™ must be waken as from Ged., God bas provided 3Jowi ptural prilce
ipleg o act 28 "guide~linesg” and the Holy Spirit works through
per;onal experience, to apply rhe guidance in gpecific situations,
Pantecostaiism cen claim a pvisce in orihedox Christianity, as
long asc it does not make a2 legalislic issue of glossolalia, Similariy,
non~Pentecostalists must not ?ejeét flossolaliic absolutely, even

though they may be honestly and sincerely convinced that it is not

for them,

6, J.I.Packer: Pundamentalism and the Yord of God, I.V.F. reprint
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