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PENTECOSTALISM AND THE POSTMODERN WORLDVIEW*

Jackie David Johns'

Church of God School of Theology,
PO Box 3330, 900 Walker St NE
Clevetand, TN 37311, USA

The world is changing and so are the paradigms through which it is
understood. We are said to live in a ‘postmodern’, ‘post-industrial’, ‘post-
Enlightenment’, ‘post-Christian’, ‘post-scientific’, ‘post-Newtonian® age.
The old is giving way to the new: a new world order, a new economy, a
new age, new forms of management, new styles of leadership, new
avenues of communication, and a new hermeneutic. In virtually every
arena of society it has become axiomatic to describe these changes as
fundamental paradigm shifts and to attribute them to a change in the
dominant worldview. What arc these paradigm shifts and emerging
worldview, and how are they producing changes in the way we perceive
the life and misston of the church?

The purpose of this paper is to explore the interrelatedness of
Pentecostalism and the so-called postmodern worldview. Some have
observed characteristics of Pentecostalism which they conclude make it
the probable dominant expression of Christianity in the postmodern age.
At least one outside observer sees the movement as a prototype of the
coming era and seeimns to be calling on it to provide more leadership in

*  This paper was ariginally presented under a different title at the Society for
Peniecostal Studies Twenty-Third Annual Conference in Guadalajara, Mexico,
November 12-13, 1993.
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solving the problems of the world.! Inside the movement, scholars have
focused on the connection between postmodernism and Pentecostal
hermeneutics.”> While there is not a consensus in approach, these
Pentecostal scholars are calling for the movement to utilize its growing
influence by helping to shape the pattern by which Christians interpret
the Scriptures.’ It is the position of this paper that both visions are pre-
mature because they ignore broader issues in the relationship between
Pentecostalism and postmodernism. What follows is an attempt to pro-
vide a broad basis for =pa@_.m5=a.5m the place of Pentecostalism in the
ﬁOmE.oamE world.

The first section of the paper constructs a model for understanding
the concepts of worldview and postmodernism, critiques a leading
theory of the emergence of a postmodern worldview (the one offered by
systems science), and projects a probable description of the systemic
worldview which is emerging. The second section of the paper attempts
to describe the dominant characteristics of a Pentecostal worldview and

1. H. Cox, “Why God Didn’t Die: A Religious Renaissance Flourishing Around
the World—Pentecostal Christians Leading the Way’, Nieman Reports (The Nieman
Foundation at Harvard University) 47.2 (Summer 1993), pp. 6-8, 47-49. Elsewhere
Cox has written, “At its best, Pentecostalisin attacks not only the demonic political
and economic systems that keep God’s children in bondage, but the core of distorted
values and misshapen worldviews that sustain these oppressive structures’, ‘Some
Personal Reflections On Pentecostalism’, Prewma 15.1 (Spring 1993}, p. 31. See
also his extensive personal observations and conclusions found in Fire From
Heaven: The Rise of Pentecostal Spirituality and the Reshaping of Religion in the
Twenty-First Century (New York: Addison-Wesley, 1995).

2. *Murray Dempster stated that ‘In the annual meetings of the Society for
Pentecostal studies over the last decade, no topic has been investigated with greater
frequency or intensity than the topic of hermeneutics’. Notice the title of his intraduc-
tory article ‘Paradigm Shifts and Hermeneutics: Confronting Issues Old and New’,
Preuma 15.2 (Fall 1993), p. 129. Some of the conference papers were printed in the
society’s journal. In fact, Pneuma published at least sevenieen articles on hermencu-
tics during its first sixteen volumes (1979-1994). The Fall 1993 issue was devoted
to the topic, with four response articles being offered in the Spring 1994 issue,
Timothy Cargal’s article made explicit the issues behind the interest in the topic,
‘Beyend the Fundamentalist-Modemist Controversy: Pentecostals and Hermeneatics
in a Postmodern Age’, Pneuma 15.2 (Fall 1993), pp. 163-87.

3, % It should be noted that this effort to relate postmodernism to Pentecostal
hermeneutics is not. without its critics. For an insightful debate consider
R.P. Menzies’ response to. Cargal's article, ‘Jumping Off the Postmodern
Bandwagon’, Pneuma 16.1 (Spring 1994), pp. 115-20.
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its ;correlated vm.mm&ms_. of reality, and.offers .m.noEvmamo: .of ;the
emerging systemic worldview with that of Pentecostalism.
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,Euna is an mEmnmEml ionmsmi EE% SE &mE»:an mmmonﬂ En Emw
coming genperations, perceive reality, and construct their world. The
changes may be as.dramatic, as,the ones. that moocBmmEma the
Renaissance and the mgmﬁoum_ma No aspect of. iomﬁﬁ civilization
was E:o:nrna by the Renaissance as it opened the eyes of the human
soul to the romance, m:a .unm:@ of nnomnou C_Ss:mn, the mahmrs:EnE

et -

erammma Rmmo: Ea En s0:called wo__.msamn Emz-oa. as "oonw for con-
ﬁo::.m nature. and Enuock moved; En ﬁmmn from an agrarian iomE
order to.one of industry. andscience. Hwn ocﬂnunw emerging ionaﬁas
will likewise generate new . patterns. of thought and emotions, new
wE_Omo_u_Ewm new: mn_mmomm :and new social structures. :

A worldview may | wa Eoan om a§ a disposition toward a'perception
of reality. It is that system o_n a w:o: mmmEumEo:m with iEn_u an individ-

val interacts with and interprets Em or rn.a zEéam ‘Worldviews, ate

. based upon-what Milton Rokeach describes as.. ?.EEE@ ‘beliefs’.* These

are beliefs that-are so; m@::&mnona 8& mooaQ or individual that an are
simplytaken for granted. ;: . ; J _ . SIS
. As used in.this paper Eezmsmz is :2 &SonwEo:m with &m&&q
Ideologies are consciously: ncumndnﬁa belief systems. They.are %E::E
paradigms. which .offer. Encnonnmw ssolutions-to societal EoEmBm
However, to the degree that an Eoowoww is internalized it aonoEmm a part
of the relevant EonaSn? The oo:mumn om nonEEEmE E EE%E
provides one example of the &%Enscm vm.zcnoa an an& m .and a
EOHESmE Marxism was mwoéﬁ.m:.m Emowomw which mr»vnm &m mon_
structures of the former Soviet CEcs but : 'was never, m_:w interr
by the masses. 3
Gregory Bateson referred to Eo ooannﬁﬁ oM EQ.ESmE as:! EEQ. Ia
ammnncon &m S&Sac& mind as a ‘pattern- iEa: connects®.%: im nmcma

RS D
o L. % ; § o E
Z WOwomn_._ mm:m.? >a_:&§ ang. S&:&.. > H&meQ Q. Q_..mnaﬁn:a: na&
Qﬁawa {San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, _wmmv Pp- 61 o o g
. 3. It should be noted. that some. _Enouma. £specially within Gn social sciences,
often do not-make this distinction. . Twm P Wi U

6. G. Bateson, Mind and Z&:E %.2««.2.3.% QEQ AZnE York: wE:Ea
Books, 1980), p. 8, . 1
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the collective mind a ‘metapattern’.” Kenneth Boulding chose to express
this concept with the word ‘image’. An image is the structure that pro-
vides a method of organization and interpretation of the world.® This
structure is complex, dynamic and organic. Each part of the image is
interdependent with alt other parts and with the whole.? Further, there is
a single ‘pattern which invades the whole’.!® Vaiue systems flow out of
the image so that the image governs the behavior of the imager. "’

Thomas Soweil used the term ‘vision’ as a near synonym for world-
view.!? Building on the work of Bertrand Russell, he suggested that a
vision is-a ‘pre-analytic cognitive act’:

Tt is what we sense or feel before we have constructed any systemic rea-
soning that could be called a theory, much less deduced any specific con-
sequences as hypotheses to be tested against evidence. A vision is our
sense of how the world works. For example, primitive man’s sense of
why leaves move may have been that some spirit moves them, and his
sense of why tides rise or volcanoes erupt may run along similar lines.
. Newton had a different vision of how the world works and Einstein still
EEEQ For social phenomena, wo:mmauc _En a different vision of human
. causation DoE that of mnE_.Ea wE.Wn

An individual’s worldview might be thought of as being comprised of
a matrix of visions which interact to form the whole.'* The significance
of this is that individuals may share a general worldview but have
conflicting visions of how_ specific aspects of the world work. For
example, the Enlightenment represents a. worldview which supports two

competing visions of human.nature: one gave rise to capitalism and the

7. Bateson, Mind and Nature, p. 12.

8. KE. Boulding, The Image: Knowledge in Life and Sociery (Ann Arbor, MI:
University of Michigan Press, 1956), p. 17.

9. Boulding, The fmage, p. 175.

10. Boulding, The Image, p. 42.
.. 11. Bouwlding, The Image, p. 54. :
».-12. Thomas Sowell is an.economist. His theory of visions emerged as a sub-
theme in a series of speeches and writings beginning in 1980. In 1987 he published
his first full volume on the social role of visions, A Conflict of Visions: Ideological
Origins of Political Struggles (New. York: Quill-William Morrow, 1987).

13. Sowell, Conflict of Visions, p. 14,

+.14. The concept of worldview being comprised of a matrix of visions is my own

construction. Worldviews are a complex integration of beliefs, values and affections.
1 will argue below that Godly .affections serve as the integrating center of the
Pentecostal worldview.
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other to socialism.!%: Likewise, George:--Albert Coe and John Dewey
were early.proponents.of a progressive :worldview.centered around the
emergence of democratic societies;, but they.differed greatly. in their
visions of-the: place- of:religion withini society.¢. Dewey. perceived the
church as an anachronism, .while Coe. held . firmly to :a belief that .
Christianity must serve as an integrating core and m:am mOn democratic
societies. . ; o

Worldviews are like;the matrix.of iSaoim :ﬁocmc EEQ: we Sni
the world. They mark what we see and what we.do.not see.' Visions
are like the individualywindows-which help:us focus on .a particular
segment of the view, Worldviews and visions thus interact.in a'way that
determines the questions that we:ask and, perhaps more significantly,
the ones.that we..do not asks»Worldviews.and visions. are the a priori
assumptions which lie behind paradigms. Paradigms are analytic cognitive
acts which offer explanations; of-the. wugoﬂgm seen-in the windows:of
the worldview. mﬂmn&mﬁm are atternpts to structure: an.approach fo:the
interpretation of the. world or a specific;aspect of the world. -

Models are derivatives-of: wﬁ&& gms. which.offer theoretical solutions
to specific problems. Thus models offer.orderly explanations for specific
questions raised by or sEE. a ?:m&m:_ In this construct paradigms
represent what we think we a:am_.ms_a and models represent what we
hope to understand in light Om what we think we already know, Alsimu-
lation is:a demonstration of a model. Simulations are attempts.to/move
from the theoretical-to the. concrete. ,E,mw are -thought to m_mEoqu.&m
the <m:a:w of a-model ‘Which in tirn' defends the ' validity 0m the
paradigm; vision and worldviéw that mnnoﬁﬁn the model. _uozo,sz the
above construct, the msrmua_:bna Rvnommam a worldview Aono EE
assumes Smm.ow is 9@ v Em_.on_ma in Em moE:o: of EoEmEmv a

At

15. mosﬁ: %annwﬁg Eo E.amnﬂnn om two nonmsnum visions. n_E.Em En ,?wo
of Reason’ in the:worksiof William Q&EE and Adam Smith.-:Godwin's: FQEJ_
Concerning Political Justice (1793) ﬁvamnuﬁa what:Sowell calls.an E_nouw_ﬁ:uoa -
vision’ of human nature. Adam'Sthith's The Theory e\ Moral Sentimients 2.&3 and
The Wealth of Nations {(c.:1779). _.%nnwn:ﬁn a.‘constrained vision'. The: mo_.BE. is
the _ano_om_oa basis for socialismand the Fno.n is the ideological basis for omEE_mE

16. I. Dewey, Democracy -and: m&.na:aa #{New.-York: Macmillan,1916);
G.A. Coe, A Socigl Theory.of Religious M&nnn.,_o:_AZns. York: O_anm mnugon 5
Sons, 1917). . : Dyt

17. 1 am using the conceptiof sight. Enﬁwwonnm:ﬁo Ewnnmnn” m= wannmn:oum 3.
reality. The windows should be n..ocm_: of:as: voa&o_nm of engagement. .3+

o
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constrained view of human nature is one vision within that worldview!'
(an inclination to believe humans are bent toward evil); capitalism (the
right to own and freely exchange property) is an-economic paradigm
consistent with a constrained vision; the free market is a model; and the
local flea market is a simulation.

How Do Worldviews Emerge?.

According to General Systems Theory,'® worldviews are the products of
revolutionary changes in paradigms. Worldviews change because new
paradigms emerge which challenge the prevailing worldview. New- para-
digms are constructed because a crisis challenges the old paradigm.2
Thomas Kuhn described this as a change of gestalt. Through a new
paradigm individuals see ‘new and different things when looking with
familiar instruments in places they-have looked before’.2! The new
paradigm forces a structural shift in the way individuals approach reality.
This revolution gradually affects all of society. Once established the new
worldview supports the paradigm and: its extension through ‘normal
science’.?? It should be noted that in this theory the preanalytic is
transformed by the analytic; the E%mn:cm by the rational. Reason has
primacy.

- 18. “The constrained vision sees human nature as essentially unchanged across
the ages and around the world, the particular cultural expressions of human needs
peculiar to specific societies are not seen as being readily and beneficially changeable
by forcible intervention. By contrast those with the unconstrained vision tend to view
human nature as beneficially changeable and social customs as expenduble holdovers
from the past’; Sowell, A Conflict of Visions, u 34,

19. General Systems Theory has annmam in this century as ‘a new paradigm for
contemporary thought’. It reflects an ‘atternpt to think holistically and systemically. I
do not espouse the philosophy upon which it is based. I do believe it is the paradigm
of thought that will dominate the institutions of social influence in the coming
century..I am indebted to Timothy Lines for introducing me to General Systems
Theory when we were both doctoral students at the Southern Baptist Theological
Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky. See his Systemic Religious Education
{Birmingham, AL: Religious Education Press, 1987). For a technical introduction
see E. Laszlo, Introduction to Systems Philosophy: Toward a New Paradigm of
Contemporary Thought (New York: Harper & Row, 1972).

20. Lines, Systemic Religious Education, pp. 35-36.

21. T.S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions {Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1962), p. 110. )

22. “Normal science’ is Kuhn's term for ‘research firmly based upon one or more
past scientific achievements’ (i.e., a new paradigm); Scientific Revolutions, p. 10.
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Another theory suggests a more complex and gradual evolution of
worldviews and'paradigms: John C. Greene critiqued Kuhn’s theory in
light of the history-of evolutionary-ideas. He demonstrated that Darwin’s -
revolutionary (in effect) paradigm was.not the result of a crisis but rather
the extension of anongoing conflict of :approaches to (visions of) natural
science. Indeed; an evolutionaryparadigm had been constructed by
Tournefort,the Count de Buffon, in the mid-eighteenth century. Buffon
was not.responding to contrdadictions in an established paradigm. Instead,
he made a conscious attempt to introduce into natural history concepts
derived from the seventeenth-century revolution in physics and cosmol-
ogy (that is, a law-bound -system of matter in-motion). Greene further
demonstrated how the evolutionary paradigm had developed alongside
of the more prominent: paradigm of mwmﬁsmanasnn natural EmBQ 2.

He also observed that - : - :

The eventual nﬂﬂmnnna of Ea Eno_.w om =»ES._ mo_oo:ou in wnaﬁ. seems
f0 have owed a ma.& deal 8 E_n Em:wunn of En competitive n.:om 9& ,
voﬁmann British _uo:nom_ nnououq Ea British mores generally.* ’

In oEon words, En wncmr EQESmE of the oﬁ_w E:aﬁgg nnuEQ
no:ﬁgﬁm m_.mmzw to.the mnaca development of the Darwinian. theory.
It may be nozazmm& SR :Glasmé and .uawa&wza have g more
interactive, @EE.&E «.&&EE&E Sn: one c& :E&En:ca& na§m EE.

- AL

effect. Pmancé ﬁgmmo::»:o:m may E.oo&a rational ones.
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The Classical Scientific s\cwESwE
Worldviews are not zEstmE mﬁQ EES&:& has a unique EEES@E
comprised of his, or her. own matrix of visions, the. s&oﬁ 0m which

AL g m

reflects a _E.wnn moEoE_ Eo_..ESoi >ﬁ w: times there, are EcEEa S0Cis

2& worldviews noEwoﬂSm mon aoaﬁwmnnm. Eﬁo& Emw cm .ﬁoinn from

the perspective of transitions of moEEmE _ioHESoim L.
The dominant. s,oHESni a:::m ?n mn<on8m_.§ EmEmo:E Emaﬁgﬁ

and omaw Awentieth nnzanom is: &8: Hmmnﬂoa to as ZoiﬁEmﬂ in
ro:ow.ow ~mmmn Zoﬁon ka_m :md :oinén ﬁo ZueﬁoEmb ioam‘

view is much broader Em.: the Eomm:ﬁ Om Newton EEmn_m » _uw:o_.

s
H
i

mu J.C. Greene, Science, Ideology, n:m World View: Essays in the History of.
Evolutionary Ideas (Los Angeles: CEéa_Q of California Press, - _wwd Eu uo-uw

24. Greene, Science, Ideology and EQE View, p. 54. ‘

25, Alvin Toffler divided history -isito three- metaphorical waves; mmnnn_:b.m_
industrial; postindustrial: The Third Wave (New"York: William Morrow; 1980),
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designation is the classical scientific worldview.

The classical scientific worldview grew out of the attempts of
Northern Humanism and the Reformation to harness classical learning
for the reign of God. What emerged was what Thomas Payne called the
Age of Reason, which placed the responsibility for social order squarely
on the shouiders of human ability, Deism was a necessary ingredient in
the transition toward the scientific worldview. The vision of God was
relegated to an inconsequential window in the total matrix of this
worldview. God was an option. Those who retained him (the deists/ cre-
ationists) structured their paradigms to include him as the transcendent
designer of the universe. Science, or, more precisely, the scientific
method, became the supreme arbitrator of truth.

Timothy Lines has outlined eight characteristics of the classical sci-
entific worldview.” It was mechanistic in analogy (the universe is like a
machine), reductionistic in method (anything can be understood by
breaking it down into its parts), disciplinary in research (disciplines are
needed to focus on the different parts of the universe), deterministic in
outlook (what will be is cmEm determined by what has been), static in
perception (the closed universe allows only rearrangemeat, not devel-
opment}, entropic in direction (availability is always decreasing), dualis-
tic in practice (mind and body exist in different realms), and positivistic
in determination of truth (science is the sole arbitrator of truth). This
worldview is generally credited with the great medical, industrial and
social developments of the past four cenfuries.

The Emerging Systemic Worldview?
The classical scientific worldview is losing its dominance. Many theorists
believe it is being replaced by some form of systemic worldview. But
there is much-disagreement as to the exact form the new worldview will
take. It is generally agreed that Einstein’s theory of relativity served as a
catalyst for the change. If time, space and matter in motion are all rela-
tive, the universe cannot be viewed as a closed system controlled by
deterministic laws.

Alfred North Whitehead?” was one of the first to grasp the implications

26. Lines prefers the terms ‘classical scientific worldview’ in order to preserve
the concept of science within the emerging systemic worldview; Systemic Religious
Education, pp. 89-97.

27. A.N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York: Macmillan,
1925); Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology (New York: Macmillan, 1929).

- Applications (New:York: George wnﬁ:ﬂ. rev. edn, 1968).
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of Einstein’s:theory.for restructuring the way: scientists' think. Many
others from a variety of-disciplines have followed. General Systems

Theory was developed by:theorists from the so-called hard sciences. At .

the forefront was L.udwig:von Bertalanffy,.a biologist,.who first.theo-
rized about open systems during the late.1920s.?® Thomas Kuhn’s semi-
nal work; The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, made the basic.con-
cepts of worldview and: wﬁﬁrma m_ﬁa a Eﬁ & >Sonom= academic
thought. B .

General Systems-Theory: E.owo%m Emﬁ En emerging mwmﬂonzo Eoma-
view is the product of the Open Systems Paradigm.-Although the design
of the paradigm itself is.not yet settled, it is generally agreed that open
systems.are those which hiave boundaries or interfaces through which
they receive inpur and have outpur. Furthermore, they have. structure,
function and purpose.* Structure refers to the pattern through which
input and output flow at any:given time. Function refers to the dynamic
aspects of a-system including all transformation processes by which
inputs are changed to outputs. Purpose tefers to the ability of a system
to alter.itself or the:conditions within which it exists in oaﬁ. to-reach a
predetermined state. s 5

Lines has amsnmna eight properties of. Eo Ovmu wwmﬁEm m.mEEmE
Of primary importance to:all systems is: holism, which states. that the
system behaves as a whole; All elements. are interdependent and consti-
tute a unified and integrated entity. Differentiation refers to the distinc-
tive characteristics of systemn noEvonnEm which-address the existence of
subsystems and suprasystems. Boundaries distinguish a. system‘from its
surrounding environment.:In open systems-boundaries -are umgomw_o
and are therefore thoughtiof as points: of iinterface between- mc_u- and
suprasystems. In closed systems g:anmamm are:-barriers. wmzcmm?mwmnnam
Open systems -are characterized by @:niaﬂ There is noE:E& inter-
action with the environment. m.e:%a&& refers to the ability. % an-open
system to-reach: a predetermined istate from differing initial noun:co:m
and through different means: Feedback is.the- guidance. Eoonmm Enecmw
which a system monitors its ?nnocum Homeostasis refers to a mmeoE ]
ability to maintain. its own structure and functionsunder a variety .of

#
circumstances. mSmEr ope systems are nwﬁmnﬁnnoa 3 méﬁr 0.,

i . . €. u.ﬁ«“m..« . ‘.._‘ - A ru ..w»‘..
28..-L: von Bertalanffy, General &ﬁas Théory: MESQESE Development,
e Loty .m, ...,.hm
29. Lines, Systemic Religious. m.m:na:oa. pp. 46-48.
30. Lines, Systemic Religious m.&:nazg. pp. 48-54..5.
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Lines follows the model of General Systems Theory and accepts the
Open Systems Paradigm as the foundation for a systemic worldview.
Thus, for him, a systemic worldview has eight characteristics. It is
organismic in image (in contrast to. mechanistic), relational in approach
(the meaning of the part is derived from its relationship to the whole),
plyralistic in understanding (integration of the various disciplines into a
dialectic synthesis), stochastic in progress (the universe is an open
system into which random variables will be added making the future
unpredictable; the idea of chance), dynamic in relationship (all structures
are in process of dynamic change), negentropic in development (increase
in order and complexity), holistic in nature, and cybernetic in direction
(teleology is determined by a process of feedback and movement within
the system).’!

It should also be noted that the General Systems Theory is sometimes
referred to as General Systems .Science. It is understood to be a new
form of science. Thus the Open Systems Paradigm and the Closed
Systems Paradigm share an epistemology that is rooted in positivism.
Knowledge is brokered through reason. Science is the method of truth.
Reductionistic/deterministic positivism and holistic/stochastic positivism
share the fundamental assumption (an epistemological vision) that there
is an unbridgeable distance between the knower and the known that can
only be.narrowed through reason.

Philosophical Antecedents of the Systemic Worldview

Many .of the characteristics-of the systemic worldview were present in
the visions of noted philosophers prior to the twentieth century. In the
mid-eighteenth century David Hume (1711-1776), a British empiricist,
challenged the whole concept of causality. Friedrich Schleiermacher
(1768-1834), the father of theological liberalism, developed a hermeneutic
that stressed the interrelationship of the part to the whole and the whole
to the part. Georg Wilhelm F. Hegel (1770-1831) foreshadowed the
language and concepts of open systems. The central concept in Hegel’s
thought was the Absoluate, which he saw as a developing organism con-
stituting the universe as a unified whole. Every part of the Absolute
Spirit derives its reality-from its relation to the whole $pirit. All knowi-
edge is about the Absolute Spirit and therefore like the Absolute Spirit
forms a system. It is only as science or system that knowledge is actual.
For Hegel the Absolute is always.in progressive motion, moving cyclically

31. Lines, Systemic Religious Education, pp. 98-115.
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through the-stages of the dialectic: thesis, antithesis, synthesis. -

In the late nineteenth century: pragmatism introduced: BE.Q of the
components of 3. systemic. worldview,: Charles Sanders Peirce. (1839
1914) began the: +pragmatic. movement with the uc_urnmnon of an article
titled ‘How. to-Make Our. Ideas.Clear’. Peirce argued against Leibniz’s
principle of sufficient reason’?.and Kant’s. principle. of causality.? For
Peirce chance is a pervasive antithesis to.causality. Spontaneous occur-
rences create new laws and habits, making nuli any law of amaa_iwma
Meaning is therefore derived from effects, not causes. William J ames
(1842-1910), a n_Oma »,:naa of Peirce, nmzwmonzom Peirce’s pragmatic
maxim to include beliefs-as well as scientific concepts. Truth is what-is
good. Truth is what worksfor us. John Dewey (1859-1952) popularized
the: pragmatic ‘philosophy¢and-used it to shape a progressive social
vision. Pragmatism used-the scientific:method as a tool for problem:
solving rather than the‘methodfor-discovering absolute truth.: Thus the
seeds of an open-system ‘were planted before the hard sciences nrm_-
_msmoa the soHESoé o_q the’ m::mwanama L &

i _‘ b ¥ i - . N

Qo:&:bc;.m E S S S _ C e
In conclusion, a w%mﬁnun éoHESos. has been emerging for some time
and will probably become the dominant worldview of the next:century
and beyond. It is evident. that- ‘many, key elemerits of the classical sci- -
entific worldview were anm nrmzosmoa prior to the twentieth:century
and that many-of the eleménts-of a systemic worldview were wnomoa in-
those challenges. The’exactnature’ % the emerging worldview.is not yet
known. Greene's critique of Kuhn's! w.&w&ma suggests‘that- Ea emeig-
ing systemic-worldview ‘will'not cn?Ew m_.oB, ,mEmuméEm&mE The

emerging worldview s.E no doubt mgon:n a host of* noEumﬂSm
vﬁm&mamx !

s

I

32. Gottfried Wilhelm- FG&EN (1647 3_3 a_Saon truths into two n&mmoﬁom .
those of reason-and those of. mmn- Every:tnith of fact is true because of.a uﬂuﬂn_w of
sufficient.reason. In this principle n.xvo:nunm and reason work together. - :“ RO

33. -Hume had-demonstrated that the. EEQE« -of- causality. is not, uuﬁ«:ou:z
derived.:It is not atruth of reason Bo_.a _NnE demonstrated that neither _mw: derived
from. o%o:nnnn ‘He n_mﬁ_@n it vas. ana. mﬁoa mwunﬁ:n judgement. Not -grounded in
reason or experience, the vnuo%_n of. nmcmf:w :was (rue because it:-was.a necessary
application to sense muvann:ho R w N X

34. .Open and-closed systerns.may. ngt an the:only. ov:oum mE. oxmBEn. a n_owon
system paradigm would have most of the n?ﬁunanmnnm of the open system:paradigm

if it contained multiple layers of apen: mswmw.ﬁnsm Such a closed system would have
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The systemic worldview will no.doubt approach the universe as an
organic, dynamic system comprised of an ever-changing array of inter-
acting subsystems. Emphasis will be placed on perceiving how systems
are structured, how they function, and how they purposefully interface.
Systemic thinking will be holistic and pluralistic. The degree to which the
systemic worldview will be positivistic is yet to be determined. Reason
will no doubt be a primary arbiter of truth.

A wmﬁmnah& :\al&SmE

m: the same time that unmmaw:ma and Einstein were challenging the
assumptions.of the scientific worldview3 Pentecostalism was born out-
side of the dominant theological visions of the Christian world:
nineteenth-century liberalism.and reactionary fundamentalism. This
observation gives rise to questions:concerning interdependence. How is
Pentecostalism related to the. classical scientific worldview and more
particularly to the vision of liberajism and fundamentalism? How does
Pentecostalism relate to pragmatism?*® Does Pentecostalism have a
worldview, and if so is that worldview compatible with the emerging
systermic worldview? ...

Harvey Cox has Rnn—&% sﬁng Emm in his opinjon Pentecostals are
‘leading the way’ in the current worldwide religious renaissance that
simply refused to let God die.”? In fact, Cox sees Pentecostalism as a
potential bridge into the ‘postmodern’ era of human history (provided it
is properly decoded). He raises the question, ‘Do the Pentecostal move-
ment and the global religious stirring of which it is undoubtedly a part
signal something larger and more significant that is underway?’, to
which he responds,

holism, . differentiation, boundaries, equifinality, feedback and homostasis.
Dynamism and growth would be limited to the subsystems. It would therefore repre-
sent an alternative systemic worldview. Likewise, if entropy (an assumption of the
scientific worldview) is eliminated as a necessary characteristic of closed systems,
those systems without entropy would function like open systems. The absence of
entropy {a-entropy) does not require the reverse of entropy (negentropy).

- 35. Einstein’s first and perhaps most significant papers were published in 1905 in
a German physics journal.

36. John Sims has attempted to demonstrate the dependency of Pentecostalism on
pragmatism.- S¢e his Power with Purpose (Cleveland, TN: Pathway Press, 1984).

37. Cox, ‘“Why God Didn’t Die’, pp. 6-8, 47-49.

e
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My..own answer.to this question is at least a qualified ‘yes’. Having pon=, ... ¢
dered the Pentecostal movement for several years and in many Qmannur

countrics I have a mqonm hunch that it v_.o.umn«,om us with an ._mﬁm_;u_u_n set. . .

of clues moﬂ _cmm mcocw ﬂmwmxiaon nn__m_ocm upsurge but about an cven

more ooEvR:nsmEn set Cof ,ogmom 1.5:2.. 1 w&&ﬁ ihesé oumum% are
Aoy

not just religious ones, GE they ‘add’ up ‘to “a'basic cultural shift for which
- the overtly spititual diménsion‘is not justithe tip of the iceberg, but also:
the:stream in which the icebérg s foating . I.donot see this change asthe .-
.beginning of the Last Days,-as-some Pentecostals do. I dosee.it however .
as a major, Hnnonmmﬁm:o:. of our-most fundamental attitndes, and.patterns . & ,

peh

‘of perception, one, Emﬂ will w_m_mﬁaw alter not just Em%..mw some people

pray but the ways s.n all think, feel, s.oqw Ea mo<9,=

TS PR o . Y

If Cox is correct, wnunnnOmEaa is:more an. :uuoEm for.than a conse-
quence of an emerging dominant Eo_.ESo? wmuﬁoomﬁp:mg should then
be viewed asa. part: & Eném_amqomﬁ that is mﬁ%nm the womcﬂoana
era. A number of: ?Qonm -mitigate-against.subsuming ‘Pentecostalism -
within.any dominant. EQ.ESni and Euwn_uw msmmnmﬁ that Cox is at least
partially correct. -~ Bk TRERICIEE ot B 9

First,1Pentecostalism may; indeed: anvhnmna a En_nc_ﬁ iQ.ESaE
and/or vision, but it n_mﬁ_su not n.n an:ﬁ of a mo_gzmo paradigm.
wozﬂonomﬁm:mé _oESmoa EEEE:%EG among.a. <mﬂn€;om peoples
around the .world. « Therg.-were ..no- theorists. who. constructed
Pentecostalism as-a Emzm_Eo .Hnmm.onmo to.the failure:of other mﬁﬁEm.

i

Indeed, Pentecostalism ook the: world; nmwmﬁw:« ithe academic iwm . by
surprise. Indications are. that it-took: ;w early: vaEvam cw,_mcﬁzmm a8

well. Pentecostalism EBE% lacks the® w@ ingredients-of a vﬁm&ma Ttis
not at its core a‘theoretical résponse 6 an nmgrmsoa vﬁm&mg wE E_w
is not to say that it is not in jtself paradi

i F YRR A Bt

mmno_a? it has’ cmom Eo

A‘E,

i
H

classical msn_mzmn Eoﬁaﬂn?& annsw Bw&@ mmwm_,na ﬁmﬁ wnannmms_aa

menmoa oyt om Ea a8 ,amvamm_ow ‘of: maocaﬂoﬁaa.%wmwozm &

mode]. wm ___uoamrma with w

teard ek

um Oox .45& Oo_u Didn’t U_n,.%t Kmim FHUCR T I B

39. V. Synan, The m&_zn%-.u@a“nnaﬂi Moverient.{Grand Rapids:: :Eerdmans, .
1971); .D::Dayton, - The. Theological xuoz of .Pentecostalism (Grand mwmu_%..
NOD&OQNE..H_OWQH.,\, D% e, tRERgedn .m ,
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There was nothing in the new doctrines for them seriously to consider as
anything but heresy,

This is not to say that Pentecostalism onHmaa as a reaction to liberal-
ism, as did ?:amangmg. mgamBm:E_wE is clearly an expression of
the onmmE& scientific worldview %" In contrast, Pentecostalism and the
_pogomm movement from iEo: it nm:ﬁ reflect an alternative worldview,
one that springs from the insights of John Wesley.*' Their vision of reli-
gion is incompatible with liberalism and fundamentalism. Appearances of
compatibility with fundamentalism confuse shared doctrines with shared
sources for those doctrines. Fundamentalism holds tightly to reason as
the basis of faith. Wesleyans and Pentecostals hold to Scripture, church
tradition, reason and-experience as authoritative guides to faith while
God alone serves as the basis of faith. Hence, they were experiencing
God in ways William James could only imagine and John Gresham
Machen and B.B. Warfield would not dare dream possible.

A Vision of the Pentecostal Worldview

No individual can comprehensively describe a worldview. Worldviews
are preanalytic images that defy comprehensive analysis. Nevertheless,
worldviews beg for description. I shall therefore suggest a core image
within the Pentecostal worldview and extrapolate from it specific visions
of reality within Pentecostalism. This core image relies heavily upon the
belief that the early years of Pentecostalism in this century represent the
heart of the movement** and that the heart continues to beat strong in
most regions of the world.®

40. Timothy B. OE.mE in an attempt to show that Pentecostal mn:&Eu tend to
operate out of a fundamentalist paradigm, has recently demonstrated that the funda-
mentalists and modemnists operated out of the same epistemological presuppositions,
“a positivistic philosophical paradigm which took history as the dominant category of
meaning’; ‘Beyond the Fundamentalist-Modernist Controversy’, pp. 163-87.

41.. It is interesting to note that Wesley wus one of the first theologians to incor-
porate insights from the Enlightenment but that he was careful to integrate them with
an grthodox understanding of the MnEwERm and church tradition. His famous
asmn_amﬁnm_ further balanced Emmon with axwonmsno

42. I am in agreement with Hollenweger and Land that the first decade of
Pentecostalism represents the heart of the movement rather than its infancy.
8.J. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality: A Passion for the Kingdom (JPTSup, 1
Sheffield: Sheifield Academic Press, 1993), p. 13.

43..T am especially indebted to my wife, Cheryl Bridges Johns, for her research
and insights into our shared heritage in Pentecostalism. She was the first to uplift for

3
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-At the-core of the Pentecostal worldview is affective experience, of
God which generates an apocalyptic:horizon for reading reality. In-this
apocalyptic.horizon the mxﬁnnosnn of God is fused to all other percep-
tions in the, space-time continuum. The m:w_on holds all EEmm in a dialec-
tic:tension between the wwom& and the not yet. . e

Steven J. Land saw.in the.early Pentecostal movement.a 8096_% of
the primitive eschatological-vision. Founders of the movement reasoned
that believers today .'can;:should and must evidence the same longing
and power as the mqmﬁ Ogngm. if: 93 are to be in omnrﬂo_omﬂo& con-
tinuity with the ,aom_EEum Eﬁ Ea of Eo n_..Eou o_ﬂ mnaﬁnoﬂ, 44 He
elaborated: ;. ‘ . ,_

The o:ﬁo:ﬂ:m of 50 mv.:.: ini the vomﬂ-mmmaa SBBE:G n:w»ﬁ& Ea .
sustained that nmnwm:&om_o& tension’and vision s&_nr nrﬁmﬁmnwwa the

early orE.nr and’ 90 nmaw _..ouﬁnomﬁm Now! n<oJ&=nm imm considered -
from Sn mﬁws&uoEH of the _EEEnE vﬁozws 1n the transcendent pres-

ence om God.categories of time and space were fused; and, sincg Jesus.
was near, 50 was the end, The mv:.: who raised Jesus, made —Eu Eownu:. :
in salvation,, m_mpm 'and wonders, and mwos.ma things to come. The mv:: .
Ero ,a_._n:na as intense ro_.un EE ouﬁ.mﬁon witness, wcﬁo::pnuann the
o:mo_um nummpon ,_,o live :: m,v ni.& Sm_z.n in the E:mnoE 5@8 ,
the w?E s.mm unomanﬂ nmnwﬁomom_na uoin_. En—,o was Eo &..E.nu om

vanoomﬂ " !

'
A,

i i ......

ﬁ:m imm m vision om living in Eo Jast amwm in s&:& nmn: wo:ﬂma

Hnnnioa a sense of qmum».mmax:m ro@a 5&57 gave a sense of c&omwﬁm.
a_mEQ and power to many, wi ho. M:E mmoz themselves. as SnmEm._.wa
‘With. one foot .in .greagion;, Ea En other, in the age to come, the
Pentecostals hoped for, the m&ﬁaoa of the\lost and longed ?w Jesus to
ooBa, 47 They shared:an E.mo_z passion.to be Christlike S_Bnmmnm in the
power Ea demonstration of the. Holy mvﬁﬂ ® M

Z_mqmmnﬁ wo_oam § Eou:BnE& mE&: of. the >mwnEE6m Om Ooa
- M

me the affective, nnwmconm_ mmunn_m o». wwnﬁno.e_Ber as.being central to Em manner in
which the people-of the movement: ‘read En:. EonE. I-had the privilege.of gleaning
from her. work.throughout-its na<n_o_uBnE Sd_mmn:mcou form _unmEEnm in:1984.
See her Pentecostal Formation: A mnmnweuu. aSo:m the. Ovv.....%na. G_uq_ mEu. 2
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press; Gomv R

44, Land, Pentecostal-Spirituality, p. ao s

45.. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality,p.64.- . . - = .
46.. Land; vmzamn&“n?whﬁgh_q % 5
47. Land, Pentecostal Spirituglity, p. mu ; ) .
48. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, v..wq.{.r_ I T R

~

LT
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indicates that the experiential dimension is still very much intact. She
WIOtE:

The instrumental rational reasoning process so characteristic of science
-and bureaucracy are absorbed into a more dominant sacred Weli-
anschawung within the Pentecostal perspective. It is God who is credited
with providing modern medicine, advanced technology, and higher edu-

. cation, as well as personal benefits of a particular job, safe travel, and
even parking places. This sacred worldview attributes all things to God
rather than relegating the sacred to a particular time slot on Sunday morn-
ings! Such atiribution makes adherents skepticat about the powers of pure
reason and its 85.5. bureaucratic authority.*?

She understood the ongoing experiential nature of Pentecostalism to
be a form of Hmmrﬁmsnn to modernism. Ioéwﬁn she concluded that
Pentecostals are able to ‘incorporate their belief in and experience of
a personal and active God with a decidedly modern worldview in
a manner that actually enriches the spiritually impoverished one-
dimensional man’.*

Characteristics of a Pentecostal Worldview

Several characteristics of a Pentecostal worldview may be extrapolated
from these statements by Land and Poloma. First, the Pentecostal
worldview is God-centered. All things relate to God and Ged relates to
all things. This fusion of God with the phenomenological does not col-
lapse God into creation. Instead, it is a predisposition to see the trans-
cendent God at work in, with, through, above, and beyond all events.

A second characteristic of the Pentecostal worldview flows out of its
God-centeredness: it is holistic. Pentecostals are inclined to think system-
ically, as is evidenced in their eschatology. They have historically sub-
scribed to a dispensationalism that emphasizes a progressive unfolding of
revelation and the interrelation of the ages.’! All events, past, present

49, M.M. Poloma, The Assemblies of God at the Crossroads: Charisma and
Institutional Dilemmas (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1989), p. 8. It is
Poloma’s thesis ‘that the Assemblies of God is currently experiencing vitality and
growth because of its ability to encourage personal participation in charisma without
jeopardizing its organizational structure’ (Assemblies of God, p. 11).

50. Poloma, Assemblies of God, p. 8. It should be noted that Poloma’s study did
not consider eschatological aspects of faith and practice in the Assemblies of God.
But there can be little doubt that the apocalyptic horizon has lost its focus for many
Pentecostals.

51. F. Arrington, ‘Dispensationalism’, in 8.M. Burgess and G.B. McGee (eds.),
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and future, are'related to a single master plan of God that will be con-
summated at the second coming of Qﬁa 52 ,EEm for _uoaoooms_m even
time is viewed as a whole. .

It may . also be.inferred; ?oEM‘Enmm.éanzmm that the Pentecostal
worldview is transrational. Pentecostals-do not limit truth to the realm of
reason. For them the spectrum.of knowledgeincludes cognition, affec-
tion and behavior, each of which is fused to the other two. Hence,
Pentecostals are concerned with orthopathy and. orthopraxy as well as
orthodoxy. Faith,-practice- and feeling are to be worked out togethet
with. the affections:serving.as the integrating center.>® Cheryl Bridges
Johns has linked Pentecostalism with ‘affective conscientization’, arguing.
that in the Pentecostal.environment,the Holy Spirit ‘unveils reality in a
manner. which incorporates. but.supersedes human praxis’.** Elsewhere
she.and I have proposed. the Hebrew zuamnﬁw:&:m of yada as a
Pentecostal-approach to knowledge. o E

Land’s. emphasis. gn.the mconm;%:n must not cm o<naobwwa
Premillenialism emerged in the nineteenth-century holiness movement. 3¢
Eschatological themes were of central significance to the development of
early Pentecostal thought.?? Theirs was not-primarily. an apocalypse. of
the end, but-rather ong of noum_._EBw:ou and fulfillment. For them all
things were being, Eo:mE together in QSmH R ._

‘The_apocalyptic of «early. Pentecostalism grew. out. Om a w:E:E_mE
inherited from Em‘:ogomm.aoﬁnﬁa:gm primitivism remains; a sub;
stantial vision within the Pentecostal worldview. The early wmuaooﬁam_

exhibited three kinds of primitivism, = of which were cartied over from
the nineteenth century: Their onn_owmu:nm_ primitivism led them to be msm- B
picious of ‘man made’ creeds and Ech:onm .H.rn:. ethical E.:EzEmB

_f. o
Dictionary of Pentecostal and Charismatic w&eﬁﬁ%& (Grand Rapids: NoH.“EnEmP
1988}, pp. 247-48. See also Land, Pentecostal:Spirituality, pp. 79, 198. “
52. For an early systemic approach to! vouﬁnomnm thought especially as : relates
to this m:EnQ see D:W. Faupel, {The m_:zaou of “Models™ in the Eaa_ﬁmcou om

Ttn

Pentecostal Thought’, Preuma 2.1 (Spring 1980), g 5171, - i @
53."Land, Pentecostal hv_zng? ppi wm.ﬁ g T g
54. lohns, Pentecostal Formation, pp. :TAO R 7

55.:1.D. Johns and C.B. Johns, J:aEEm tothe mv:.: A wonﬁooms_ Eu?o»n:
to OS% Bible Study',:JPT. 1 (1992),pp: 109-34. -

56. Dayton, Theological'-Roots &ﬁm.m:RﬂSBES S RS PSRN

57.-D.W. Faupel, ‘The Everlasting: Qo%n_ The-Significance of mmn:mﬂo_omw in
the : Development .of- Pentecostal ,Huocm? QuEv n_mmanm:ou CEqn_,EQ .of
Birmingham, 1989). N T TSI . :
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called them to an all-consuming passion for holiness. .. But it was the
. experjential primitivism which catalyzed the other two and directed every-
thing toward the soon coming of the Lord.5

Poloma’s work reveals the results of all three forms of primitivism 1o be
present in the Assemblies of God, but she warns that they are in real
danger of losing their commitment to holiness.*

Other Characteristics of the Pentecostal Worldview
Scripture holds a special place and function in the Pentecostal worldview.
Pentecostals differ from evangelicals and fundamentalists in approach to
the Bible. For Pentecostals the Bible is a living book in which the Holy
Spirit is always active. It is the Word of God, and therefore to encounter
the Scriptures is to encounter God.%® In my analysis the Scriptures serve
at least three functions. First, they function as a primary reference point
for communion with God. Pentecostals encounter-God in the Scriptures.
Secondly, they serve as the template for reading the world. It is in the
light of Scripture that the patterns of life are recognized and woven into
the divine-human narrative. In this manner the Scriptures facilitate the
formation of visions (preanalytic, affective dispositions) within the
believer which are perceived to conform to the character of God.
Thirdly, the Scriptures function as a link to God’s people and God’s
presence in the world throughout the ages. In this they facilitate the
primitivistic and futuristic purposes of the people of God and therecby
maintain the apocalyptic emphasis.

Other characteristics of the Pentecostal worldview need mentioning.
Pentecostals are inclined toward action more than reflection.®! They are

58. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, p. 60.

59. Poloma, Assemblies of God, pp. 238-40.

60. R. Hollis Gause, ‘Our Heritage of Faith in the Verbal Inspiration of the
Bible', in R.-H. Gause and 5.J..Land (eds.), Centennial Heritage Papers 1986.
Presented at the 615t General Assembly of the Church of God (Cleveland, TN:
Pathway Press, 1986}, pp. 33-37.

61. Speaking of Pentecostal mission theology, Grant McClung wrote, ‘It has
been more experiential than cognitive, more activist than reflective, more actualized
‘than analyzed’; “Salvation Shock Troops’, in H.B. Smith (ed.), Pentecostals from
the Inside Out (Wheaton, IL: Victor Books, 1990), p. 86. In the same volume
Gordon Anderson wrote, ‘Pentecostals tend to favor action over contemplation and
study’ (‘Pentecostals Believe:in More than Tongues’, p. 56). Poloma stated that
‘Pastors.and adherents. thus stress the importance of affective action within an
organization that is decidedly modern’ (Assemblies of God, p. 11).
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resistant to-bureaucratic: autherity $ They demonstrate a paradoxical
view of power, having:an:ideology. that stresses both personal power to
control.one’s -destiny and+loss of %os.d?ﬁo_én omnipotent- control
of God.%* They have.a:strong sense of needing to be separated from
the world, :.which is seenzasi‘an interlocking mwm.aB.lono-ﬁorco&
ooomou:o and.spiritnal-—that is passing msmw. .

Toward a m.mamno&& Paradigm L
As discussed above; paradigms-are Emoaonn& Snmw.sowopm s;znw serve
the: purpose -of -providing:structureiand-order to a -worldview. They
function to’ provide:a means.of (sense of) understanding .Eo_ ‘world:
Models are theoretical:solutions to problems within a paradigm:It: was
argued:above-that: the ‘worldviews .of GeneralSystems Theory. and
Pentecostalism may] each ibe:described as systemic but that.the two
require distinct-visions.of:reality. Consequently, a-Pentecostal paradigm
must be seen.as an,alternative 8 En EB&WE of Qnun_.& mwmsam
Theory, EENTIETIN SRTY S 0 R ST
- Above, H EB&E described the- m.nanoomm: Eonasos as mozoém. e

At En core E. 5@ _uousnoumﬁ Eoﬁaﬁoﬁ is umnn:su oxm.o:nuon of God

which generates an mvon&wuco woﬁuo: for reading reality. In this apoca-
-* lyptic horizon the éxperience of Gad i _m fused to all bther pérceptions in the'

- .-space-time_continuum. The! fusion &o—% all things in a-dialectic tension:.
» between the already:and the not.yet.. e

% The' Pentecostal ionESmi s :E_wacon& Péntecostals do not limit BEH E

-++"to the-realm of reason::For them En spectrum of knowledge EnEnom P
: cognition, affection-and cnmeon.ﬁmnu of which is fused to-the oﬁnrﬂio

Hence, Pentecostals are: concerned with; :orthopgthy and o:&awﬂa.d_ as'
well as orthodoxy, mm_E,.. m..wncong_mnn mun__um are. to be. z._o%oa out.

bl

anﬁn_. with the sm.onnmnm mo?Ew mm the E"nwacbm nn:ﬁn

S

From Enmn ﬁmﬁBoEm a Emca:oa oosmﬁcn” of wmsﬁooms._ anmrqﬂemw
U@%Hﬂdﬂﬁu s e del g % e ORI L m Ly 1

<A wossoomnm vEm&mB must find its: mn.cog.m ?EEE. mﬂﬁ purpose
in-the knowledge of God. This: _Boi_onmo is'the _Eoimamo.om nuooE.sn

3

.w,.,w....w.\ H mx.xm
mm m.o_cu._m. b%&aw:&. -0fiGod, p+8. w,: et

- +63: L.P.Gerlach and V:H.;Hine, ?aﬁk.&»@%ﬁ E& Q:Smm Eo&saag of
Social Transformation. AFEwa%o:m. wog.gonnz 1970), pp. 160-78. - 4 »uvws

64. Land, Pentecostal MEZE&.Q.G qow F&E refers to thisias a mEnEwEw «of
fission. i s b e Wi g
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and relationship, yada. To begin at this point is to build on an episte-
mology which is based upon personal revelation and response.55 All
knowledge is covenantal in nature. The knower and the known must
experience, honor and respond to each other according to the true
nature of each. Truth is an expression of being and since God is the
ground of all that is, he is the ground of all truth. God is thus the witness
and guarantor of all knowledge.

Furthermore, yada focuses on being in time rather than simply being.
Time has its beginning and ending in God so that in God time and all it
contains find union. The apocalyptic nature of Pentecostalism calls forth
an eschatological.construct in which all of creation which flows out of
God is on the threshold of returning unto God. To know God in the
power of the Holy Spirit places the individual in a system that functions
in but transcends time. It is to share presently in the coming final state.
At Pentecost the believer comes truly to know Easter and the Parousia
because it is there that the resurrected Christ fulfills the promise of the
Father and fills the believer with the Holy Spirit. This €Imphasis on time
suggests that the Pentecostal paradigm should include a time-sensitive
metaphor along with the ontologically sensitive metaphor of ‘organism’.
‘Pilgrimage’ or ‘journey’ would reflect this sense of destiny.

The Pentecostal nm&&mﬂ recognizes the need for total transformation
of the believer as a downpayment on the total transformation of
creation. This is reflected in the early fivefold gospel; Jesus is Savior,
Sanctifier, Spirit Baptizer, Healer, and Coming King. While considerable
attention was given to physical :nmb:m ag a provision of the atonement
and therefore a sign to unbelievers, the real test was in the affections.
With John Wesley it was affirmed that the transformation of the heart is
the center of authentic OsnmcmEG The one who knows God loves, for
God is love.

Pentecostals are concerned with truth, but not just propositional truth.
In their paradigm oﬂroao&r orthopraxy and orthopathy form the pur-
pose, function and structure/essence of truth. Orthodoxy, in both the
sense of giving glory to God and in the sense of correct belief, is the

65. Rationalism and empiricism and any combination of the two are rejected as
adequate sources of knowledge. However, yada does not negate reason nor Sensory
experiences. Rather it accepts them for what they are, characteristics of human exis-
tence designed to function as facilitators of knowledge but distorted by sin so as to
make them unreliable to the point of deception.

66. Orthodoxy takes its meaning from a time in church history when faith was
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purpose of knowledge. It is that toward which the church must always
be moving: Glory will be given.to God most purely. when we are finally
transformed in entirety so that our being, behavior msa beliefs conform |
fully to the truth intended for us. m : .
Orthodoxy is also purposive; it.is.a acm:@:_m m»nESSH Sn Ea two
other forms of knowledge. Doctrinal constructs such as the creeds
cannot serve as .a primal source of the knowledge of God. They may by
their- very nature (asabstract propositions) serve.as-a barrier to trans-
forming encounter with.God. However, sound doctrine must Eimwm be
a dynamic element in all quests for truth. : o ;
Orthopraxy is. EmE reflection/action” and oosmngmm EQ,E\SQE: of
knowledgé. To encounter God is to know oneself as a subject and object
in history.*” It is to respond:in faithful obedience and consciously to join
in the ongoing mission of the Holy :Spirit. But reflection/action as a
human activity. cannot transcend the.ontological barrier between subject
and object; humans cannot: initiate knowledge with God. Without the
integration of onroaoxw and orthopathy .all praxis. will.degenerate into
sinful praxis.5® Wholenessiis achievéd through an ongoing.interaction
with the Spirit, the Word; the oOE&EEQ of the Spirit and Word, and
the world. .
Onﬁo@m&w Bmﬂm to. :m ht mmnnzosm EEou _unoﬁao the structure/
essence for a Pentecostal wmam&m:.. It is through, mwnnnmnu:on that the
believer's character. is:transformed into the image and likeness of Christ.
This transformation mogm the _Enmmmcsm center of the know ._mn_mm of
God. HH czsmm Smn-wma En .mv:: _nm Eonammom of oarocﬂmxs mza Ea
Mﬁ_mﬁ-moooﬁvrmrna onronoxw .H.Em is nota _um—wf_._mim of En 580.; .cﬁ.
rather an EEmEzo: an mmmnnzﬁ ﬁaamnmamn&:m and cwrmSQ i_un: is
omwgza fo the knowledge mm God! m _ .. _ _
“The :mnmmonumnoa of the wmmoc m.m i &Bm-nnumuﬁom& 69 mnmﬁ it Hm
mnocsama in Rvn:S:ao. wﬁ&:« n_um:mo of :Ea ddm 5 a hnmummo_..
mation of attitudes and Emvom:_onm which: Swom place at Em <mQ core of
an Snzacw__ 5 EOHESnS E_n nmsmmonumnon o:mEﬁmm in Eommﬁoo Om

God as the Spirit calls the sinner to Ewnn.ﬁaon Often the anmi_:m of En

equated with creed and confession om :un creed was the purest form om Eo_.mEu

Hence, the literal meaning of :mE m_oQ _w nrm__mnn into, =m3 belief™:as %Eomﬁms

worship. S NI Y ST I S : ¢
67. Johns, mvm:anc&& ﬁeaznzaa p. 115, . o
.68. Johns and Johns, *Yielding to.the mEE. pp: 121-22. T I
69. Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, pp. 134-36. SRR
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Spirit first strikes the affective chords of the unconscious mind. (Godly
sorrow worketh repentance.) The individual responds to the Spirit’s
wooing with a volitional/rational act of faith and confesses Christ as
Lord. This initial orthopraxy is a twin moment in which God knows the
person as justified in Christ and the individual knows God as redeemer.
The individual is regenerated and a new vision is formed at the core of
her or his worldview. A process of reconstruction begins, one in which
the old core vision, which was a disposition toward self, wars with the
new core vision, which is a Emﬁomﬁou toward God and others,
Sanctification has begun.

: In sanctification: Christ is known as. Eo power of God unto salvation
and-the suffering servant (orthodoxy). The love of God springs forth as
a fountain of love and inclines the believer toward a life of responsible
action (orthopraxy).. However, a crisis event may be needed to break the
power.of the old, sinful core vision and remove it from the defining
center of the believer’s mind. Once broken, the template of old core
vision remains within the memory. of the believer. Powerless, the old is
known for what it is, a law which is unto death.

Secondly, the transformation of the affections is-objective.

To say the Christian affections are objective means thar affections take an
object. In this case the object is also the subject: God is the source and
object of Christian affections... What God has said and done, is saying
and doing, will say and do is the.source and telos of the affections.’”

The objectivity of the affections binds them to the dimension of reason
and understanding. Thus the paradigm 5 which the Ua:asmn lives must
oosgzm:z be shaped 3\ Godly affections.

Thirdly, the affections are relational. Their transformation alters the
manner in which the individual relates to Qoa the church and the world.
The altered worldview and va&mB Bc<m the focus of problems from
mo_mmr desire toward the needs of o&nmm . Thus, the Ewmoy of the affec-
tions is community, the koinonia of Em mEEm The significant role of the
mmmoomosm within the Pentecostal Eﬁm&mﬁ suggests the need for yet
another metaphor, perhaps ‘story’.”!

70. -Land, Pentecostal Spirituality, p. 134.

71. T am using the term ‘story’ in the sense of ‘myth’ but only in the technical
sense of a story, or any symbol, that embodies the a priori beliefs, affections and
values of a society. The observation that an idea is a myth is not a statement about its
historicity or verifiability.
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The following chart demonstrates the distinctive structure of a
Pentecostal paradigm in relation to:Systemns Theory. It suggests that the
primal structure. for Pentecostal knowledge is rooted in the m&nooco:m
and should moi oE of En mwauowo\moﬂc& story of Pentecostalism (that
is, the mnmwﬁﬁomv E& mza mxwamﬁo: in the qm_&_uonm and mgam of the
EoﬁBE:

Y

§m .w:ﬁn_.zﬁm e\. a wmaﬁnaaﬁ m.n:&_wi

v R

Truth wﬁmuna m_n Core ;.

..> 112._ ..-.+ Foundation of . m:EE,»_quE.._.

‘System’ =:n=oﬂ_2_mo . 3«5.,.#_3 c_a.nn..uEE_E.u to Truth -

‘ “ " (domain * * (Whatwethink (‘normal’ method

oo coftruth) - we Kiow) , of finding. truth) - -

Systems  °  Reason & Positivism/  worldview paradigm model .

Theory Ocminoa S -

Pentecostalism  Yada, Covenant™*¢ * storyil wadition community <
| iBncoumten'  -¢- revelaion < - - < rimals . -

>mmnn._._o=m i 5
In oEﬁ éoz_m._.&m n&m&mE oﬁwonaoo.wgmﬁ is wgSnomﬁ .H._uu

Pentecost o<aE m:&o&mm - the, values, beliefs and mmmmo:ozm Om. Ea..

AR SEEIH

Eo<om§= It nonmcgwﬁm En no<m=m=ﬁ omﬁgm?& in the mmmHH event -

and projects those realities, into the nwowmﬁu The. story of wnn_.booﬁ is

the. story of QSzml_.EBEW ummno_._m.n EEna mEﬁESmm Em m:& union
of all believers E_E ngm _.En .\mﬁﬁﬁwmuﬁnom_ﬁ is inseparable b,.oEwm.__m
0m&<Eo_.o<&mﬁo.ﬁ_. o ndin, o " L

The story is Smao Enm«:ma .Enocma EQ :mmﬁosm E& aos .out of
it. q_:wmm ﬁm&zoum Eu_.ammmm p: that)is to cm vmmmnm onto Eu nmﬁ mau-
eration. Hso% include the telling of the story, codes of ooEEQ and
shared practices. The traditions of wﬂ_ﬁnomﬂ are clearly. agﬂmma at the
end of ch. 2 of Acts. The nmnEo: m:.nm rige to rituals which provided

structuire and meaning to Eo ﬁ._m& =<mm of Em early Christian nonB.HEQ

. Finally, it should be noted that the vonﬁooﬂﬂ paradigm may sub-

sume the General mwmﬁBm nEmEmEmSE Eno QaSEoz The reverse is

not true. The affections may serve as an Eﬁmnm:um center of m: knowl:
edge; mwmuno_mB cannot. ,:6 mﬁoé.gmna metaphor of qun_wzos con-
,E:m a worldview but systems anQ (in that it is mSosmm:S cannot
integrate time into'a unified s&o_o. —.._._nga ‘traditions and :E&m En

>
more open to Eﬁw&mam Ea Bona_m z.:ﬁ Eo oo=<2mn

i




96 Journal of Pentecostal Theology 7 (1995)

. Q@:&ﬁ@.ﬁ

It may be concluded that Pentecostalism as a movement has many
similarities with the emerging systemic worldview. Both are holistic
systemic and purposive. Each is characterized as growth-oriented,
organismic, relational, dynamic and open to change. Pentecostalism may
indeed be a part of the stream that is ushering in the postmodern era.

However, there are divergences and it would be a mistake to marry
Pentecostalism to'the systemic' worldview or any of its emerging
paradigms. Of special concern is the Open System Paradigm of the uni-
verse. Some form of process theology is an inescapable outgrowth of
the paradigm. Openness to ‘God-talk’ and to the ‘supernatural’ does not
equate with biblical theism. -

If it is to be true to itself, Pentecostalism must maintain a radical
commitment to the presence and sovereignty of God. It must further
reclaim an apocalyptic vision which fuses it to primitive Christianity as a
single eschatological community living in the hope of the Parousia.
Pentecostalism must remain a contrast culture, one which lives out the
present realities of the E:mnoa of God as it waits mon ms& consummation
of all things. :

- Pentecostal scholars need to consider nm:w?:w the distinctiveness of
theif own worldview and its implications for the postmodern era before
they buy into the paradigms and models of the emerging worldview. If
they do not the resulting marriage may prove far more detrimental to
the movement than the fading courtship with evangelicalism. Pentecostal
models of ministry must flow out of Pentecostal paradigms of truth.

’

[JPT 7 (1995) 97-106]

_ CAN CLASSICAL PENTECOSTALS AND
«t ROMAN CATHOLICS ENGAGE IN COMMON WITNESS?

- EZGEE&*. S L

. Institute for Ecumenical and Cultural Research
' Collegevilte, MN 56321, USA

y .
! i

What shape, if any, would common witness take between two traditions
which' are’ either in, the _Ecm_ stages of ecumenical relationships, or
belong to aacoa_amnonm s&_o: ‘are uneasy about ‘any form of ecu-
menism? Is it even @mea_o for. Christians of different traditions to
express “their mEn.. together in :&E& ways: i_EoE committing thém-
mm?mm to structural reunion? Is it ﬁo.n.m&_o 10-engage in common witriess |
while H&nngm nnoymm_mm:om_ réunion as‘an ideal? Are. nﬁnn no more lim-
ited choices between OHmmEo _.ncao_u on the orie hand, and no common
witness whatsoever on the QES hand? QE we noovnnmnm in migsion and
noEBoz witness in ‘some; osonnﬁ Ewn:nn even if oaw to @. limited
degree? Can Christians of a&ngm Eoo_omﬁ& views E-Bnmm;omﬁwoﬂ
without ooBvBHEmSm Emn &m_“_bnzﬁ E_Som% o s

b

' mkﬁm:mznm &,. .umq_a Qﬁ.n as a wEE &q U&g::_.m

We 8: cmmE 8 ~oow at Em %foﬁ mw om S\ mﬁmsnm Eo Enmcﬁvoﬂ-

k3
tions to common E_Hnmm 5 nﬁ co ﬂﬁa om Qmmm_nu_ wouﬁnomBT .oman

Om&o__o B_a ons as 968 mma in m.wm %.89»:8& dialogue. ddm inter-
national Eﬁomzn nmm Svamﬂo&w mmmm:ou that it-does not. E:d Mm its mom_
structural reunion. WNEQ, its mo£ is En aomﬁ: & Bw&&om_nm. the

~*  Kilian McDonnell (STD, ,_.nnn CESW_.EQV one of the foremost moro:ﬁ of
the Catholic charismatic ‘movement, hmfwanman ‘of the Emcaﬁ for mnEEwEn& Ea
Cultural Research, Collegeville, MN _dm> ,::m article was ?nm.mnoa for EnmnE.
ation in'the International: Qmwm_oa,vn_:mn%%oag Catholic' Dialogug; in iEos
McDonnell has' been -aleading- mmc_.nw since the com::::m of ‘these " d:mo_um
discussions in 1970. : : = CaraE




