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INTRODUCTION

One of the doctrinal heritages of the classical Pentecostals has been Spirit-baptism.
Concomitant to this doctrine of Spirit-baptism is the position on theinitial physical
evidence of speaking in other tongues as the Spirit gives the utterance.

Historically, thisissue has been one of the central foci of theologica exchange between
Evangelicals and Pentecostals. Germinated from this exchange has been the rejuvenated
interest in the study of Luke-Acts. The central issue is whether Luke was a theologian or
merely an historian? Is there a possibility of adistinct Lukan theology? Can we find
didactic models in scripture to support our historic doctrine of Spirit-baptism and the
doctrine of initial physical evidence of speaking in tongues. More pointedly, can we
secure our historical positions by turning to Luke-Acts?

Among Pentecostal s themsel ves, there has been a mixture of perspectives on the above
concerns. The classical Pentecostals hold firmly to the necessity of the doctrine of initial
physical evidences of speaking in tongues.® However, we sadly have to admit to the fact
that our past apology for our position has been rather weak and our quest for aviable
defence has been lethargic. Resulting from this theol ogical weakness, groups of neo-
Pentecostals and Charismatics have emerged and created a watershed in the Pentecostal
position of initial physical evidence of speaking in tongues. Most of these neo-
Pentecostal's do not necessitate speaking in tongues asinitial evidence of baptism in the

Holy Spirit.2

This "uncertain syndrome" has clearly affected many of our present Assemblies of God
ministers. Many essentially pay lip service to the doctrine of initial evidence of speaking
in tongues but pragmatically tend to avoid it. It is this concern to which this paper is
addressed. The focus of this paper is a quest for the evidencesin Luke-Actsto affirm the
sign value of glossolalia as normative initial evidence for Spirit-baptism. To do this, the
writer will endeavour to prove Luke' stheological use of, and didactic intent for, the
Jewish-gentile model as support for the doctrine of initial evidence of speaking in
tongues as normative to the baptism in the Holy Spirit.

|. Survey of Past and Present Scholar ship



A brief survey of past scholarship will enable us to have a better grasp of the materialsto
appraise the present theological arena on thisissue. The past treatment of Luke by most
Evangelicals has been as an historian. Much of the theology of the Spirit of Pentecostals
oninitial evidence of speaking in tongues finds its anchorage in Luke-Acts. Thus, in the
past Evangelicals have largely dismissed the possibility of using the historical narratives
of Luke for normative theology. Fee, further stress that unless we can prove didactic
intent, narratives cannot be viewed as normative theology .2

The table was turned when recent scholars by way of redaction criticism began to view
the gospel writers as being theologians in their own right.® I. H. Marshall masterfully
recaptured the value of Luke as both a theologian and an historian.” This marks the
moment of renewed hope for the possibility of developing a Pentecostal theology.

This hope was further fortified by the scholarship of Roger Stronstad, who strongly and
ably argued for adistinctive Lukan theology. He skilfully established the charismatic
activity of the Holy Spirit from the Old Testament to Luke. Stronstad refersto the
charismatic activity of the Spirit as an empowerment for service2 Evangelical scholar
David Hill has also aluded to the activity of the Spirit in Acts to inspired speech and
prophecy.? Robert Menziesin his doctoral dissertation has thoroughly and ably affirmed
the nature of the Spirit’s activity in the Lukan theological mindset in terms of the Spirit of
prophecy and inspired speech.®

Alongside these positive new developments in the Pentecostal theological framework,
other developments were taking place within evangelicalism. During this period of
development, Evangelical scholars like James G. Dunn and Frederick Dale Bruner
eloquently argued that the infilling of the Spirit at Pentecost and other experiencesin
Acts has to do with conversion-initiation and not subsequence.* An intense exchange of
opinions contra to Dunn’s position was attempted by Howard M. Ervin.22 Since then
many Pentecostals have responded to Dunn’s position.22 Fee, in an articlein Pneuma,
dealt with the issue of subsequence. He seems to empathize with the Pentecostal
experience but he calls for the necessity of establishing a clear hermeneutical
framework 14

Concluding from the brief discussions above, the writer observes the closing of the
Evangelical-Pentecostal schism. The classical distinction between Pentecostals and
Evangelicals is becoming rather hazy. With the conceding of Evangelicalsto the
possibility of adistinctive Lukan pneumatology, the Lukan emphasis of the Spirit as
empowerment for service and the restoration of inspired speech and prophecy as argued
by Menzies® is gaining afair hearing. What is left to demarcate the Pentecostals and the
Evangelical? Thus far, much of these studies have established clearly the nature of the
prophetic activity of the Spirit. The question still remains: s inspired speech normative in
Spirit-baptism? What, then, is the nature of inspired speech at Spirit-baptism? The
evangelical sees awide spectrum of possibilities for inspired speech. It can range from
preaching to speaking in tongues. In the classical language of Pentecostals the inspired
speech in Spirit-baptism is the initial evidence of speaking in tongues. Thus the onus of



our task is to establish the normativity of the initial evidence of Spirit-baptism. Can we
from Luke-Acts find such evidences?

[I. THE QUEST FOR A NORMATIVE MODEL FOR
GLOSSOLALIA ASINITIAL EVIDENCE FOR
SPIRIT-BAPTISM IN LUKE-ACTS

In an attempt to address the quest mentioned above, the writer would like to initiate a
series of arguments to fortify the thesis. The primary focus of discussion and source of
the writer will be Luke-Acts.

A. Luke sIntentionality

Since the work of Marshall on Luke as a theologian and historian, the possibility of a
distinctive Lukan theology has been firmly established.*® Luke's theological intent with
regards to pneumatology can be seen from the time of the infancy narratives. Luke
projects an outburst of prophetic activity in his narrativesX’ The prophetic theme of the
Spirit is carried through to Luke's companion volume, Acts. 2

Lincoln has said that L uke obviously emphasizes the Spirit as the catalyst in the origin of
the church. The Spirit energized the church for mission.X? The extent of the mission of the
churchin Actsisseen in Acts 1:8. The phrase "to the end of the earth”" presupposes a
mission not only for Israel but also from Jerusalem to Rome.Z Sugirtharajah may be right
to say that one of the burning issues of the Lukan church is the matter of gentile
missions.2 This fervour for gentile mission is also seen in Luke's quotation of Joel’s
prophecy (Acts 2:17-21). The citation from Joel of phraseslike "al flesh” and "whoever
calls on the name of the Lord" further supplements the above proposition of Lukan zeal
for gentile mission.?2 Gathering from research, there is a consensus among scholars that
these phrases reveal Luke's anticipation of a gentile harvest.%

Concluding from the above deliberation, it seems clear that Luke had a Jewish-gentile
paradigm in hisidea of the mission of the church. Isit possible then Luke intended to
paint the two key Pentecost eventsin Acts to serve as amodel for the church at large?
Arethe two events intended by L uke to serve as didactic material for the church with
regard to Spirit-baptism?

B. Luke' s Two Models of Pentecost.

Historically the first Pentecost has been unanimously accepted. However thereisa
growing recognition of the Cornelius account as the second Pentecost. The first began the
Jewish Pentecost, the second the gentile Pentecost.2* The importance of the second
Pentecost is attested by the way Luke narrated the story at such great length. In fact, the
reference of Peter’ s report to the Jerusalem council further highlighted the importance of
the second Pentecost. Therefore, the writer asserts that these two Pentecosts are pivotal
to the overall plan of the book because of their emphasis. Luke could have chosen many



other accounts to emphasize in his chronicle of the gentile mission. There were, in fact,
gentiles that had already heard the Gospel before Cornelius. Thus, Luke's choice of the
Cornelius account cannot be a mere arbitrary selection. The writer is of the opinion that
Luke's choice was intentionally didactic and theological. Dibelius believed that Luke did
not invent the Cornelius account but rather he edited it for an intention.? If Dibeliusis
right, Luke has intentionally edited the Cornelius account. We then have to ask the
guestion why? Is Luke trying to portray something through these two Pentecost models?
What is Luke trying to teach from these two accounts?

C. The Paradigmatic Similarity of the Two Pentecost

In our classical Pentecostal apology for the validity of the Spirit’s baptism and initial
evidence of speaking in tongues, we have followed Howard M. Ervin's five events that
arerecorded in Acts. Thefive events are: the first Pentecost (Acts 2); The Samaritan
Pentecost (Acts 8); the Pauline Pentecost (Acts 9); the Cornelius Pentecost (Acts 10); and
the Ephesian Pentecost (Acts 19). Could it be possible that, although Luke knows of the
five events, he hasintentionally edited the Acts 2 and Acts 10 account to portray his
Jewish gentile connection and these two are to be amodel for the universal church?

To substantiate this possibility, a proposed paradigmatic similarity of these two events
are pivotal to our discussion.

DESCRIPTION | JEWISH PENTECOST GENTILE
PENTECOST
Commission of Acts1:3-8 Acts 10:1-7; 30-33
Expectancy
Element of Faith | The disciples believed Faithisseenin
Cornelius: God fearer

Reception of the | Acts2:1-13 Acts 10:44-48
Spirit
Confirmingsign | Acts2:1-13 Acts 10:44-48
of glossolalia
Peter’ssermon Acts 2:14-40 Acts 10:34-43
Prophecy About Gentile Extension | Prophecy fulfilled

The similarities seen in these two accounts except for one or two minor differences of the
sequence of events project the importance and connection of these two accounts. This
may well be the missing link for the normative model of the doctrine of initial evidence
of speaking in tongues for the baptism in the Holy Spirit.



D. Luke s Theological Geniusin the Two Pentecosts

It has been widely recognized that the Cornelius account was the beginning of a
breakthrough in the gentile mission. In fact, it wasin Acts 11:1-18 that the gentile
inclusion was officially accepted. Peter’ s entrance into Joppa ushers in a new phase of his
missionary career. Why Peter, in the inauguration of the gentile mission and not Paul? Is
not Peter the one who is reluctant to reach the gentiles? I's Luke using Peter to highlight
the fulfilment of the prophetic utterance of Acts 2? Is Luke asserting his theol ogical
emphasis through the ministry of Peter? It seemsthat Luke is using Peter, one of the key
apostolic representative, to lend credibility to histheological proposition. It al'so seems

L uke could have used Peter and the Cornelius account to emphasize the prophetic
connection of the charismatic activity of the Spirit.

To further substantiate the above allusion, Luke at the outset of the book uses Peter to
facilitate his arguments.2 This principle of editoria suggestion of by David L. Tiede can
also be applied to Acts 2 and Acts 10. Peter was the apologetical spokesman for the
inauguration of the first Pentecost and he was also the one who defended the gentile
Pentecost in Acts 11. The reception of the Spirit in both Pentecosts was endorsed because
they were identical .22 Peter, inspired by the Spirit in the first Pentecost, prophesied the
forthcoming extension of the Gospel to "all that are far off.” Thisfindsits fulfilment and
continuation in the Cornelius account.

Not only were the Pentecosts identical, they served as a sign for the authentication of the
reception of the Spirit. Dibelius was right to say that the Cornelius incident of "speaking
in tongues’ was asign of divine confirmation.Z Like most scholars, Dibelius saw that the
sign of the reception of the Spirit has to do with salvation.>® Marshall said that the
incident was an evidence of God’ s acceptance of the faith of the gentile and sealed that
faith with the gift of the Spirit.2 Theirony here s that the scholars who take a position
for the reception of the Spirit as a sign of reception of salvation would have to face the
guestion of "is ‘tongue’ theinitial sign for salvation or is‘tongue’ theinitial evidence for
the baptism of the Spirit?' Thelogical construct would be if the Acts 2 reception of the
Spirit has to do with salvation, tongues were an evidence of salvation, then it is normative
for every one who receives salvation to speak in tongues.

The bones of contention among Evangelicals and Pentecostals are the question of the
nature of the charismatic gift and the question of subsequence. Many Evangelicals have
dismissed the similarity of the gift in these two Pentecosts. They have argued that the
nature of the inspired speech in Acts 2 was a gift for proclamation. While the gift in the
second Pentecost has to do with ecstatic utterance it does not deal with proclamation and
understanding. Here they tend to inject the Pauline expression of glossolaliawith Lukan
glossolaia The error of Evangelical brethren isto read Pauline theology into Lukan
theology. If Luke s perception of glossolaliais allowed to stand by itself, we may see
Luke' strue insight to glossolalia. This would then naturally lead us to the next question:
What is Luke' sview of glossolalia?



It must be noted at the outset of this discussion that that Luke uses glossolalia as the sign
for the reception of the Spirit. Luke's perception of glossolaliais that of inspired speech.
In salvation the work of the Spirit isinternalized. How would the Evangelical perception
of conversion-initiation be verified? Thus L uke views the reception of the Spirit as not
only salvation but it is a'so subsequent empowerment evidenced by glossolalia. The
Evangelicals make a great deal of the difference between glossolalia and dialektos. Hill
argued that L uke employs the two term synonymously, whether the inspired utterance
was understandable or not to the audience.® To the crowd in Acts 2, the people who
spoke in tongues did not understand what they were saying, and they saw it asinspired
utterance or glossolalia. Thisis equally true in the Cornelius account. William Neil
contended in recognizing L uke as theologian and historian that we should not be too
concerned with the difference between the natures of "speaking in tongues.” In Acts it
refers to the same ecstatic utterance.®* Neil further went on to say that glossolaliain the
life of the early church was a continuous experience, and this experience has not ceased
in its subsequent history.*

In the issue of subsequence, Spirit-baptism has always been viewed by the Pentecostals
as adistinct event. Thisis undoubtedly true. This fundamental truth which is the strength
of the Pentecostal message is also their Achilles heel. Fee was right in saying that
Pentecostals "tend to make the timing of the experience of significance to the experience
itself, those who have opposed the Pentecostal position have also generally believed
themselves to have dealt a crippling blow to Pentecostalism when they have argued
exegetically against its timing."*® The writer would concur with Fee's observation. Does
subsequence necessitate atime interval between salvation and the reception of the Spirit?
Can salvation and reception of the Spirit be a concurrent event and yet subsequent? The
writer is of the opinion that the both events can happen in a single instance and yet be
subsequent.

CONCLUSION

Gathering from the discussion the writer would like to submit that this paper is not
exhaustive. The writer would be of the opinion that there are plenty of arenas for further
research on thisissue. However, we can see that there is clear evidence that the Jewish
and gentile Pentecosts are pivotal to the Book of Acts. It is highly probable that Luke
used these two accounts for a didactic purpose. The evidence is clear from the discussion
that the central issue in the two accounts was the reception of the Spirit. The reception of
the Spirit in the Cornelius accounts al'so marks the acceptance of the gentiles by God. The
sign for the reception of the Spirit is verified by the manifestation of glossolalia.
According to Luke's perspective, it is clear that the manifestation of glossolaiain the
two Pentecosts isinspired speech. Luke is not concerned with the way it was manifested,
whether it was a known or an unknown tongue. Luke rather seesit asasign of Spirit-
baptism (the reception of the Spirit). Therefore, it isthe writer’s opinion that Lukein
these two accounts undoubtedly has an eye on the sign value of glossolaliaas an initial
physical evidence of Spirit-baptism. In his Jewish-gentile emphasis he intends to show
the approval of God towards the people who are saved as auniversal church. Likewise



Luke envisions that the outpouring of the Spirit in the two events serves as a normative
model for Spirit-baptism with glossolaiaasinitia evidence.
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