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I. Introduction

Among the distinctives of Oneness Pentecostalism is Oneness pneumatology.  Although many

Pentecostal and charismatic groups believe in a definite baptism of the Holy Spirit signified by speaking in

tongues, most of these do not hold that this experience of Spirit baptism is necessary for salvation.  To them it is a

subsequent empowerment of the Holy Spirit for Christian service (i.e., evangelism, ministry, etc.).  

The official statement of the Assemblies of God concerning Spirit baptism reflects the teaching:

"All believers are entitled to and should ardently expect and earnestly seek the promise of the Father, the
baptism in the Holy Ghost and fire, according to the command of our Lord Jesus Christ.  This was the
normal experience of all in the early Christian Church.  With it comes the enduement of power for life
and service, the bestowment of the gifts and their uses in the work of the ministry (Luke 24:49; Acts
1:4,8; I Corinthians 12:1-3).  This experience is distinct from and subsequent to the experience of the new
birth (Acts 8:12-17; 10:44-46; 11:14-16; 15:7-9)."1

Accordingly, believers are admonished to "keep asking, seeking, and knocking, as believers, until they do

receive."2 

This view, however, is quite perpendicular to biblical pneumatology.  Gordon Fee, a leading Pentecostal

scholar who believes in the teaching of subsequence, conceded, "There is in fact very little biblical support for the

traditional Pentecostal position on this matter".3  Accordingly, Oneness Pentecostal theology4 does not embrace

this teaching of a Spirit baptism subsequent to the new birth, but upholds the biblical perspective that believers are

baptized in the Holy Spirit at regeneration; and moreover, that Spirit baptism affects regeneration.   

I Corinthians 12:13 sets the tone for Oneness Pentecostal pneumatology: "For by one Spirit are we all

baptized into one body, whether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or free; and have been all made to

drink into one Spirit."  John Walvoord interprets this passage likewise: "It is evident from this passage that all

Christians are baptized by the Holy Spirit, and that all who enter the number of the body of Christ do so because

they are baptized by the Spirit."5  It is clear in Scripture that the requirements for and results of regeneration and

Spirit baptism are the same, namely, because Spirit baptism occurs at regeneration (John 3:5; John 7:39; Acts

2:38; Romans 8:9; 1 Corinthians 12:3; Galatians 3:2; 1 Thessalonians 1:5f.; Titus 3:5; Hebrews 6:4; 1 Peter 1:2; 1

John 3:24; 4:13).  The New Testament never admonishes Christians to "seek" for the Holy Spirit, primarily

because to be a Christian is synonymous with being Spirit baptized.   

Furthermore, Oneness doctrine, by nature, is contrary to the concept of subsequence.  Often the

subsequentialists explain that in regeneration a person receives Christ and at Spirit baptism receives the Holy

Spirit.  Oneness theology recognizes that "For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. And ye are

complete in him, which is the head of all principality and power" (Colossians 2:9-10). 

"The baptism of the Spirit is the means by which we receive Christ into our lives.  There is no separation
between Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, for the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of Christ (Romans 8:9).  Christ
dwells in us by the indwelling of the Spirit (Ephesians 3:16-17).  'The Lord is the Spirit,' and the Holy
Spirit is 'the Spirit of the Lord' (II Corinthians 3:17-18, NIV).  It is impossible to receive Christ on one
occasion and receive the Spirit on another, for there is only one Spirit (Ephesians 4:4; I Corinthians
12:13)."6
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This is an issue that Pentecostals and non-Pentecostals have been divided over since the inception of the

Pentecostal movement.  The classical Pentecostals, in order to accommodate their experience, believe that Spirit

baptism is a second work of grace accompanied by speaking in tongues.  The non-Pentecostals have held that

Spirit baptism occurs at regeneration and is not accompanied by speaking in tongues.

Interestingly, though not the theme of this paper, the Oneness position offers a middle ground between

the classical Pentecostal teaching of subsequence and the pneumatological position of many non-Pentecostals. 

Oneness believers are more closely allied with non-Pentecostal Evangelicals concerning the role of Spirit baptism

in regeneration.  On the other hand the Oneness stance is in agreement with other Pentecostals and some

charismatics concerning speaking in tongues as the initial evidence of Spirit baptism.  

II. Origin

Throughout the centuries many people have believed in distinct and identifiable progressive experiences

subsequent to salvation.  Although there is no apparent relation to the modern Pentecostal movement, the Catholic

doctrine of confirmation is somewhat similar to the teaching of subsequence.  The Catholics believe that

"Through the sacrament of confirmation, those who have been born anew in baptism receive the inexpressible

Gift, the Holy Spirit himself, by which they are endowed...with special strength."7

The Oberlin theology of the 1800's taught a "second, more mature stage of Christian life.  This second

stage carried different names - 'entire sanctification,' 'holiness,' 'Christian perfection,' or even 'the baptism of the

Holy Ghost'.8  More recently, others without Methodist roots, like those who have participated in the Keswick

Conventions in Europe, also believed in a subsequent receiving of the "fullness" of the Spirit (although, they

believed the Spirit was received at the new birth).  

Benjamin Hardin Irwin, who founded the Fire-Baptized Holiness Church, taught yet a third work of

Grace. he believed that the new birth, sanctification, and Spirit baptism (with fire) were three separate works of

the Spirit.9  He later went on to teach many works of grace.  He believed not only in a baptism of Spirit and fire,

but of dynamite, lyddite, and oxidite.  

The closest ancestor of the modern Pentecostal movement was the Holiness movement which was born

out of Methodism.  The Holiness movement believed in a post-new birth experience of sanctification.  This

experience yielded a power over sin that was not obtained at the new birth.  

In light of these trends, the concept of a post-new birth experience was nothing new.  Many of these

groups and others in the early twentieth century, after having received the Holy Spirit evidenced by speaking in

other tongues, and building upon the teachings of Methodism and various holiness and pietist groups, naturally

developed a subsequential theology concerning the baptism of the Holy Spirit.  "Thus, when tongue-speaking

occurred in Topeka in 1901, the only significant addition to the foregoing [Holiness movement] was to insist that

tongue-speaking was the biblical evidence of receiving the Holy Spirit baptism."10   

Logically, many of those who only believed in one subsequent work of the Spirit, "Having taught that
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sanctification was a 'second work of grace' prior to their Pentecostal experiences, they simply added the baptism

of the Holy Spirit with glossolalia as a 'third blessing'".11  Others held to one subsequent experience of Spirit

baptism, viewing sanctification as an ongoing process.

The result is that, now, many "'Pentecostals' subscribe to a work of grace subsequent to conversion in

which Spirit baptism is evidenced by glossolalia (i.e., speaking in tongues); for some, this baptism must also

follow another act of grace, sanctification."12  The Assemblies of God, Elim Pentecostal Church, and the

International Church of the Foursquare Gospel are among the modern Pentecostals who hold to one subsequent

work of grace—Spirit baptism.  The Church of God (Cleveland, Tenn.), Pentecostal Holiness Church, and the

Church of God in Christ are some of the major contemporary groups who believe in two post-new birth works of

grace—sanctification and Spirit baptism.

The baptism in the Holy Spirit evidenced by tongues presented a much deeper theological dilemma than

did the belief in a second work of sanctification.  When Protestants began to receive the Holy Spirit in the early

1900's, "It was extremely hard on the newly [Spirit] filled pastors to have to stand before their congregations and

admit they had just now received what they had always taught that they already had.  New definitions must be

hammered out."13  

The teaching of subsequence seems to have developed as an effort to embrace the non-Pentecostal

Protestant doctrine of justification while holding to the Pentecostal experience of Spirit baptism.  Thereby, it

accommodated Spirit baptism evidenced by speaking in tongues but did not make the experience mandatory for

salvation.   

III.  An Evaluation of Subsequence

The teaching of subsequence is purported with Scripture references from throughout the Bible.  Due to

time and space this paper will be limited to those New Testament passages which contain experiential narratives

which are said to establish the pattern for a Christian experience of Spirit baptism subsequent to the new birth. 

Specifically, we will look at Christ's baptism (Matthew 3:13ff. and parallels), Pentecost (Acts 2), Samaria (Acts

8), Paul's conversion (Acts 9, 22), Cornelius (Acts 10, 11, 15), and the Ephesians (Acts 19).

A. The Baptism of Jesus: 

A Prototype of Christian Experience?

The baptismal experience of Jesus is foundational to subsequential thought.  For the subsequentialist

"Jesus' supernatural conception and subsequent baptism in the Holy Spirit at Jordan provide a theological

paradigm for contemporary Pentecostal experience and doctrine."14

Although it is clear that Christ's baptismal experience was secondary to the Acts accounts in the

development of subsequence, it has now become the chronological cornerstone of the teaching. For the classical
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Pentecostal "Jesus' experience of Spirit-baptism does provide the paradigm that unites all subsequent experiences

of Spirit-baptism with His in the history of salvation."15 

Clearly, Jesus was miraculously conceived in Mary by the Holy Spirit (Luke 1:36).  Approximately thirty

years later, at His baptism, the Holy Spirit descended upon Him which seems to have served as an anointing for

His ministry. (See Isaiah 61:1-2; Luke 4:18; Acts 10:38; Hebrews 1:9.)  The issue is whether or not these events

in the life of Christ depict the Christian's experience of regeneration followed by a subsequent Spirit baptism.  

The foremost issue at hand here, especially for the classical Pentecostal, is a christological issue.  There is

no argument that Christ (the man) was empowered by the Spirit of God (John 6:38; John 7:16; John 8:28; John

12:49 John 14:10), but Ervin's view that Jesus experienced a "baptism in the Holy Spirit" is a leap in logic from

what Scripture reveals.  Scripture does not present Christ's experience in any way like the baptism of the Spirit

that a believer experiences.  

In addition, seeing that most subsequentialists are trinitarians, a view that teaches Jesus was baptized in

the Holy Spirit, was endued with the Holy Spirit, was empowered with the Holy Spirit, etc., does significant

damage to a purely trinitarian position.  It also brings into question Jesus' identity prior to His baptism and

introduces a whole other issue of adoptionism.  Was He truly God before that moment?  Was He just an 'anointed'

man?  When did He actually become Son of God in the fullest sense?  When did he become Messiah?  Was He

less God before His baptismal experience? If He was affected by the Spirit descending upon Him, was He also

affected by His water baptism?  If Jesus Himself was baptized with the Holy Spirit, could He in turn baptize

others in the Holy Spirit (Matthew 3:11 and parallels)?  Was His baptismal experience more of a commencement

of Messianic ministry or an empowerment for Messianic ministry?    

We will not resolve the christological issues here, but for the subsequentialist these are issues that must be

dealt with if he chooses to use Christ's experiences to support subsequence.  But regardless of how or if these

events effected Him, the question still remains, do these events present a paradigm for a Spirit baptism subsequent

to regeneration?

Several exegetical issues also arise when Christ's life experiences are formulated into a symmetrical

paradigm for subsequence.  First, it was Christ's conception, not His birth, that was supernatural.  His birth was

totally natural, ordinary, and human.  Is there a spiritual impregnation and conception prior to our new birth

followed by a new birth devoid of divine intervention?  Although the grace of God is definitely at work in the

lives of people prior to their conversion (John 16:8; Acts 11:18; 14:27), the conception and baptism of Jesus

hardly present a "theological paradigm" that symmetrically parallels the new birth followed by a subsequent Spirit

baptism.

Another problem with the paradigm theory is that it mixes the physical and spiritual works of God in the

life of Christ with the totally spiritual work of God in regenerating the Christian.  The conception in Mary was a

physical act of God, while the baptism and descent of the Spirit (regardless of what significance they have) were

spiritually oriented.  The new birth, including Spirit baptism, is a completely spiritual process.  To create a
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paradigm for Christian experience based on these events is special pleading at best.

In light of these issues, the subsequentialist's argument can be reduced to the chronology of the events in

the life of Christ.  But when examined, this chronology of events does not lend support for their theory either. 

Christ's baptismal experience succeeded His conception by thirty years.  Does this truly present a paradigm for

Christian experience?  The New Testament church always demanded water baptism immediately after a person

had repented or received the Holy Spirit.  Moreover, most serious exegetes agree that Spirit baptism was the norm

in the New Testament church and was a part of a singular conversion-initiation experience.

If these events in the life of Christ truly present a paradigm for subsequence then the paradigm can not be

broken.  If the descent of the Spirit upon Christ represents a Spirit baptism that must follow a miraculous

conception/birth, so also water baptism must precede this subsequent Spirit baptism.  This ignores Biblical

examples to the contrary. (See Acts 10.)   

Most importantly, it should be noted that the Bible, in no ambiguous terms, establishes those events in the

life of Christ which vividly portray the regeneration process, namely, His death, burial, and resurrection (Romans

6:1-14; Colossians 2:12).

It is not deniable that some resemblance can be seen between Christ's supernatural conception, His

baptism, and the Spirit's decent upon Him and the Christian new birth.  These events do not present a paradigm

for subsequence but quite the contrary.  The significance is that God begins His regenerative work of grace in our

hearts before we are ever born again (= Christ's conception).  That work continues through baptism (= Christ's

water baptism) and culminates in the baptism of the Holy Spirit (= the descent of the Spirit after Christ's baptism). 

It is then, and only then, that a person is born again and ready for Christian service.

B.  Pentecost

The subsequentialists glean a two-part prop for their doctrine from the Pentecost narrative.  Their primary

claim is that Spirit baptism at Pentecost was subsequent to the hundred and twenty's new birth.  Their second

claim to the Pentecost narrative is that three thousand people believed the Gospel and were baptized with no

mention of Spirit baptism. 

1. The 120

The fact that the disciples themselves were baptized in the Holy Spirit is one of the subsequentialist's

strongest pleas, for they hold that the disciples were born again prior to Pentecost.  Some have used the following

Gospel passages to document their position.16  "Ye call me Master and Lord: and ye say well; for so I am" (John

13:13). "Now ye are clean through the word which I have spoken unto you" (John 15:3).  "Notwithstanding in this

rejoice not, that the spirits are subject unto you; but rather rejoice, because your names are written in heaven"

(Luke 10:20).  "If ye then, being evil, know how to give good gifts unto your children: how much more shall your

heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him?" (Luke 11:13 et al.).  

This fact, however, when viewed in the context of salvation history, is a house of cards in support of
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subsequence.  Pentecost is a dispensational issue.  The experience of the disciples does not present a paradigm for

normal Christian experience, for they witnessed the unfolding drama of redemption as it occurred. To the

disciples, the new birth, including Spirit baptism, was a sequel to their faith in Christ, which was a graduation

from Judaism. Their relationship to God, in this sense, was progressive.   

When Christ began His ministry it was right and proper for His followers to trust in Him.  Too, after His

death, burial, and resurrection, it was apropos for them to be born again of water and Spirit.  Just as Moses was in

right standing with God prior to the giving of the Law so were the disciples before Pentecost.  But likewise, just

as Moses was obligated to follow the Law after it was given, so the disciples were required to be born again. 

"The apostolic community was no exception to the rule enunciated by Jesus.  It too must be born again of the

Holy spirit in order to enter the kingdom of God."17 

The question remains, when were the disciples born again?  The Gospel message is the death burial and

resurrection of Christ (I Corinthians 15:1-4), and it is these events that make the new birth possible.  Therefore,

the power of Christ's atoning work could not have been made effectual until after His death, burial, and

resurrection.  The new birth was absolutely impossible before Christ's resurrection, for faith in His resurrection is

prerequisite to regeneration (Romans 10:9).  In view of the death, burial and resurrection of Christ, all references

prior to the resurrection of Christ are moot concerning subsequence. 

The more careful subsequentialists recognize this and place great emphasis on the post-resurrection

account of John 20:22: "And when he had said this, he breathed on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the

Holy Ghost."  They lay claim to this Scripture as the disciples' new birth experience.  The alleged subsequence

"paradigm" at Pentecost, to a great extent, lives or dies based on one's interpretation of John 20:22.  There is

sufficient evidence in the context of John 20 to support the fact that the disciples were not born again in this

passage. 

In verses 14-18 Mary Magdalene encountered the risen Christ at His tomb.  All we know about this

encounter is that upon her recognizing Him, He commanded her not to touch Him, for He had not yet ascended. 

Why wasn't she regenerated, if indeed the disciples were regenerated later that same day?18 

More significant is the actual encounter of Jesus and His disciples later that same day.  "Then said Jesus

to them again, Peace be unto you: as my Father hath sent me, even so send I you.  And when he had said this, he

breathed on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost" (John 20:21-22).  Both Christ's commission

and His reference to them receiving the Holy Spirit were prophetic.  Luke 24:47-49 (a parallel passage) clarifies

the encounter: "And said unto them, Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the

dead the third day: And that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name among all nations,

beginning at Jerusalem. And ye are witnesses of these things. And, behold, I send the promise of my Father upon

you: but tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem, until ye be endued with power from on high."  

Jesus gave them their commission and the promise of the Holy Spirit, both events were to take place in

the future.  Just as the disciples did not begin their ministry of preaching to all nations at this time, so they did not
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receive the Holy Spirit at this time.  In fact, the latter was a precondition of the former.

What is more interesting is the role of Thomas.  Thomas was one of the twelve, and yet he was not

present when Christ said, "receive ye the Holy Ghost."  If this was actually a regenerative experience, Thomas,

one of the disciples, was excluded from this event.  Furthermore, it is never mentioned that he ever received a

similar experience of being breathed on by the Lord.  Too, when the others reported back to Thomas that they had

seen the Lord, there is no indication in their testimony that they received a regenerating experience.  Their only

report was, "we have seen the Lord."  If they received a new birth experience, it is only rational that they would

have testified to Thomas about their experience.

One last point concerning John 20:22 is that only ten of Christ's followers were involved in this encounter

with the Lord.  On the day of Pentecost about 120 followers of Christ received the baptism of the Holy Spirit.  If

the ten were born again in John 20:22, when were the rest of them born again?

Realistically, the purpose of Jesus breathing on the disciples and commanding them to receive the Holy

Spirit was (1) to show them the necessity of the new birth, (2) to signify the yet futuristic nature of the command

and promise, and (3) to demonstrate the source of the Holy Spirit.  

A semantical argument is also introduced by the subsequentialists.  They reason that "According to the

prophecy of Joel, the Spirit is to be poured out 'on my menservants and my maidservants' (Acts 2:18).  In Peter's

application of the prophecy to the Christian community in Jerusalem, they were already Yahweh's 'menservants

and maidservants' before their baptism in the Spirit."19  

Peter's recitation of Joel's prophecy is worded somewhat differently than Joel's actual words.  The most

notable difference here is Peter's usage of possessive pronouns: "my menservants and my maidservants" (2:18). 

This is interpreted by the subsequentialists to mean that people who receive the Holy Spirit are already born

again, for they are God's servants.  

A proper understanding can only be obtained by looking at Joel's prophecy in its original form.  Joel

prophesied "And it shall come to pass afterward, that I will pour out my spirit upon all flesh; and your sons and

your daughters shall prophesy, your old men shall dream dreams, your young men shall see visions: And also

upon the servants and upon the handmaids in those days will I pour out my spirit" (Joel 2:29).  It is evident that

the point Joel is making is that the pouring out of God's spirit would be universal.  His first group of Spirit

recipients is "all flesh."  He then goes on to categorize: sons and daughters (both genders), old men and young

men (all ages), and servants and handmaids (even the poor).  Peter was sure to capture this essence in 2:21. 

Peter's use of possessive pronouns (2:18) cannot be construed to be a theological statement by Peter. 

Peter well knew that Joel's prophecy addressed the Jews.  Likewise, Peter's audience was Jewish.  This being true,

Peter's injection of possessive pronouns can be no more than an allusion to the Jewish people's covenant

relationship with God.  It is very clear from the context that Peter's thrust was identical to Joel's.  The pouring out

of the Spirit was for everyone regardless of social status.  "Menservants" and "maidservants" can no more mean

people must be born again in order to receive the Holy Spirit than "all flesh" can mean every single human being
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alive will be filled with the Holy Spirit.   

Another passage vividly demonstrates this point.  "And she shall bring forth a son, and thou shalt call his

name JESUS: for he shall save his people from their sins" (Matthew 1:21).  Using the same rules of interpretation,

subsequential logic would conclude that forgiveness of sins is subsequent to regeneration, for Jesus came to save

"his people" from their sins.  This thought would be absurd.  The reference is not to the spiritual state of those

receiving forgiveness, but is to the Jewish nation who was in a covenant relationship with God, and therefore,

they could be referred to as "his people.

Concerning the events at Pentecost and how Spirit baptism  effected those who were already followers of

Christ, "The day of Pentecost is a great line of demarcation; it marks the beginning of the age of the Spirit.  Surely

valid patterns of Christian experience must follow that day, not precede it."20

2.  The Three Thousand

  Subsequence is further promoted from the Pentecost narrative by applying the subsequence paradigm to

the three thousand (Acts 2:41) who responded to Peter's message.  "They received the word, were baptized, and

were added to the Church—with no mention of the gift of the Spirit!"21  The ensuing conclusion is that the three

thousand did not receive the Holy Spirit at Pentecost. 

This argument from silence is illogical.  Neither do all of the accounts of conversion in Acts mention that

the candidates had faith, repented, were baptized, or that they confessed that Jesus was the Son of God.  We know

from other references that these are all elements which are necessary to be converted.  Since other passages of

Scripture substantiate the necessity of these elements in salvation, and seeing that some accounts record them, it is

assumed that all of these elements are always present when someone is born again.  It could as easily be assumed

from silence that they did receive the Holy Spirit.  Moreover, if they obeyed Peter's command of repentance and

water baptism, they were promised the baptism of the Holy Spirit.  This promise was without further conditions or

delay.  If they repented and were baptized they had fulfilled their responsibilities to receive the Spirit.  The

requirements set forth by Peter were fulfilled, and therefore, it must be assumed that they did receive the Holy

Spirit.  Otherwise, Luke would have recorded the variance as he did in the case of Samaria (see below).  James

Dunn correctly concludes "We may assume that all the other examples of conversion-initiation recorded by Luke

follow the pattern of Acts 2:38.  The gift of the Spirit need not be mentioned - though it may be implied by the

'rejoicing' of the Ethiopian eunuch and the Philippian jailor."22

Ervin continues his thesis with a strained interpretation of Acts 4:31: "The events recorded in Acts 4:31

represent the occasion of the filling with/baptism in the Holy spirit of the converts won to saving faith in Christ

Jesus since Pentecost."23  The word "fill" in this passage can not be taken as absolute proof of an initial experience

of Spirit baptism.  In and of itself, it does not lend support for Ervin's position.  One commentator correctly noted

"The word [fill] is used when people are given an initial endowment of the Spirit to fit them for God's service

(9:17; Lk. 1:15) and also when they are inspired to make important utterances (4:8, 31; 13:9); related words are
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used to describe the continuous process of being filled with the Spirit (13:52; Eph. 5:18) or the corresponding

state of being full (6:3, 5; 7:55; 11:24; Lk. 4:1).  These references indicate that a person already filled with the

Spirit can receive a fresh filling for a specific task, or a continuous filling."24  There is absolutely no basis for

Ervin's interpretation. 

Ervin again tries to give theological credence to his view by placing Acts 2:21 and 2:38a&b in

contradistinction to Acts 2:38c: "those who call upon the name of the Lord (2:21), who repent and are baptized

(2:38), become thereby 'sons and daughters,' 'menservants and maidservants.'  The 'gift of the Holy Spirit' is given

subsequently to empower them with the charisms of the Spirit".25 

Ervin falls short in his mapping of 2:21 with 2:38.  He divides 2:38 into two parts but fails to divide 2:21

accordingly.  The proper comparison is to set Acts 2:21a and Acts 2:38a&b in contradistinction to Acts 2:21b and

2:38c.  The distinction is clearly not between regeneration and a subsequent Spirit baptism.  The distinction is

between man's expressions of faith and God's response of grace in regeneration.  "Whosoever shall call on the

name of the Lord" (2:21a) is equivalent to "Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ"

(2:38a&b)26.  Likewise,  "shall be saved" (2:21b) is synonymous with "ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost"

(2:38c).  Acts 2:21 is not a salvific formula.  The emphasis in 2:21 is on whosoever.  On the other hand, Acts 2:38

can be seen as the way a person executes Acts 2:21.  This seems clear in that after Peter declared "Whosoever

calleth upon the name of the Lord shall be saved" (Acts 2:21), the crowd still asked, "what shall we do?" (Acts

2:37).

Peter in no way preached a dichotomous message of conversion and a subsequent baptism in the Spirit. 

His response to their guilt and condemnation was that they repent, be baptized in Jesus' name, and God would

honor these expressions of faith with His Holy Spirit.  

C. Samaria

The Samaritan narrative is a very interesting passage of Scripture.  The Samaritans "believed"  Philip's

message (8:12), "received the word of God" (8:14), experienced "great joy" (8:8), were baptized in the name of

Jesus (Acts 8:16), and yet they still had not received the Holy Spirit (8:15,16).  This passage is  undoubtedly the

strongest appeal in favor of subsequence.  Subsequence proponents claim that "The sequence of events gives clear

evidence that these Samaritan converts had become Christians in the fullest sense of the word.  They had believed

on Jesus, and they were baptized."27   

This position is plagued with some serious questions.  What further conditions were needed for the

Samaritans to be baptized with the Holy Spirit?  The criteria cited by Peter (2:38) for Spirit baptism are the same

for the new birth.  If the Samaritans had fulfilled these, why the delay?  Neither is the fact that they experienced

joy proof that they were born again before the apostles laid hands on them.  Simple deduction shows that the "joy"

and the giving heed were both results of the miracles that were done.  "For unclean spirits, crying with loud voice,

came out of many that were possessed with them: and many taken with palsies, and that were lame, were healed"
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(Acts 8:7).  This most certainly would cause joy, and in fact was the root of the Samaritan's joy.  Too, the fact that

they embraced Philip's message and were baptized was enough to bring them joy, for though that had not been

totally born again, they had experienced the working of God in their lives.

Most non-Pentecostals explain the Samaria incident in socio-religious terms.  Charles Ryrie articulates it

thus:  "The best explanation of this delay in the case of the Samaritans lies in the schismatic nature of Samaritan

religion.  God needed to prove to them that their new Christian faith was not also to rival the Christian church in

Jerusalem.  The best way to show beyond doubt that the Samaritan Christians belonged to the same group as the

Jerusalem Christians...was to delay the giving of the Spirit until Peter and John came from Jerusalem to

Samaria."28 (He does not state when the Samaritans were born again.)

There appears to be some plausibility to this position.  However, it also leaves some questions to be

answered.  If the reason for God's withholding His Spirit was religiously and socially motivated, why did He only

withhold His Spirit on this occasion?  There have been many countries divided racially.  This is not a problem

that was exclusive to the Jews and the Samaritans.  If social and religious considerations were the sole purpose of

this delay in their receiving the Holy Spirit, we can expect the same delay in similar situations today.  This view

does acknowledge, however, that there was some external evidence that accompanied their Spirit baptism.

Some subsequentialists embrace the socio-religious theory to account for the unusual long delay between

the Samaritan's belief/water baptism and their Spirit baptism.   Although not a subsequentialist by any means,

John MacArthur embraces a similar position.  He concludes that the Samaritans were born again when they

believed Philip's message, and that their Spirit baptism was a subsequent experience.  He cites the socio-religious

argument as God's reasoning in delaying the Holy Spirit.

"The verse [8:16] is saying that the Samaritans were saved, but for some peculiar reason what
should have happened - the Holy Spirit's coming - had not yet occurred.

"And so although there was an interval between the Samaritans' receiving Christ and their receiving the
Holy Spirit - subsequence, in a sense - it was due to the crucial transition that was going on in the early
church.  The gap allowed everyone to see clearly that God was doing a new thing in the church.  It proved
to the apostles and all the other Jewish believers who were witnesses, that the Samaritans were accepted
by God into the church the same as Jewish believers."29 

This explanation falls short of offering a solid theological and practical reckoning of the Samaritan's

experience.   If the fact that God forgave their sins and justified them did not bring unity between the Jews and the

Samaritans, what would make anyone think that a subsequent experience of Spirit baptism would convince them? 

How much more could the Samaritans be united than to be regenerated and adopted into the New Testament

Church?  This argument leads to the conclusion that the normative experience of conversion is unremarkable,

non-life-changing, and unidentifiable.  

Dunn offers yet a another opinion.  He believes that the Samaritan's "response and commitment was

defective."30  "[T]he Spirit, who usually came thus at initiation, had not yet...come upon any of them, and the only

. . . thing they had experienced was their water-baptism...the two senior apostles came down hot-foot from
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Jerusalem to remedy a situation which had gone seriously wrong somewhere."31 

Dunn does make an interesting observation about the Samaritans. He sees them as a highly fickle and

superstitious people looking for excitement and thrill.  "It is significant then that Luke describes their response to

Simon with precisely the same word [gave heed] as he uses for their response to Philip....This suggests that their

reaction to Philip was for the same reason and of the same quality and depth as their reaction to Simon."32  

Dunn's view here is a bit extreme.  There may be some merit concerning the superstitious disposition of

the Samaritans, but to say their faith was defective does not fit the tone of the passage.  If their faith and

commitment were faulty then so must have been their baptism which was an expression of that faith.  If this were

true the apostles would have rebaptized them as Paul did the Ephesians.  

Regardless of the reason for the Samaritan's delayed reception of the Holy Spirit, it was not merely a

subsequent baptism of the Spirit the Samaritans received but the completed work of regeneration. God did not

delay a subsequent work of grace to be witnessed by the apostles.  What the apostles witnessed was the

culmination of God's regenerative work of grace in the lives of the Samaritans.  If in fact there is total justification

for the socio-religious explanation offered for the Samaritan account, it does not demonstrate that subsequence is

the normative Christian experience.  To the contrary, it displays that proof was given to the Jews as well as the

Samaritans by the presence of Peter and John that the Samaritans had actually been born again, which event was

not finalized until they had been filled with the Spirit.

It is perhaps less speculative to see the Samaritan account in light of  Paul's conversion experience (see

below).  Their faith was not "defective" but in the process of maturing.  Just as Paul's conversion experience,

including water and Spirit baptism, was stretched over several days, so the Samaritans were in the process of

becoming Christians.  Though not stated, perhaps the socio-religious schism retarded this maturing process. 

Unger makes a good assessment of this narrative, "The whole point of the narrative is that despite their believing

Philip's preaching...and their baptism in water...they had not yet been admitted into the blessing of the gift of the

Spirit."33

D. Paul's Conversion

Paul's conversion experience is seen by classical Pentecostals as yet another illustration of subsequence. 

Saul was struck down by a light from heaven and had a personal encounter with Jesus Christ (Acts 9:3-6).  His

Spirit baptism followed three days later (9:8-17).  Saul's Damascus road experience with Jesus is interpreted as a

new birth experience, thus making his spirit baptism fit the  subsequence paradigm. 

To great extent their position is supported by their interpretation of two words, "Lord" and "brother."

When Saul was struck down by the light shining out of heaven and inquired of by Jesus, his response was, "Who

art thou, Lord?"  Many subsequentialists declare that this was Saul's conversion experience, for he acknowledged

Jesus as "Lord."  Others think that perhaps he was not actually converted at that moment, but sometime prior to

his Spirit baptism.  This latter view can offer no specific time when Saul was born again.  In addition, when
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Ananias greeted Saul for the first time, he greeted him as "Brother Saul" (9:17).  To the subsequentialists this is

indicative of Paul's status as a fellow Christian and underscores the fact that he must have already been born

again.   

1. "Lord"

The classical Pentecostals argue that "The term kuri [lord] indicates that Paul was converted by his

encounter with the risen Jesus on the road to Damascus."34 It is likely that Saul associated his blinding arrest with

a divine visitation.  To Saul, Hebrew of Hebrews, Pharisee, and a persecutor of Christians, the only divine

association he would have made would have been with Jehovah.  For this zealous monotheistic Jew, the only One

possessing the authority and power that he had experienced was Jehovah.

Conversely, it is extremely unlikely that Saul, on his way to persecute Christians, while encountering a

divine visitation, attributed that visitation to Jesus, the very one he thought to be a blasphemer.  To the contrary,

the greatest shock to Saul, and the last thing he expected to discover, was the response, "I am Jesus."  F. F. Bruce

agrees that "Saul probably discerned a divine quality about the voice as it spoke to him; hence 'Who are you, my

lord?' may be a better rendering of his response than 'Who are you, sir?'  But he was not prepared for the reply to

his question: the one who spoke to him was Jesus."35 

Luke's portrayal of Saul is not predominated by faith.  He describes Saul as "trembling and astonished"

(Acts 9:6).  The fact that he was now face to face with the One whom he had been persecuting, and that One

happened to be God, Paul's response was one of fear and bewilderment.  The response of Jesus was the absolute

opposite of Saul's convictions and theology.  This was not a simple matter.  For Saul, this was a theological,

social, and career issue.  Paul's whole belief system had just been challenged.

"When we realize how this encounter with Jesus cut to the very roots of Paul's personality and world-
view it becomes impossible to think that he was converted in an instant.  Some speak as though in a
matter of seconds Paul threw over everything he had hitherto held dear, broke down everything on which
he had built his life, transferred his allegiance to a new master, and would have been off into Damascus to
preach his new faith within the hour if the Lord had permitted him!  This is hardly the Paul we know. 
Paul's loyalties and affections ran deep, and he could not switch their object in a matter of seconds.  His
encounter with the risen Jesus was not a slight transaction of shallow consequences completed in a few
seconds - otherwise the blindness would not have been so severe - rather it was the entry into his mind
and understanding of a new factor which called in question all that he stood for and which must be the
important factor in the radical re-thinking of the next few days.  The Damascus road experience was not
simply like rounding a sharp corner, but rather like running into a solid object while in full flight."36

Another issue is Paul's great guilt.  Once he discovered that Jesus was Jehovah, no doubt a great burden of

guilt was upon him.  At least as early as Stephen's death and up until that very moment Saul had actively been

persecuting Jesus.  "Do those who think Paul was converted in an instant believe that he could sweep aside the

enormity of his manifold crime in an instant?  The three days' abstinence and inactivity are difficult to explain on

such a hypothesis; but they make excellent sense when seen as the occasion of a deep heart-searching and

repentance."37 

The use of "Lord" [kuri] was a reverential term used to address superiors.  Saul, recognizing the presence
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of a higher power than himself, used the appropriate word.  Cornelius used this same word when he addressed the

Angel, "What is it, Lord?" (10:4).  The word does not denote the spiritual condition of the speaker but the

superiority of the one addressed.

Saul asked a fundamental question, "Who art thou, Lord?"  He obviously did not know who he had

encountered or he would not have asked such a question.  A simple exercise demonstrates this.  If Paul's use of

"Lord" means he recognized Jesus, then we can substitute "Jesus" for "Lord" in the text without altering the

meaning.  

"Who art thou, Jesus?  And the Lord said, I am Jesus" (Acts 9:5).

This demonstrates the nature of Saul's question and shows that Saul did not know who he had encountered.  Jesus

had to identify himself to Saul.  

The emphasis on "Lord" is an over-emphasis.  Seeing that this word was commonly used in that societal

structure, it is less than honest to build a doctrine around such an arbitrary point.  If Saul did in fact mean "Lord"

and not "Sir," this does not prove His conversion at that moment.  Recognition of Christ's identity is not

equivalent to being born again.  Demons recognize who He is (Mark 5:1-8).  There are several passages where

Jesus is addressed as "Lord" (kuri) by people who are obviously not saved (Matthew 7:21; 23:37,44).  Regardless

of when Paul recognized Christ's identity his response of faith was not completely fulfilled until he obeyed

Ananias' command to be baptized and filled with the Holy Ghost.

2. Brother

The second part of the subsequential appeal is contingent upon the first.  Their reasoning is that "Paul was

converted during his encounter with Jesus on the Damascus road.  Consequently, when Ananias addressed him as

'Brother' (Acts 9:17; 22:13) he acknowledged a spiritual kinship with Paul as 'fellow Christian' rather than a

common national identity, 'fellow Jew'"38

Ananias could have called Saul brother in the ethnic sense or the Christian sense.  Israel has always

possessed a great sense of patriotism.  This fact, compounded by the Roman occupation, seems to have fostered a

constant awareness of their identity and a strong feeling of camaraderie.  Hence, "brother" was a standard form of

address between Jews.  Accordingly, the unconverted crowd at Pentecost addressed the 120 who were born again

as "men and brethren." 

On the other hand, God revealed to Ananias His plans for Saul.  Ananias, by faith, could have called Saul

brother in the Christian sense, knowing that God "calleth those things which be not as though they were" (Romans

4:17).  As far as Ananias was concerned, God was going to save Saul, and therefore, Ananias, by faith, accepted

that.  

Regardless of exactly how Ananias meant "brother," it showed primarily a reconciliatory attitude on his

part.  It showed that he, being a Christian, was willing to accept Saul, the persecutor of Christians, disregarding

Saul's crimes.  "His [Ananias'] procedure is just that of Peter with Cornelius: as Peter put Cornelius at ease by
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announcing at once that the latter was acceptable both to God and to himself (10:28, 34f.), so Ananias does

likewise by calling Paul 'brother'.  In neither case do the words mean that the person addressed was already a

Christian; in both cases they indicate that he was in the process of becoming a Christian."39

More important than the semantics, theologically Saul was not born again.  The text bears this out.  

"And he fell to the earth, and heard a voice saying unto him, Saul , Saul, why persecutest thou me? And
he said, Who art thou, Lord? And the Lord said, I am Jesus whom thou persecutest: it is hard for thee to
kick against the pricks. And he trembling and astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? And
the Lord said unto him, Arise , and go into the city, and it shall be told thee what thou must do" (Acts 9:4-
6).

 After learning of his great crime Saul's asks, "what wilt thou have me to do?"  This can hardly be

interpreted as Saul inquiring about a future ministry or his inquiring about "power-in-mission."  The obvious

question Saul was asking was how he could rectify his sin and obtain forgiveness.  

Jesus did not give him the answer but instructed him to go to Damascus where it would be told him. 

Plainly, Saul was not saved until he learned what Jesus wanted him to do to obtain forgiveness for his sins.  When

he met Ananias he received the exact same answer as did the crowd at Pentecost—water baptism and Spirit

baptism (his going to Damascus demonstrates his already repentant attitude). 

If Paul were a Christian, why did Ananias exhort Paul: "And now why tarriest thou? arise, and be

baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord" (Acts 22:16)?  Remission of sins is the chief

effect of regeneration (Matthew 1:21; 26:28; Mark 4:12; Luke 24:46-47; John 1:29; Acts 3:19, et al.).  At this

point Saul was not baptized, had not received remission of sins, and had not received the Holy Spirit.  In what

sense then was he born again?  The evidence points to the fact that Paul was not yet converted until he was

baptized and filled with the Spirit.

Ervin advances his position.  "The words of divine reassurance of Paul's 'chosenness'—'Go, for he is a

chosen instrument of mine' (Acts 9:15)—would naturally predispose him to receive Paul as one already sharing a

common commitment to Jesus".40  This reasoning is illogical.  God's predestined plan for Paul's life in no way was

a reflection of Paul's present spiritual condition.  Paul was chosen from his mother's womb (Galatians 1:15).  God,

who knows the end from the beginning (Isaiah 46:10) could have easily said this at any point in Paul's life. 

A curious parallel can be seen between Saul and the crowd at Pentecost.  Their sins, inquiries, the

message that was preached to them and their new birth experiences are almost identical.  Peter credited the death

of Jesus to the crowd at Pentecost (2:23).  Saul's most notable offense was that he persecuted Jesus (9:5).  The

crowd's question, "Men and brethren, what shall we do?" (Acts 2:37) and Saul's inquiry, "what wilt thou have me

to do?" (9:6) are too familiar to be coincidental.  Peter's response to the crowd was to repent, be baptized in the

name of Jesus, and promised them the Holy Spirit (2:38).  The response Saul received from Ananias was to be

baptized calling on the name of the Lord and to be filled with the Holy Ghost (9:17-19; 22:16).  (It is evident that

Saul had a repentant heart 9:6.)  Too, just as the crowd before their new birth cried out "men and brethren", so

Ananias addressed Saul as "Brother" before he was born again.  
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These events in the life of Saul do  not support a paradigm of subsequence.  They demonstrate that Saul

was in the same spiritual state prior to his Spirit baptism as was the crowd at Pentecost; furthermore, the remedy

for his spiritual condition was repentance, water baptism in the name of Jesus, and Spirit baptism.  That this

experience was drawn out over three days does not present a theological hurdle.  It simply shows the enormity of

Saul's guilt, remorse and dismay.  "Paul's conversion was one single experience lasting from the Damascus road to

the ministry of Ananias.  As John Wesley—no stranger to instantaneous conversion—says of the three days, 'So

long he seems to have been in the pangs of the new birth.'"41

E. Cornelius

The subsequence paradigm is superimposed on this text as follows: "The gift of the Holy spirit to

Cornelius and his household was God's witness to their qualifications for admission to the Church by faith apart

from circumcision. . . . Thus, the gift of the Holy Spirit, manifested in the charism of tongues, was God's witness

to the saving grace already received through faith."42  To make a conclusion about this text one must ascertain

when Cornelius was born again to see if the subsequence paradigm fits the narrative. 

The angel who appeared to Cornelius instructed him to call for Peter, "Who shall tell thee words, whereby

thou and all thy house shall be saved" (Acts 11:14).  When Peter preached, he preached an evangelistic message. 

His appeal was that "whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission of sins" (10:43).  Cornelius was not yet

saved, and so the purpose of Peter's visit was to lead him to salvation.  In Acts 15 Peter reiterated his purpose in

going to Cornelius: "that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word of the gospel, and believe" (Acts 15:7). 

God visited the house of Cornelius to "take out of them a people for his name" (Acts 15:14).  Upon hearing Peter's

report of Cornelius and his house receiving the baptism of the Holy Spirit, the Jewish church leaders in Jerusalem

"glorified God, saying, Then hath God also to the Gentiles granted repentance unto life" (Acts 11:18).  These first

generation Christians translated Spirit baptism and water baptism together as "repentance unto life".

It is clear that Peter preached the Gospel message to Cornelius.  Moreover, it is apparent that Cornelius'

reception of the Spirit was his reception of the new birth.  "Peter had said nothing of the gift of the Spirit (as he

did in Act [sic] 2:38), but had just begun to speak of belief and forgiveness.  The natural implication is that

Cornelius at that moment reached out in faith to God for forgiveness and received, as God's response, the Holy

Spirit (cf. 11:17; 15:9), not instead of the promised forgiveness but as the bearer of it (cf. Gal. 3:2f.).  The Spirit

was not something additional to God's acceptance and forgiveness but constituted that acceptance and

forgiveness."43

The experience of Cornelius can hardly support the subsequence paradigm.  His Spirit baptism followed

so closely on the heels of his hearing the Gospel that no distinction can be made between the time he accepted the

message and the time he was filled with the Holy Spirit.  Cornelius' hearing the Gospel, believing the Gospel, and

being baptized in the Spirit represented a single event.  The only conclusion that can honestly be made is that

Spirit baptism is God's response to man's faith in the Gospel (John 7:39; Acts 2:38); moreover, Spirit baptism, at
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that point, effects regeneration.

  F. Ephesus

The Ephesians experience is seen differently among subsequentialists.  Some place great emphasis on

Luke's use of "disciple" in Acts 19:2.  To them it is ample evidence that these Ephesians were disciples of Christ

and therefore born again.  Others, like most non-Pentecostals, believe that these Ephesians were disciples of John

the Baptist and were not saved until they encountered Paul. 

The first view interprets the whole account in light of the term "disciple."  Seeing that the term generally

refers to a Christian disciple, it is assumed here also.  In another setting Ervin correctly notes, "It must be pointed

out that statistical probability is not a substitute for contextual exegesis.  It cannot arbitrate the meaning of a word

in a specific context.  The final meaning of the word in question always rests with a critical, contextual exegesis

of the passage."44  The context here clearly dictates that "disciple" does not mean Christian disciple.

When Paul encountered these "disciples" he inquired concerning the validity of their experience.  Paul's

first litmus test as to the genuineness of the Ephesians' experience was whether they had received the Holy Spirit

(19:2).  To Paul, to be a Christian was synonymous with being filled with the Spirit. "That is exactly the point of

Paul's question in Acts 19:2.  There [sic] were obviously not Christians because the one essential ingredient was

missing....It is the Spirit that will mark the people who believe and who are thus destined for eternal life."45

If they had been Spirit baptized his inquiry likely would have ceased.  But when they responded that had

"not so much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost" (19:2), Paul probed them deeper to find out what kind of

experience they actually had.  His second test as to the authenticity of their experience was their baptism.  Seeing

that they did not have the Holy Spirit, Paul was very curious about what sort of baptism they had experienced. 

The reasoning behind Paul's second question is apparent.  The fact that they had not yet received the Holy Spirit

made Paul suspect of their baptism.  "If they had confessed faith in Christ and been baptized, they would have had

the Holy Spirit.  Paul implied that when he asked, "Well, if you haven't received the Spirit, what kind of baptism

have you had?".46  

  If these disciples' baptism was faulty, then so must have been their faith that motivated their baptism.  By

these two questions Paul was able to determine that they had not been converted.  He then preached Jesus to them,

who was to be the object of their faith, and whose name they were to baptized into.  Just as Paul expected, they

responded to his message and were baptized in the name of Jesus and received the Holy Spirit.  

It is interesting to note that Paul was accustomed to probing people as to the authenticity of their

experience.  In his former career much of his time was spent identifying and seeking out Christians.  He knew

exactly the marks of a true Christian.  Two of the most outstanding qualities of a Christian to Paul were (1) Spirit

baptism and (2) water baptism in the name of Jesus.  If they were already Christians Paul's questions and sermon

would have been meaningless.  Paul asked his questions to discern their current state, and to open a door to

witness.  These Ephesians were clearly not Christians but disciples of John.
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Moreover, If these people were already saved, and if subsequence was a staple doctrine and experience of

the church, it would be illogical for them not to have already heard about the Holy Spirit.  To the contrary, they

would have known about and would have been expecting a subsequent work in their hearts.  Paul did not present

the Holy Spirit as an addendum for "power-in-mission".  To Paul, Spirit baptism was the foremost hallmark of a

Christian.  

The second subsequential opinion on Acts 19 is very similar to their position on Cornelius. "Hearing from

Paul that Jesus was the long-awaited Messiah, they believed and received Christian baptism from him.  Certainly

their regeneration was a prior condition to their baptism in water.  After water-baptism, their baptism in the Spirit

followed, mediated by they laying on of Paul's hands."47

This latter view capitalizes on the time interval between the Ephesians' baptism and their receiving the

Holy Spirit.  This time lapse was so minimal, and in fact, they could have easily still been in the baptismal water

when they received the Holy Spirit.  This does more harm than good for subsequence.  It establishes the fact that

hearing the Gospel, believing the Gospel, being baptized in water, and receiving the Holy Spirit were a part of one

continuous experience in New Testament times.  It could be very hair-splitting to chronicle faith, repentance,

water baptism, and Spirit baptism.  But regardless of how close or how far apart these elements may be in any

given narrative, the New Testament portrays the new birth as complete only when all of these events have

occurred.

V. Conclusion

In none of these narratives is it ever suggested that Spirit baptism is merely for "power-in-mission".  In

Acts 2:27-38 Spirit baptism is promised to unbelievers as a result of their faith expressions of repentance and

water baptism as a remedy for their guilt and condemnation.  Acts 8 has no mention of "power-in-mission".  In

Acts 9 the baptism of the Holy Spirit is identified with water baptism and the washing away of sins.  Acts 10

presents the baptism in the Holy Spirit as the result of faith and repentance.  Acts 19 again demonstrates that

Spirit baptism is the result of believing the Gospel and being baptized in water in the name of Jesus.  Excluding

Saul, none of these people in any of these passages are ever presented with a mission or admonished to witness. 

We do not deny that their is great power associated with the baptism in the Holy Spirit.  Too, people who are

baptized in the Holy Spirit generally do witness.  However, the witnessing is a result of the life-changing

regenerative power of God one receives at Spirit baptism. 

Subsequence leaves some serious questions unanswered. Can a person have the faith to be saved, but still

lack the faith to receive the Holy Spirit?  Would God give the grace for salvation but withhold the baptism of His

Spirit?   If the baptism in the Holy Spirit is a subsequent work of grace for "power-in-mission", what kind of

mission can a person have who has not been baptized in the Holy Spirit?  Can he not be "witnesses" of the

salvation he has already received?

  Subsequence also leads to some radical conclusions.  The foremost conclusion of subsequence is that the
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new birth is insufficient.  To the contrary, the Bible clearly teaches that we are "complete in Him" (Colossians

2:10).  Subsequence also infers that some additional criteria are necessary for receiving the baptism in the Holy

Spirit.  If not, then why is the experience subsequent to salvation?

The teaching of subsequence was not taught by the disciples.  Most contemporary scholars readily admit

that, "In general, it seems to be assumed throughout the New Testament that those who believe and are baptized

have also the Spirit of God".48   "It would seem from any valid reading of Luke and Paul that the gift of the Spirit

was not some sort of adjunct to Christian experience, nor was it some kind of second and more significant part of

Christian experience.  It was rather the chief element of Christian life, from beginning to end.  Everywhere for

luke it is the presence of the spirit that signifies the 'real thing'."49  It is evident that subsequence evolved to

accommodate the experience of those who teach it.  "[T]he concept of 'subsequent to and distinct from,'...came

less from the study of Acts, as from their own personal histories, in which it happened to them in this way, and

therefore was assumed to be the norm even in the New Testament."50

In the Old Testament the gift of the Spirit was always a definitive mark of the new age (Joel 2:28ff; Isaiah

32:15; 34:16; Ezekiel 11:19; 36;26f; 37:4-14; Zechariah 12:10 (?)).  Likewise, the New Testament portrays the

Spirit as the New Covenant distinctive (Mark 1:8; John 7:39; Acts 2:17,33; 19:2; Romans 8:9; II Corinthians

3:3,6-8; Hebrews 6:4f).  A person who has not experienced Spirit baptism has not partaken of the distinctive work

of grace in the New Covenant.  Spirit baptism is never presented as secondary or subsequent to salvation.  It is in

fact the means of salvation.  It is "the means whereby men enter into the blessing of Abraham"51. (See Gal 3:14,

Acts 2:39; 3:25.)  

Oneness pneumatology appears to be the most biblical perspective when contrasted with the teaching of

subsequence and non-Pentecostal alternatives.  The Oneness position retains both the experiential nature of Spirit

baptism evidenced by speaking in tongues as well as the inseparability of Spirit baptism from regeneration, both

of which are inherent in New Testament theology.  Exegetically, there is no basis for removing either aspect from

a purely biblical pneumatology.
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