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The purpose of this article
1
 is twofold: (1) to 

assess the current involvement of 

Pentecostals/evangelicals in the political 

realm; and (2) to raise three political 

proposals in light of the largely negative 

assessment: the principle of subsidiarity, 

Grant‟s new social American compact with 

deliberative democracy, and a politics of 

love. These considerations, I believe, should 
constitute a portion of the framework for a 

Pentecostal political theology.  

 

The need for a Pentecostal political 

methodology could be demonstrated through 

various avenues. One primary example is the 

widespread negative view that non-

Pentecostals or non-evangelicals have of 

evangelical/Pentecostal believers in terms of 

their involvement in politics.
2
 Tony Campolo 

illustrates this point well when discussing his 

experience at an Ivy League university. 

Having asked the students what they thought 

evangelicals believed, the response he 

received had nothing to do with theological 

convictions (what many ascribe as the most 

important element of evangelicalism). 

Rather, the students came to the consensus 
that evangelicals consisted of Christians who 

are: “anti-gay, anti-feminist, anti-

environmentalists, anti-gun-control, pro-war, 
right-wing ideologues.”3 The picture non-

believers have of Pentecostals/evangelicals 

regarding politics has become bleak and 

dismal. 

Also, Christian “neutrality”
4
 in the area of 

politics hinders the progress of the state. 

Eberhard Jüngel asserts that the articulation 

of a theological understanding of the state 

and its inherent responsibility to preserve 

justice and peace is an essential task of 

Christians, to the extent that they cannot 

remain “neutral” in either the theological or 

socio-political spheres.
5
 Further, Richard J. 

Mouw argues that biblically speaking, 

Christians are no less than commanded to 

interact with politics. Since American 

democracy grants the right publicly to 

criticize, review, debate, and challenge 

policies and officeholders, in light of Romans 

13, Christians now have the duty to make use 

of that right.6  

 

Another factor pointing to the necessity of a 
Pentecostal political theology is the 

ambiguity in the biblical text concerning the 

Christians‟ involvement in politics. This has 

caused considerable confusion and 

contradictory views among Christians today. 

Joseph Ratzinger (Pope Benedict XVI) notes 

that the New Testament “is acquainted with 

political ethics, but not with political 
theology;” however, the Scriptures “always 

reject the fanaticism that tries to set up the 

kingdom of God as a political project.”
7
 

Therefore, a delicate balance must be struck 

between the naïvely utopian Marxist or other 

humanistic ideologies and the overly socially 

pessimistic systems of some apocalyptic 

pietists. Scripture reveals that the kingdom of 



God is indeed “already, but not yet.” Ronald 

J. Sider contends that, “far too often we miss 
the profound political implications of Jesus‟ 

proclamation of the kingdom of God and the 

resurrection‟s confirmation that Jesus was 

indeed the Messiah who had ushered in that 

long-expected kingdom.”8 A Pentecostal 

approach would undoubtedly see the impact 

of Jesus‟ ministry as bringing personal 

salvation, but it cannot stop there; rather, a 

more holistic view of redemption needs to be 

adopted. That is, while salvation involves 
eternal security, it also involves redemption 

of the whole person, in this life, now. Jesus‟ 

collision with the temporal world also brings 

about an opportunity for the believer to work 

through political structures in a beneficial 

way for both the community of believers and 

nonbelievers.
9
  

 
Beyond covering some of the basic reasons 

for a necessity of a Pentecostal political 

theology, and before offering some 
proposals, a further assessment of the current 

Christian political scene is in order. First, 

Nicholas Wolterstorff, in the foreword to the 

groundbreaking compilation of essays, 

Evangelicals and Empire, notes that since 

Hegel, “domination and liberation have been 

the fundamental categories of social analysis 
and critique [because theoretically out of the 

two opposing forces will come the synthesis]. 

An authentically evangelical voice in the 
discussion will question this and propose 

instead that justice and injustice be the 

fundamental categories.”
10

 These categories 
will be adopted in this essay since the 

domination/liberation model is flawed on 

account of exceedingly broad definitions that 

condone movement toward tyrannical 

oligarchy with little oversight.
11

 
 

This is witnessed by the burgeoning analysis 

of American empire and evangelicalism‟s 

role in that empire. As Benson and Heltzel 

state, “Inasmuch as some evangelicals work 

together with movements in the Religious 

Right that are perpetuating the dark side of 
empire—including U.S. practices of war and 

torture,12 neoliberal economic policy, and 

unilateral, isolationist foreign policy—they 

continue to participate in empire.”
13

 Further, 

global market fundamentalism, as Yong and 

Zalanga call it, has become a hegemonic 

force taking on the status of a religion itself, 

and the rationality underpinning such 

unbridled capitalism has invaded the Church 

of Christ in the way they compete for market 
shares (converts) by developing a product 

with either mass consumer appeal or 

specialization for a specific corner of the 
market.14

 The question then is: Will 

Pentecostalism be a medium for the forces of 

biopower (“a subtle form of manipulation 

that infects our brains and makes us 

internalize the values of capitalism”
15

), or 
will it be a subversive movement 

championing the struggle for justice against 

the hegemony of empire?
16

 If a movement 
exists within Christianity that could 

withstand the lure of American civil religion 

and the global market fundamentalism tied to 

it, Pentecostals and Charismatics could be the 

ones capable of hurdling such a daunting 

obstacle.
17

 What is missing, however, is a 

proper understanding of how to communicate 
our ideals in the political sphere, what our 

Christian faith means for our political 

involvement, and what it truly means to be a 
citizen.  

 

First, one firmly entrenched perspective that 
needs eradicating revolves around the 

widespread belief that America is a Christian 

nation that needs “taken back for God.”
 18

 As 

Black notes, the United States has always 

been a pluralistic nation; from the Articles of 
Confederation through the ratifying of the 

Constitution, the freedom of religion has 

been a foundational principle of our 

democracy.
19

 Thus, the claim that 

Christianity holds the right to dictate policy 



in a certain direction is misguided to say the 

least. Hence, Gregory Boyd‟s thesis in The 
Myth of a Christian Nation deals with 

American evangelicals‟ fusion of the 

kingdom of God with the kingdom of this 

world through political involvement as 

nationalistic and political idolatry.20 Further, 

Boyd clarifies some misguided notions: 

 

For some evangelicals [and Pentecostals], 

the kingdom of God is largely about, if 

not centered on, „taking America back for 
God,‟ voting for the Christian candidate, 

outlawing abortion, outlawing gay 

marriage, winning the culture war, 

defending political freedom at home and 

abroad, keeping the phrase „under God‟ 

in the Pledge of Allegiance, fighting for 

prayer in the public schools and at public 

events, and fighting to display the Ten 
Commandments in government 

buildings.
21

  

 
Results of this presumptuous thinking are 

widespread. Boyd highlights five 

ramifications of this pervasive myth: (1) the 

myth increasingly harms global missions; (2) 

home missions are hindered because people 

are misled into thinking that their civil 

Christianity is real Christianity; (3) the 
church is damaged when believers misplace 

their trust in the wrong power; (4) as a result 

of believing the myth, some, intentionally or 
unintentionally, position themselves as moral 

guardians of society, believing it their 

duty/mission to preserve the moral fabric of 
the nation; and (5) the myth creates the 

notion of America as a theocratic nation 

comparable to Old Testament Israel.
22

  

The need for a new kind of political thinking 

is evident through the analysis of the 
abounding myths, misplaced trust, and bad 

theology. The following is a series of 

proposals for a holistic Pentecostal political 

theology that takes seriously the effects of 

empire on Christian thinking, the myth that 

America is a Christian nation, and the pitfalls 

of global market fundamentalism. An eclectic 
methodology has been used in terms of 

borrowing portions from various authors and 

perspectives and, in that sense, I have not 

contributed anything new, but highlighted 

what I think is important for Pentecostals to 

consider in developing a more thorough 

political theology. The proposals are all 

guided, however, by the fact that while the 

Christian faith impacts one‟s political 

decisions, believers are citizens of a 
pluralistic democracy.23 Christians are first 

citizens of the kingdom of God, but are in the 

world. As Jesus prayed, “I do not ask that 

you take them out of the world, but that you 

keep them from the evil one” (John 17:15, 

ESV).
24

 Thus, Christians must take seriously 

the fact that as citizens of the kingdom of 

God, they also have responsibilities as 
citizens of a democracy.  

The Principle of Subsidiarity25 

Given the fact that Christians are both 
citizens of the kingdom of God and the 

world, a dilemma faced since Jesus‟ 
announcement of the kingdom and 

extensively dealt with early on in 

Augustine‟s City of God, Catholic political 

theology developed the principle of 

subsidiarity. This principle notices that 
neither the Church nor government can solve 

all societal problems. Thus, the two must 

work together in partnership on social issues. 

Since 1931, when the principle was first 

introduced, a vital part of the idea has been 

that government should not replace the 
smaller forms of community, including the 

church, because the church often remains 

closer and more connected and thus is better 

suited to aid the community. While the state 

should not absorb these smaller communities, 
they should provide assistance (subsidium) 

when the churches are unable to contribute to 

the common good. Most concisely, the 

principle states, “government is an important, 



necessary, and limited agent to provide for 

the common good, but it functions best in 
partnership with associations that are close to 

the people and best able to meet their 

particular needs.”
26

  

Jane E. Grant’s New American Social 

Compact27 

 
In The New American Social Compact: 

Rights and Responsibilities in the 21st 

Century, Jane E. Grant examines the history 

of the American social compact. This goes 

beyond contract theories developed in the 

seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that set 

forth a set of civil liberties and political 

rights, and later in the nineteenth century 

expand to a set of social rights.
28

 The 

compact expands these rights to include a 

civic ethos. The civic ethos involves creating 
a climate of interchange where the rights can 

be either supported or contested as well as 

the obligations that flow from them.
29

 Such 

obligations, as Grant sets out, “could include 

responsibilities to others in one‟s own nation, 
to future generations, to other nations and 

their citizens, to stateless individuals, and to 

other species and the biosphere.”
30

 This new 
compact and civic procedural ethos will 

honor the civil, political, and social rights 
already established in the United States 

(procedural republic). It would go further, 

however, in defining the particular 

responsibilities and obligations of citizens.
31

 

In recent years a shift in the opposite 

direction has taken place in government 

where an emphasis on authorization has 

supplanted that of accountability as people 
vote on personal characteristics more than 

ability to govern.32 With such a shift no one 

should be surprised—appalled yes, but not 
surprised—to see a leader more influenced 

by Niccolo Machiavelli and Thomas Hobbes 

than Thomas Jefferson and James Madison.
33

 

  

Grant talks about many issues of the new 

compact, but I will focus primarily on the 

concept of democratic deliberation. Kurt 

Richardson speaks of “democratic learning” 
in his “Political Complexities and Rivalries 

of Pneuma and Imperia,” but this seems to 

end for him once the basic competencies 

required of an active citizen in a democracy 

are established.34 As Richardson notes, 

Christian pneumatology points to an 

inherently egalitarian anthropology, pivotal 

for a new social compact and proper 

deliberation.
35

  

 
However, Grant provides some examples of 

what such deliberation might look like. One 

proposal involves deliberative panels in the 

public sphere that would provide 

recommendations to legislative and executive 

bodies in the government.
36

 Of course such 

panels would have access to expertise in 

politics, science, technology, and social and 
economic information.37 Such panels, unlike 

participating in town hall meetings, may be 

in some form partially obligatory, as is jury 
duty. The particular model, though, is not as 

important as the idea of public involvement. 

Grant works from the ideas of Arendt and 

Habermas, who asserted that deliberation, 

when executed properly, can be 

transformative because it generates proper 

perspective. It focuses on the common good; 
it provides ordinary citizens with access to 

the public policy agenda. Since Americans 

are typically uninformed about policy issues, 
it provides access to information on complex 

problems.38 Finally, Grant notices that 

communication and public deliberation 
performed vital roles in forming the 

constitutional state; likewise, communication, 

public discussion, and deliberation are 

necessary in the new compact as well.
39

  

A Politics of Love and a “Consistent Ethic 

of Life”40 
 

In the others I do not look at what is like 

myself, but at what is different in them, 

and try to understand it. I can only 



understand it by changing myself, and 

adjusting myself to the other. In my 
perception of others I subject myself to 

the pains and joys of my own alteration, 

not in order to adapt myself to the other, 

but in order to enter into it. There is no 

true understanding of the other without 

this empathy. Together with the other I 

enter into a process or reciprocal 

change.41 

 

To arrive at community, Moltmann stresses 
the need to know one another. In order to 

know each other, people must come closer to 

one another, make contact, and build 

relationships.
42

 It does not suffice to simply 

see in „the other‟ a reflection of oneself and 

to embrace that one in our own image.
43

 

Rather, a politics of love would initiate 

reciprocity, an invitation into relationship.
44

 
This approach must move from mere 

sentimentality to action, for according to 

Jesus, the love of God comes to realization in 
love for neighbor.45 A politics of love then 

works in conjunction with a new American 

compact enabling deliberation to take place 

fruitfully within a stimulated populace 

because reciprocity takes the place of 

individualism.
46

 Thus, this link between the 

two becomes much more than superficial. 
  

A theology of politics founded in a consistent 

ethic of life would further exemplify an 
almost forgotten prophetic religious voice in 

America that has brought about such great 

changes as abolition, suffrage, and the civil 
rights movement.

47
 That voice, in love, 

would never be partisan; it would remind us 

of the downtrodden and those neglected by 

society (the poor); it would challenge 

national self-interest and individual self-
interest. Politics of love would appreciate and 

respect, as God‟s gift, the ecosystems, rather 

than being mere users and abusers; it would 

earnestly consider every possibility before 

entering a war; it would act multi-laterally 

instead of unilaterally; it would be selfless; 

and finally, a politics of love would 
encourage deliberation in order to experience 

„the other.‟ While „the other‟ could be 

anyone, the U.S. has millions of children 

living in poverty, more than one billion of the 

world‟s people live on less than one dollar 

per day, and nearly half the world‟s 

population (2.8 billion) live on less than two 

dollars per day.48 What would a politics of 

love look like to them? Costa, Keller, and 

Mercedes surmise: 
 

Christian love for the poor has become 

erotic when the „Christian‟ and the „poor‟ 

are no longer a distinct subject and object 

but have become so close that the space 

between them blurs and each benefits 

from the rich subjectivity of the other. 

The benefit can be at once mutual: whose 
pleasure do we seek, our own or the 

other‟s? When it is good we both are 

fulfilled, or I am fulfilled in your 
fulfillment, or vice versa, and I can barely 

tell the difference: a hair‟s-breadth. The 

neighbor is loved „as the self‟ when love 

is practiced not out of any effort to do the 

right thing but rather like the inhalation 

and exhalation of one‟s own breath: it is 

its own reward. 
 

For those U. S. Christians who have been 

so enamored by empire that love for the 
other as the self seems much more like 

piety than breath, perhaps a good start 

toward coalition would be a deep breath 
of the common air of the empire‟s 

impoverished.49
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ed. Harry R. Davis and Robert C. Good (New York, NY: Charles Scribner‟s Sons, 1960), 153-4.  
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an approach to society, to culture, to the state and to the ecosystem would be both more radical and more liberating—

theologically and politically—than so much that has sought in recent times to lay claim to these attributes” [author‟s 



                                                                                                                                                                                                   
italics]. Eberhard Jüngel, Christ, Justice, and Peace: Toward a Theology of the State, in Dialogue with the Barmen 
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9For an articulation of the legitimacy of forming a political ethic on the teachings of the New Testament, see 
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