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Abstract: This article explores how C.S. Lewis’s life and theology can con-
tribute to an integrative framework for healing that embraces both biome-
dicine and charismatic prayer. While Lewis affirmed the value of medical
science, he also defended the possibility of miracles as divine interventions
consistent with nature’s order. His reflections on petitionary prayer reveal
both caution and potential boldness grounded in biblical exegesis. The
study highlights Lewis’s personal experience with his wife’s healing and
subsequent relapse, showing how grief deepened his theology into a more
affective practical form. From a Pentecostal perspective, and within a the-
ology of inaugurated eschatology, the article argues that Lewis’s insights —
his critique of scientism, honest exegesis, and spiritual struggle — offer re-
sources for an integrative theology of healing. At the same time, it seeks
to complement Lewis’s theology by offering a more developed account of
healing and faith understood as charismata.
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Introduction

Research Problem and Motivation

he late modern condition has

encouraged a growing interest in

spirituality and ancient healing
practices. This includes prayer for heal-
ing. At the same time, Christianity finds
itself in a world where healthcare is bene-
ficially shaped by forms modern science
that in many cases rejects ancient healing
practices or at least their modes of expla-
nation. This tension raises a number of
philosophical and theological questions
that late modern apologetics must add-
ress.

The paper explores how biblical and
charismatic practices, such as praying for
the sick, can be integrated with biomedi-
cine in a way that is theologically and
academically comprehensible. Specifical-
ly, it explores how C.S. Lewis’s life and
theology may serve as a resource for this
project. It argues that Lewis’s honest
engagement with biblical teaching and
stimulating philosophical reflection pro-
vide important resources for integrative
Christian thinking. Moreover, it challen-
ges the popular myth — that Lewis’s faith
collapsed after his wife’s tragic death.
Instead, it advances the perhaps surpris-
ing claim that Lewis’s later practical theo-
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logy, especially in its affective dimensions,
grew more, not less, similar to certain
aspects of Pentecostal spirituality — even
though he never became a Charismatic
Anglican.

The main research question is framed
as followed:

In what way may the works of C.S. Lewis
contribute to an integration of biomedici-
ne and charismatic healing practices?

The article is divided into two parts. The
first part is descriptive and hermeneutic,
exploring the following sub-questions:

1. What is Lewis’s general perception of
biomedicine?

2. How does Lewis apologetically defend
the possibility of miraculous healing in
relation to science?

3. Which forms of prayer for healing
does Lewis endorse?

4. What virtues and affections appear to
guide and motivate these practices in
Lewis’s life, particularly in relation to
his wife’s illness?

The second part provides a theological
analysis of the same questions from a
Pentecostal-Charismatic perspective, with
a view to forming an integrative fram-
ework for healing.

Sources, Method, and Dialogue
Partners

The primary focus for the first and
second question will be Lewis’s Miracles.
For the third and fourth questions, three
works are particularly relevant: the es-
say ”On the Efficacy of Prayer” in The
World’s Last Night and Other Essays; the
essay ”On Petitionary Prayer: A Problem
without an Answer”; and, most import-
antly, Letters to Malcolm, one of Lewis’s
final works, written after A Grief Ob-

served. Methodologically, this is a herme-
neutic and constructive theological study
that uses Letters to Malcolm as the prima-
ry hermeneutical key. Since this book was
published after A Grief Observed, it al-
lows for an examination of how Lewis’s
theological reflection developed follow-
ing the deep personal loss of his wife.
This study also engages with theologi-
cal secondary sources, most notably
Allison English and Thomas Carmody’s
essay, ”On C. S. Lewis, Health, Healing,
and Petitionary Prayer,” as well as the theo-
logical biographies by Alister McGrath!
and Humphrey Carpenter.2 My Pentecos-
tal theological reflections draw on the
work of Pentecostal theologians that will
be presented in more depth below. My
overall perspective is that of inaugurated
eschatology, which holds a strong posi-
tion in contemporary academic Pentecos-
tal theology.3 The main idea is that the
future kingdom of God has already bro-
ken into this age of sin and destruction
through Christ and the presence of the
Spirit. It follows that the church lives in
the tension between the already present
and the not yet consummated saving rule

of God.

Lewis’ view of science and bio-
medicine

Lewis was positive but not naive or uncri-
tical towards science. Lewis seems basi-
cally affirmative of medical science in par-
ticular. He views this enterprise as kind of
cooperation with the healing mechanism
that the creator has placed in nature. In
the book Miracles, he claims that

there is a sense in which no doctor
ever heals. The doctors themselves
would be the first to admit this.
The magic is not in the medicine
but in the patient’s body — in the vis
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medicatrix naturae, the recuperative
or self-corrective energy of Nature.4

In Mere Christianity Lewis sees health as
”a great blessing”, yet he also warns his
readers of making it an ultimate concern
or idol, claiming that ”the moment you
make health one of your main, direct ob-
jects you start becoming a crank”.5 The
same applies to the epistemic fallacy of
scientism. Lewis criticized scientism for
confusing the scientific method, which he
considered a valuable tool, with a total
worldview. In books like The Abolition of
Man, he warned that when science is trea-
ted as the sole arbiter of truth, it reduces
human beings to objects, undermines
morality, and ultimately becomes a form
of power rather than truth-seeking. This
does not, however, lead Lewis to reject
the scientific study of regularities in natu-
re or to resist concepts like natural laws.
He maintained that his critique of scien-
tism was not an attack on scientific inqui-
ry itself.6 This will also be evident as I
now turn to the question of miracles.

Lewis’ on biomedicine, healing and
prayer

Lewis makes an important distinction
between miracles of what he terms the
Old and New Creation. To describe mi-
racles of the Old Creation, he begins with
processes already present in nature. For
instance, God naturally transforms water,
soil, and light into a juice that, over time,
becomes wine through a plant. Lewis sug-
gests that Jesus’s miracle at Cana essenti-
ally consisted of accelerating this process.
If miraculous healing is understood as an
intensification of such processes, it may
be seen as a miracle of the Old Creation,
in the sense that it fits within an existing
cosmological order. In this way, there
need be no conflict between miracles and
the laws of nature, nor with the scientific

study of them, which underpins biomedi-
cal science.

Lewis acknowledges that accounts of
miracles also appear in other religions.
He does not think that Christian apologe-
tics should try to ”disprove all stories of
the miraculous which fall outside the
Christian records”.” However, he will
nevertheless suggest that Christian mirac-
les have a much greater intrinsic probabi-
lity in virtue of their organic connection
the whole structure of the religion they
exhibit.8 More importantly, Lewis sees
Christian miracles as form of special pro-
vidence that follow from divine-human
interaction in the form of petitionary
prayer. In this sense they are interventions
in history or in "the course of events”.?
At the same time, they are not “viola-
tions” of natural laws. Lewis explains this
as follows:

The divine art of miracle is not an
art of suspending the pattern to
which events conform but of fee-
ding new events into that pattern. It
does not violate the law’s proviso.10

Put differently, miracles do not violate the
laws of nature, but they still introduce or
represent a kind of divine intervention.
This can be understood as feeding a new
event into an existing pattern. Miracles of
the New Creation, such as Jesus’s resur-
rection, fit into a pattern of nature that
belongs to the future. Lewis describes
these miracles as the New Creation “just
breaking in”. There is no necessary con-
tradiction with science, but one might
add that these mechanisms of the future,
or God’s hand in the present, may still be
invisible to science, even if the end results
are observable. The same applies to the
instances where Jesus raised people from
the dead. Lewis calls these miracles of
reversal:
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The Miracles of Reversal all belong
to the New Creation. It is a Miracle
of Reversal when the dead are rai-
sed. Old Nature knows nothing of
this process.!!

Finally, one might add that Lewis’s under-
standing of healing is holistic, in the sense
that all of God’s salvific work is a form of
healing that transforms the body and
mind Accordingly, in Letters to Malcolm,
he refers to the sacrament of the
Eucharist as the ”big medicine”.12

In summary, Lewis affirms that God
can indeed heal miraculously. Moreover,
his perspective on miraculous healing,
understood as compatible with the exis-
ting patterns of nature, suggests that
medical science and prayer for healing
may be seen as parts of a coherent nar-
rative. This leads us to the next question:
How should the miracle of healing be
pursued?

Lewis on petitionary prayer for healing
Alison English and Thomas Carmody’s
research on Lewis confirms that Lewis
saw praying for the sick as ”unquestio-
nable right”.13 Moreover, Lewis saw the
remission of his wife’s sickness as a mirac-
le of healing that occurred after petitiona-
ry prayer. This is implicit in the question
he posed to Father Peter Milward in the
late autumn of 1959: ”Can one, without
presumption, ask for a second mirac-
le?”14

In his early works, Lewis recommen-
ded a cautious style of petitionary prayer,
which he describes as Type A prayer, end-
ing with the words, "Not my will, but
your will be done.” In an early essay,
Lewis uses Jesus’s prayer in Gethsemane
and the Lord’s Prayer as examples of this
kind of prayer. Lewis says that

with this pattern of prayer — the A
Pattern — I myself would be wholly

content. It is in accordance both
with my heart and my head.1s

However, it is worth noticing that Lewis’s
understanding of the Lord’s prayer had
shifted gradually by the time he wrote
Letters to Malcom. He says that he had
come to understand that this prayer is not
about disagreeing with God but rather
about collaborative engagement with
Him:

The petition, then, is not merely

that I may patiently suffer God’s

will but also that I may vigorously

do it. I must be an agent as well as

a patient. [ am asking that I may be

enabled to do it.16

Lewis’s imaginary friend, Malcom, seems
to reject petitionary prayer because it
messes up the systematics of his theology,
which include a very predictable and, in a
sense, controllable world.1” Lewis chal-
lenges the attempt to construct an intel-
lectual safe-room, insisting instead on
divine intervention:

If you meant in your last letter that
we can scrap the whole idea of peti-
tionary prayer — prayer which, as
you put it calls upon God to ”engi-
neer” particular events in the objec-
tive world — and confine ourselves
to acts of penitence and adoration,
I disagree with you. It may be true
that Christianity would be intellec-
tually, a far easier religion if it told
us to do this...18

Why is Lewis unwilling to go along with
Malcom’s intellectually “easier propo-
sal”? Lewis begins by referring to a pray-
er in the psalms and shows how it promo-
tes humility. He then moves back to
Jesus’s petitionary prayer in Gethsemane
and suggests that Jesus’s reservation ”not
my will but thine” makes an "enormous”
difference. It is humble request, but it is
still a petition. Put differently, Jesus’s

Theofilos vol. 15 nr. 1 2026



Karl Inge Tangen

27

prayer in Gethsemane exposes that we
cannot control life — nor God — by prayer,
but that is no reason for claiming that
petitionary praying is unimportant.

On the contrary, Type A prayer seems
to provide an exceedingly important, and
even necessary, response, involving the
submission of one’s life into God’s hands
while remaining willing to be an agent
who interacts with God through prayer.
Lewis embraces Pascal’s idea that God
instituted prayer to bestow upon humans
the ”dignity of causality”.1? This implies
that

it is not really stranger, nor less
strange, that my prayers should
affect the course of events than that
my other actions should do so.
They have not changed God’s mind
— that is, His over-all purpose. That
purpose will be realized in different
ways according to the actions, in-
cluding the prayers of His creatu-
res.20

This leads us to another possible way of
praying for the sick, which Lewis calls
prayers of Type B. It is this kind of prayer
that Lewis is wrestling with to the extent
that he labels it ”a problem without an
answer”. In Matthew 21:21-22, Jesus
says,

”Truly, I say to you, if you have
faith and not doubt, you will not
only do what has been done to the
fig tree, but even if you say to this
mountain, ‘Be taken up and thrown
into the sea,” it will happen. And
whatever you ask in prayer, you
will receive, if you have faith.”

As a professor of literature, Lewis is cer-
tainly aware that Jesus uses hyperbole,
but he rejects any attempt to assign this
text a purely symbolic meaning. He
points out that Jesus, in the very next sen-
tence, makes “the same statement with-

out any figures of speech at all”. Lewis
admits that he finds this astonishing, even
shocking to his ”natural feelings”, yet he
holds on to the challenge and promise of
the text.

Lewis is familiar with interpretations
of these texts that downplay faith in the
miraculous, but he dismisses each as an
imprecise reading through what might be
called brutally honest exegesis. Thus, the
implication is that nothing is impossible
for those who pray in the manner of Type
B. This raises the question: If this is true,
why lean toward the other type of pray-
er? Lewis’s basic argument for defending
his early preference for prayers of Type A
is that Jesus himself engages in this kind
of prayer in Gethsemane. Yet he also
acknowledges that there is a long list of
texts that promote prayers of Type B.

The basic problem with this type,
according to Lewis, is that we seldom
attain such faith. To this conundrum, he
finds no intellectually satisfactory answer.
However, he adds that one thing is clear
to him:

One thing seems to be clear to me.

Whatever else faith may mean ... I

feel quite sure that it does not mean
any state of psychological certitude

. manufactured from within by
the natural action of a strong will
upon an obedient imagination. The
faith that moves mountains is a gift

from Him who created moun-
tains.2!

I would suggest that this passage, in con-
sequence, seems to encourage practices of
Type B, though in terms of seeking faith
as a gift from God. This is quite explicit
in the prayer that ends the earlier essay:
"I come to you, Reverend Father, for gui-
dance.” However, in Letters to Malcolm,
Lewis seems to move out of this tension,
suggesting that this level of faith is a
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copingstone, not a foundation and that
the promises of faith refer to a degree of
faith that ”most believers never experien-
ce”.22

I will argue that Lewis, overall, provi-
des a holistic framework that enables an
integration of biomedicine and petitiona-
ry prayer for healing. The former can be
understood as interaction with divine or-
der, the latter as participation in divine in-
tervention, and Lewis demonstrates that
both can be held together without incohe-
rence. There is also a substantive coheren-
ce between Lewis’s apologetic and his
practical theology, though not without
tension. His philosophical exposition of
miracles is conceptually precise and leads
to a firm conclusion, whereas his essay on
petitionary prayer remains, in a signifi-
cant sense, unresolved regarding the pre-
ferred mode of prayer. Even so, I argue
that the essay’s intellectual and existential
honesty is constructive: in practice, rea-
ders (1) can continue to read Jesus’s
sayings about faith with a candid, even
challenging, realism; (2) engage in prayer
without the illusion of complete under-
standing; and (3) begin with the form of
prayer they currently grasp (Type A)
while remaining open to the possibility of
engaging in prayers of Type B. The pros-
pect of such prayer is not merely theoreti-
cal, since God may grant what human
effort cannot produce.

Lewis’s Prayers and Anguish in the
Face of Joy’s Sickness

I have already mentioned that, at one
point, Lewis asked Father Peter Milward,
”Can one, without presumption, ask for
a second miracle?” What, then, was the
first miracle? It seems to have occurred
around the time Lewis married Helen Joy
Gresham. In March 1957, Joy was termi-
nally ill with bone cancer. Peter Bide came

to lay hands on her and pray for her heal-
ing. However, as he entered the building,
the Anglican minister was, in a sense, am-
bushed by Lewis with an additional re-
quest — the request to marry the couple.23

What happened next is astonishing. In
the following weeks, Joy recovered slow-
ly, and by December she was walking. In
the summer of 1958, she wrote to a friend
stating that she was in remission.2
Unfortunately, this healing was a miracle
that came and went — and finally dis-
appeared. By the autumn of 1959, it was
clear that Joy’s sickness had returned.
This is what prompted Lewis to consult
with Father Milward. However, this time
no healing took place.

The emotional and intellectual pain
that followed Joy’s death is described by
Lewis in A Grief Observed with the same
kind of brutal honesty that he exhibits in
biblical exegesis. However, it did not de-
stroy his faith. As Alister McGrath sug-
gests,

The somewhat superficial engage-

ment with suffering in The Problem

of Pain would ”blossom” into the
more mature, engaged, and above

all wise account found in A Grief
Observed.2s

McGrath goes on to suggest that A Grief
Observed is also significant at another
level: namely,

in exposing the vulnerability and
fragility of a purely rational faith.
While Lewis undoubtedly recove-
red his faith after his wife’s death,
A Grief Observed suggests that this
faith was some distance removed
from the cool, logical approach to
faith that he once set out in The
Problem of Pain.26

The transition from a somewhat detached
theology to a more engaged one also ap-
pears to occur at the practical theology

Theofilos vol. 15 nr. 1 2026



Karl Inge Tangen

29

level. His reflection on petitionary prayer
certainly demonstrates humility and care.
However, the news of the medical relapse
awakened a more intense level of affec-
tions. Lewis told Roger Lancelyn?’ that
he was still praying, but with a new sense
of anxiety and despair:
And then the horrible by-products
of anxiety: the incessant, circular
movement of the thoughts, even the
Pagan temptation to keep watch
for irrational omens. And one
prays; but mainly such prayers are
themselves a form of anguish.28

I will suggest that this testimony is deeply
existential, in the sense that it depicts
Lewis as being ‘thrown’ into a situation
in which death threatens to take away
someone he deeply cares for.29 This expe-
rience also seems to have given Lewis a
deeper understanding of the biblical text
that shapes his theology of prayer.
In Letters to Malcolm, he uses the very
same words he employed in his conversa-
tion with Lancelyn: ”such prayers are
themselves a form of anguish.”30

This shows that Lewis’s perception of
religious experience developed in respon-
se to the grief he endured. Drawing on his
subsequent book, I will argue that affec-
tions had by then become more integral
both to Lewis’s own spirituality and to his
understanding of religious experience.
From this vantage point, he exegetes Jes-
us’s prayer in Gethsemane in a new light.
Lewis contends that such anxiety consti-
tutes ”our share in Christ”, extending be-
yond our general participation in the
human condition, and he concludes that
”we are Christians, not Stoics”3! It is
important to note, however, that these
affections lead to prayer and not to resig-
nation or passivity. Rather, anguish seems
to be a part of the gift of agency. This fer-
vent prayer for healing may at some stage

give way to the kind of acceptance that
comes with death and the grief process
and still holds on to the eschatological
hope of Jerusalem.

In sum, the healing that came and
went transformed both Lewis’s systematic
and practical theology, in that it intensi-
fied and produced a wiser and more
affectionate practical theology. Finally,
one might add that this process was not
totally alien to Lewis’s earlier theology.
As English and Carmody observe, Lewis
had previously maintained that character,
spiritual development, and “treasures of
fortitude” could be given through suffe-
ring and illness.32

Theological analyses — A
Pentecostal reflection

A note on earlier Pentecostal research
on Lewis — and healing
Above, I have suggested that inaugurated
eschatology will be the main analytical
perspective of this article. From this per-
spective, the church is understood as a
”sick healer”: miraculous healings in
Jesus’s name are a normal part of the
church’s life; yet, because the kingdom is
also not yet fully realized, sickness and
death remain part of its reality. This view
also resonates with the ministry of the
pastor and surgeon Osvald Orlien
(1912-1998), a Pentecostal pioneer who
developed a holistic theology that enabled
an integration of charismatic healing
practices and biomedicine.33

However, it is also worth noting that a
number of Pentecostal-charismatic scho-
lars have already discussed Lewis. Marc
Cartledge identifies three important con-
tributors, to whom he himself may be
added: Oliver McMahan, William Kay,
and Tony Richie.34 I suggest that Leanne
Payne3s should be added to this list,
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though as a charismatic rather than a
Pentecostal scholar. Kay highlights Lew-
is’s philosophical and apologetic defense
of the possibility of miracles, the presence
of healings in The Chronicles of Narnia,
and the significance of the Spirit as the
life-breath of Aslan. In line with this last
point, Leanne Payne shows that there is
an underlying, indirect pneumatology in
many of Lewis’s works.3¢ These works
will be included selectively in the analysis
as I focus on the main question: How can
Lewis’s theology and implicit pneumato-
logy support a Christian integration of
biomedicine and charismatic spirituality?

On Lewis’s philosophy of science and
scientific medicine

I suggest that most contemporary Pente-
costal-Charismatic scholars would agree
with Lewis’s perception of medical scien-
ce. Most importantly, Orlien would certa-
inly agree. As a trained surgeon, he sha-
red Lewis’s conception of modern medici-
ne as cooperation with the healing
mechanisms that God has placed in natu-
re. As a keynote speaker at the Pentecos-
tal World Conference, he also encouraged
all Pentecostals — including the minority
who had resisted biomedicine — to embra-
ce what he called God’s way of doing
"natural healing”.3” The emerging field of
Pentecostal philosophy also resonates
with Lewis’s critique of scientism. This
includes figures such as the Pentecostal
philosopher Knut-Willy Sether3s and
James K. A. Smith,3 who clearly dis-
tinguish between the methodological
naturalism of the sciences and naturalism
as a reductionistic worldview. They
accept the former but resist the latter.
Lewis may therefore continue to provide
important impetus to the Pentecostal tra-
dition. The depth of his argument and his
classic, eloquent style may serve as signi-

ficant apologetic resources. Moreover, the
notion of health as a potential idol rema-
ins, to my knowledge, an underdeveloped
theme in Pentecostal theology.

On Lewis’s theology of miracles
What, then, of Lewis’s theology of mirac-
les? T find it to be logically rigorous. It is
worth noting, however, that its proper
locus seems to be the theological life-
world of everyday experience. Here, hea-
ling is understood as functional recovery
following interaction with God in prayer.
Lewis’s reference to a ”second miracle”
appears to suggest that he regarded Joy’s
gradual remission as a miracle of this
kind. This claim, however, is likely to be
dismissed by Christian doctors who pro-
mote criteria for miracles that reflect a
narrower conception of what counts as
miraculous. Peter May defines miracles as
events that are radically different from
natural phenomena and therefore requi-
res healing to be instant, complete, and
medically inexplicable — that is, not reaso-
nably attributable to medical treatment,
placebo effects, or natural processes. May
applies markedly stricter criteria for
accepting prayer as a causal factor than
he does to mainstream medicine, which
itself often involves gradual and incom-
plete recovery. One may ask if this, in
practice, promotes a form of practical
naturalism that bears a family resemblan-
ce to the kind of naturalism Lewis rejects.
This issue must nevertheless be discussed
in greater depth elsewhere.40

What is certain, is that Lewis under-
stands healings in general as a form of
intervening grace that acts within rather
than against nature. It follows, therefore,
that miracles can be compatible with
both the old and the new order of crea-
tion. A Pentecostal perspective will,
however, question Lewis’s idea that hea-
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lings primarily belong to the old creation.
Firstly, healings are one of the most com-
mon signs of inaugurated eschatology in
the Gospels. This is clearly evident in
texts like Luke 7:22:

Go and tell John what you have
seen and heard: the blind receive
their sight, the lame walk, lepers
are cleansed, and the deaf hear, the
dead are raised up, the poor have
good news preached to them.

In this text, healings are both signs of the
new creation and, in a sense, a reversal of
the old, placed alongside awakenings of
the dead. I do not disagree with Lewis’s
suggestion that healings correspond to
the existing cosmological order, but I
would propose that healings also trans-
cend this order — since they are signs of
the future, invading the present.

Secondly, and more importantly, hea-
lings are intimately connected to the
saving work of Christ. With Osvald Or-
lien#1 T will argue that Jesus’s death on the
cross, understood as the atonement, in
some way or another is the decisive sour-
ce for healings that may be associated
with the new order of salvation
(1 Cor 15:1-3). Like other gifts of salva-
tion, healings are given in the name of
Jesus. Here, I also find resources in
Lewis’s own theology. In Mere Chris-
tianity, Lewis has a rather pragmatic app-
roach to theories of atonement, but he
strongly affirms that

the central Christian belief is that

Christ’s death has somehow put us

right with God and given us a fresh
start.42

With Lewis and the evangelical tradition,
I will therefore emphasize that Jesus is the
unique mediator and source of the new
creation that breaks into the old combi-
nation of order and chaos. This is true
even if God may also perform miracles in

creation outside the church’s communion
with Christ. These other miracles are not
necessarily signs of God’s new realm of
salvation, but rather expressions of his
creational care.

On Lewis’s theology of petitionary
prayer
Moreover, as I suggested above, I find
Lewis’s brutal exegetical honesty theolo-
gically liberating. We should continue to
read texts about Jesus honestly even as
they shock us — and continue to pray with-
out having all the intellectual answers.
When it comes to the practical theol-
ogy of prayer, I certainly agree with
Lewis’s basic premise that we can find
prayers of Type A and Type B in the Bible.
Thus, I find no reason to question the
validity of Type A prayer. Such prayers
can be understood within the perspective
of the theology of the kingdom of God as
both already and not yet. Prayers of Type
A are, in a sense, a consequence of the
messiness of the ”not yet” condition. We
may not know God’s providential or hid-
den (voluntas abscondita) will in the pre-
sent. Even though all good things belong
to the church of the future kingdom,
God’s will in the present may be worked
out in ways that seem mysterious and
strange from the perspective of the belie-
ver. Thus, the believer is invited to accept
God’s sovereignty in prayer, even when
God’s will appears mysterious or strange.
I would also propose that Lewis’s later
understanding of the Lord’s Prayer as a
form of agency is theologically adequate.
The church is an agent participating in
God’s healing mission in the world. This
is an important Pentecostal intuition.
However, it seems to me that agential par-
ticipation in God’s will provides another
rationale for why the church should seek
to engage boldly in the mode of prayer
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that Lewis calls Type B. This seems to be
overlooked by Lewis. The Lewis of Letters
to Malcolm seems to conclude that faith
and prayer of this kind are very rare.
Though he does not reject the possibility
of Type B prayer, he tends to treat it as an
exception rather than a normal part of
the church’s mission. At this point, he
stands at some distance from Pentecostal
spirituality.

This gap could, in principle, be filled
by a robust theology of faith and healing
as charismatic gifts. Based on earlier pre-
sentations of Lewis’s work by Pentecostal
scholars (Kay, Richie, Cartledge), one
might suggest that there are touchpoints
for such a theology in his writings. Lean-
ne Payne suggests that Lewis sees the
Spirit as the source of the ”Christ-life”, or
the ”new kind of life” ({ws, divine life),
which God shares with us as he trans-
forms us into ”little Christs”.44

As a Pentecostal theologian, I suggest
that the ”little Christs” metaphorts -
which arguably should first be read col-
lectively — ought to inspire a somewhat
bolder pursuit of charismatic gifts than
Lewis implies. Faith is certainly described
by Paul as a gift of the Spirit (1 Cor 12:9).
It follows that Type B prayers are a nor-
mal part of the church’s life, even though
such prayer depends on the Spirit’s situa-
tional guidance and empowerment. As
Orlien suggests, the church should conti-
nually seek to participate more fully in
God’s healing mission through both pray-
er and medicine.4

This proposal can be grounded in
Scripture, tradition, and experience. The
biblical foundation for making bold pray-
er for the sick a normal part of Christian
life is robust, as both Lewis’s exegesis and
later New Testament scholarship have
demonstrated.4” One might add that the
Charismatic renewal in traditional chur-

ches has also revived the practice of
anointing the sick with oil, combined
with a ”prayer of faith”, as described in
James 5:14. It might be reasonable to sug-
gest that the faith referred to here is the
same as that described in the passages
Lewis exegetes — since these passages
were also known to Paul (1 Cor 13:2).
Finally, it should be noted that it is fairly
well documented that healing takes place
through such practices,*$ although it is
equally true that many remain sick and
face death, as in the case of Joy.

The church should therefore seek a
balance between the prayer of the not
yet” (Type A) and the prayer of the
“already” (Type B). It must also integrate
prayer for healing with responsible care
for those who are not healed — care that
might also draw on Lewis’s wider apolo-
getic work. As Carmody suggests, this
would help people entrust themselves,
their health, and the results of prayer into
God’s hands (Type A). However, this kind
of submission does not rule out other
forms of agency. Lewis’s bold exegesis
can also serve as a resource that inspires
bold prayer for the sick (Type B), while at
the same time relying on the sovereignty
of God. This blend of resting and acting
is paradoxical, yet it is a paradox that ari-
ses from the teaching of Christ himself —
as Lewis reads it.

What seems particularly beneficial is
Lewis’s suggestion that the faith that
moves mountains is a gift from the One
who created the mountains. This corre-
sponds to a (moderate) sub-tradition
within Pentecostal-Charismatic theology,
which emphasizes that faith is a gift of the
Holy Spirit (1 Cor 12:9). Pentecostal and
charismatic pioneers like Charles Price
and John Wimber emphasized that faith
is not something to be commanded from
the sick but a gift of the Spirit given to
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those who pray as the church gathers in
worship.# This seems to imply that the
church, to a significant degree, should
depend on the Spirit’s guidance when it
comes to prayers of Type B. Moreover,
this sub-tradition also stresses that God
can heal in many other ways — within the
community of charisms. Osvald Orlien
articulates this eloquently when he says,
It is good that God is not bound to
a specific method. He may change
his approach to prevent one-sided-
ness on our part so that we shall

always believe in God and not in
the method.s°

On Lewis’s crises — despair and the
virtues of the Spirit
William Kay suggests that Pentecostals
may benefit from Lewis’s account of the
role of emotions — and, in particular, the
centrality of joy — in the persuasive force
of his apologetics. Marc Cartledge,s!
however, criticizes Lewis for being overly
modernist in privileging reason and intel-
lect over emotion.52 Together with Tony
Richie, he argues that Lewis treats the
affections as a by-product of religious
experience rather than as inseparable
from it. I will suggest that this critique is
accurate when applied to Lewis’s earlier
works, such as The Problem of Pain, but
that it risks overlooking a significant de-
velopment in his theology. The Pentecos-
tal scholar Oliver McMahan observes
that while Lewis addresses pain in ab-
stract terms in The Problem of Pain, he
confronts it experientially and existential-
ly in A Grief Observed.s3 This corre-
sponds to Alister McGrath’s proposal
that Lewis’s experience of the miracle —
which appeared and then disappeared —
moved him toward a more nuanced the-
ology.

I will add that this theology is further

developed in Letters to Malcolm. Lewis
appears to have cultivated a deeper
understanding of the affective dimensions
of prayer, which in turn gives shape to a
more intense form of agency: desperate
intercession motivated by love. At this
point, I make the bolder suggestion that
the crises following Joy’s illness, at least
in a certain sense, generated a spirituality
that is more, rather than less, akin to cer-
tain Pentecostal ways of being in the
world.

This proposal, however, requires an
elaboration on the character of
Pentecostal spirituality. Pentecostal theo-
logian Steven Land suggests that affec-
tions play a crucial role in the task of
doing theology. Moreover, a passion for
the experience of the kingdom — under-
stood as both present and future - is,
according to Land, the defining characte-
ristic of Pentecostal spirituality. He
describes affections as relatively stable
dispositions that are ”belief-shaped,
praxis-oriented, and characteristic of a
person”.5# In this sense, affections are not
episodic feeling states but, as Daniel Cas-
telo suggests, are interwoven with the
classical virtues described by Thomas
Aquinas.’s

For Land, love is the cardinal virtue
(or form of orthopathos) that integrates
right belief (orthodoxy) and right action
(orthopraxis). Love, however, also comes
with longing. He quotes Karl Barth, who
says that

‘only where the Spirit is sighed,

cried and prayed for, does He beco-

me present and newly active.’s6

For this reason, Land embraces longing —
and even crises — as valuable aspects of
the Christian life. He further proposes
that the deepening of love in sanctifica-
tion “issues in a further intensification of
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a yearning for the consummation of the
kingdom”.57 I suggest that Lewis’s account
of praying with hope in despair bears a
family resemblance to this kind of Pente-
costal spirituality. In Lewis’s account, his
new level of affective concern and intense
agency is deeply grounded in the virtue of
love, even if he does not refer to it as a gift
of the Spirit.

One may ask whether this is authentic
Pentecostalism. Might Pentecostalism not
be associated with what Allison and
Carmody describe as an ”immediate posi-
tive answer to petitionary prayer for hea-
ling”?58 The answer is yes — but also no.
Yes, Pentecostals pray for instant healing
because they find examples of such hea-
lings in the New Testament. There is also
an increasing body of research confir-
ming that such healings occur and that
testimonies to them fuel the astonishing
growth of Pentecostalism worldwide.s
Unfortunately, one must also answer yes
to the proposal that this may lead to
unhealthy forms of triumphalism. Oliver
McMahan identifies this problem within
the roots of his own tradition. By juxta-
posing a number of articles and reports
from the Azusa Street periodical with the
existential honesty of A Grief Observed,
he concludes that

it may be that the problems of a
one-sided focus only on miracles,
inconsistencies in organization and
mission, and a vulnerability to the
politics of leadership can be attri-
buted to the sheer absence of genui-
ne observance of grief, pain, and

suffering.60

Nevertheless, McMahan also finds re-
sources for a more holistic and balanced
theology within the Pentecostal tradition.
One of the most important voices is
Hollis Gause, who both taught and
exemplified a theology that included the

work of the Spirit in pain and suffering.
Here, McMahan makes a more favorable
comparison between Lewis and one
representative of Pentecostalism:

Further, for Lewis there was a
”signpost” he called ”joy,” that
pointed to the ultimate goal of the
New Jerusalem. For Gause, his
theological writings and eventual
confession of experience identified
the ”signpost” of the suffering of
the Spirit, which pointed to the rea-
lity that we will all be transformed
into a new body for a New Heaven
and New Earth. Gause had written
about the Spirit’s work in the midst
of the believer’s suffering relatively
early and continued to write and
teach concerning this doctrine.6!

I will add that European Pentecostal pio-
neers such as Thomas Ball Barratt — who
wrote boldly about healing by faith and
hosted healing campaigns with Smith
Wigglesworth — also suggested that God
could use sickness for formative purpo-
ses.62

At this point, there also seems to be an
interesting parallel between Lewis’s expe-
rience and Osvald Orlien’s life. Nobel
Prize laureate Denis Mukwege has identi-
fied Orlien as a medical role model who
demonstrated both empathy and courage,
compassion and faith.63 However, accor-
ding to Orlien himself, these virtues emer-
ged not only from medical training or
from the life of a preacher in obedience to
God’s word. He seems to suggest that
these qualities were also shaped by suffe-
ring and pain. In one of his books, he
devoted a chapter to tragic medical cases
— patients he lost but would never forget.
He also insisted that his biography should
include a chapter lamenting the younger
medics who followed in his footsteps but
suffered and died on the medical battle-
field.o4
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Orlien understood the gifts of the
Spirit as ”power in weakness”, and he
suggested that he, like the poet Jatgeir in
Ibsen’s drama Kongs-Emnerne, had beco-
me who he was through the ”gift of
grief”.65 Thus, there is also a form of
Pentecostalism that faces — rather than
denies or escapes — suffering, anguish,
grief, and loss. McMahan is certainly cor-
rect in suggesting that this should be an
integral part of Pentecostal theology. Paul
indicates that experiences of pain can be
used by the Spirit to cultivate virtue in the
form of hope, including the kind of nuan-
ced wisdom that McGrath identifies in
Lewis’s later work (Rom 5:1-5). I suggest
that this view is reconcilable with a kind
of trust in God’s sovereignty, which is
expressed in what Lewis calls prayers of
Type A.

A proper Pentecostal theology will still
maintain that the Spirit may use pain to
fuel a more passionate search for healing.
The passionate prayer may find bold faith
as it encounters Jesus’s words about
God’s power to do the impossible. Orli-
en’s theology, together with the perspecti-
ve of inaugurated eschatology, allows for
openness to Lewis’s honest and, in a sen-
se, bold exegesis, as well as to his honesty
about anguish and fervent prayer at the
outset, and to grief that lingers afterward.
Thus, the church may still follow its call
to agency by praying boldly for the sick.
Hope is also a hope for this life, not only
the afterlife. Nevertheless, hope is ultima-
tely sustained by belief in what Lewis
calls the New Jerusalem. As Lewis sug-
gests, this provides a reason for joy despi-
te any circumstance. In this way, experi-
ences in the shadows of life need not lead
to resignation but can instead awaken a
search for glimpses of God’s kingdom in
the present while sustaining hope in the
kingdom’s future fullness.

Conclusion

Summary

To sum up, experiences of grief and loss
can give rise to a mature theology that
inspires prayerful agency rather than
resignation. What I have outlined here is
a constructive Pentecostal theology that
draws on elements of Lewis’s thought
and, in a sense, applies his exegesis in a
practical way. Nonetheless, Lewis’s criti-
cal affirmation of science, his defense of
the possibility of miracles, his brutally
honest exegesis, and his equally candid
account of grief, pain, and desperate
prayer provide not only fragments of an
integrative theology but also the contours
of a logically consistent framework -
though not without paradoxes.

This holistic framework may serve as a
foundation for an integrative theology of
healing, one that allows both biomedicine
and petitionary prayer to be understood
as participation in divine order as well as
divine intervention. At the same time, it
may help reconcile an agential faith
expressed in bold prayers (Type B) with
submission to God’s sovereignty, reflected
in prayers that leave everything in God’s
hands (Type A). This integration also
allows a mix of affection, faith, and joy to
rest in tension with the desire for change,
which sometimes takes the intense form
of desperation and even anguish. For the
church, the gift of a ministry of healing
seems to be accompanied by a painful
identification with the suffering of others.

Finally, I suggest that this framework
could inspire further research into the dif-
ferent aspects of such integration.

An additional note on future research

In seeking a more integrative theology
regarding healing, there is scope for furth-
er inquiry into an even more holistic app-
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roach that incorporates or addresses the
pressing issue of ecological healing. In the
letter to the Romans, Paul speaks of pray-
ing with creation, which, like a woman in
labor [or, labour], groans in the pains of
childbirth as it awaits redemption. He
also encourages the church by noting that
the Spirit assists us in our weakness with
groanings too deep for words
(Rom. 8:18-27). While this is relevant
both for individuals who participate in
the healing ministry of the church and for

I would also suggest that it applies to
prayer and practical service directed
toward creation care. Lewis’s critique of
scientism — and its roots in Francis Ba-
con’s thought — may also, in light of the
possibility of ecological disaster, inspire a
Christian and Pentecostal theology of
healing that does not stop at the level of
individual health but seeks ecological
healing for the common good. This impli-
cation remains an urgent task for future
theological reflection.

the church as a whole at the human level,
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