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CHAPTER ONE
THE GIFT OF TONGUES - NOT FOR PREACHING

I n 1 Cor. 12:8-10 the gift of tongues is mentionatbag the nine gifts
of the Holy Spirit. What was the purpose of thistiSome say it
enabled Christians to preach the gospel in forlEigguages. Others say it
did not involve a known intelligible language but acstatic utterance
unknown to anyone on earth used in prayer to Gaal “heavenly prayer
language,” not for preaching or speaking to manrtHeumore, it is
believed by many today that speaking in tonguessigin of being born of
the Spirit, and therefore everyone who is convette€hrist should be
able to do it. Those who don’t are not “born again.

However, there was no need for the gift of tongteesnake the
gospel intelligible to people living during New Tasient times, for Greek
was very widely spoken in the world at that timéefe is no reference in
Scripture to a multilingual preaching of a miraaddkind being carried
out. Had the gift of tongues been given for theppse of preaching in a
foreign language, its use in apostolic missionaoykwwould surely have
been recorded and encouraged.

There are five sections of Scripture which makeiqaar reference
to the gift of tongues, and a careful consideratibthem soon reveals the
primary purpose and function of this particulat.githe five sections are:
MK. 16:15-20. Act. 2:1-16. Act. 10:46. Act. 19:6Cbr. 14:21-22.

MARK 16:15-20

Prior to his ascension into heaven, Jesus commiedibis apostles to
go out into all the world to preach the gospel. &hese signs shall
follow them that believe; in my name they shalltcast demons; they
shall speak with new tongues; they shall take upesgs; and if they
drink any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them; yrehall lay hands on the
sick, and they shall recover ... And they went Hprand preached
everywhere, the Lord working with them, and confivgithe Word with

signs following.”

The point to notice in this passage is that thestes were not told to
preach in “tongues.” Verse 17 states that the teaguere to be a “sign.”
As such, they are placed in the same category stingaout demons,
picking up serpents, drinking deadly things, layiragnds on the sick.

Now, “signs” were usually a supplement to preaghPreaching was
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one thing and signs were quite another. This ifqaarly evident in v20
where we read that the apostles “went forth andgiredeverywhere, the
Lord working with them, and confirming the Word wgigns following’

Preaching the gospel was not the sign. The sigilewled the
preaching, and speaking in tongues is mentionazhasof those signs. A
definite distinction is clearly made here betweesaphing the gospel and
signs such as tongues.

Paul confirms this in 1 Cor. 14:22 where he st#tes “tongues are
for a sign not to them that believe, but to them that b&liawt.” As such,
they would be included among the “signs” referrethtHeb. 2:3-4 which
were sent by the Lord to confirm the apostolic phéag.

Signs, including tongues, were a divine confirm@ati supernatural
evidence - a divine witness to the authenticity geduineness of the
gospel message being preached in the name of J&scis.signs proved
that Jesus had indeed risen from the dead. Theyatadl and vindicated
the preachers, proving that they were commissidnye@od and that their
message was true.

Sometimes the signs were performed beftre preaching and
sometimes afteiThe actual order in which the signs appearedokétle
consequence. Whether before or after the preachivegeffect was just
the same; exciting interest among the people, ngakiem more receptive
to the gospel message. The gift of tongues wasobaenumber of “sign”
gifts which had this effect as we shall see. THieajihealing and miracles
had a similar effect.

It should be pointed out that the reference in NI&:17 to “new
tongues” does not mean languages never spokenymnanbut new to
those doing the speaking. The Greek word for “nmaKainos and Vine's
Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words say&lenotes new, of
that which is unaccustomed or unused, not newne,trecent, but new as
to form or quality, of different nature from what contrasted as old. The
“new tongues” of Mk. 16:17 are the “other tongue$”Act. 2:4. These
languages, however, wereéw” and ‘different” not in the sense that they
had never been heard before, or that they weretod¢le hearers, for it is
plain from v8 that this is not the case; they weesv languages to the
speakers, different from those in which they wareuatomed to speak.”




ACTS 2:1-16

his account is well enough known without havingrégount it in

detail. On the day of Pentecost the promised ouipgwf the Holy
Spirit took place, resulting in the apostles spegkiith other tongues.
This unusual event immediately excited an intea@sbng the people and
drew them from all quarters. Being a feast pertbdre were many Jews
from many different countries visiting Jerusalemd ahey were amazed,
and marvelled because they could hear uneducatedluently declaring
the wonderful works of God in their own foreign ¢arages.

Once again, a careful reading of this chapteralksvihat the apostles
were not preaching the gospel when they spokengues. The reasons
for drawing this conclusion are as follows:

(a.) After the apostles had finished speakingomgties, Peter stood
up and preached the gospel (verses 14-36). Whydaetler do this if the
gospel had already been preached to the foreigmerkeir original
tongue?

The fact that Peter was able to finally stand g address the whole
multitude from 16 foreign countries in one languagearly shows that
there was a language common to them all and teajgithof tongues was
not required for such communication.

The qift of tongues was obviously not requiredcctonmunicate the
gospel to the people. There was at least one |gegc@mmon to them all
by which this could be accomplished. However, shimet special and
dramatic was required to draw the attention ofgleple and make them
receptive. The gift of tongues achieved this, buequired the preaching
of the gospel to prick the hearts of the people lantly about repentance.
This point should not be missed! Tongues excitethterest, but did not
prick the hearts of the people or bring about régoese. The preaching of
the gospel in a language common to all was requoexthieve this deep
and solemn work.

(b) The second reason for concluding that the gjospas not
preached in tongues on the day of Pentecost isrdfi@mn a statement in
Acts 2:11. It is stated here that the apostles wpeaking in tongues “the
wonderful works of God.” This is actually the commhgassed by the
visiting Jews when they heard the apostles speakidgr the influence of
the Holy Spirit. It is proof positive that the aples were not preaching
the gospel.

These Jews were, as we read in verse 5, “devont’mbat is, they

5



were Judaizers, totally dedicated to the law of 804 his is indicated by
the fact that they had journeyed long distancdsetp the Jewish feast of
Pentecost at Jerusalem.

Now, knowing their legal turn of mind as we dorfrmther sections
of Scripture, and their rejection of Jesus as tlesdvah, it is most unlikely
that they would immediately respond to the preagtoh the gospel of
Christ crucified, and marvel at it, acknowledgingas “the wonderful
works of God.” The message of Christ crucified wastumblingblock to
the Jewish mind at that stage. It was an offensas articularly evident
in Paul’s reaction prior to his conversion. Jewasipectations of Messiah
made no provision for an ignominious death on a<rat the hands of
gentile soldiers! To the Jew, Christ crucified wasblasphemous and
repugnant doctrine. It violated everything that ythbelieved and
anticipated with regard to the promised Deliverer.

Therefore, before the gospel could be effectiy@lyached to them,
all the natural barriers of doctrinal prejudicesiahhprevented them from
receiving the gospel, had to be overcome. A supearala“sign” was
required to accomplish this, and this is precisdtat took place. The gift
of tongues was manifested.

As already pointed out: the speaking in tonguek it produce a
pricking in the heart, repentance or remorse, asRbter’'s preaching
which followed later. Quite the opposite! The Jdwignlookers
“marvelled” (v7). They were clearly excited and irapsed.

Whatever the “wonderful works of God” were, thegre familiar
with them and agreed with them. They understood apgroved what
they heard, and were profoundly impressed withwiag in which the
apostles were so fluently and professionally dewojathem in foreign
languages.

THE WONDERFUL WORKS OF GOD

hat then, were these “wonderful works” that werengaleclared
in tongues? In order to answer this, we need t@mprgelves in the
position of the orthodox Jews to whom these wondevbrks were being
proclaimed. What would they regard as the wondevfulks of God? The
answer is, chiefly, the works of God as exhibitedhe history of their
nation and creation, as revealed in the ScriptUiese and time again the
Psalms particularly extol and praise God for suohnkg.
For example: “O give thanks to the Lord; call updis Name: make
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known His deeds among the people. Sing unto Himg g@iraises unto
Him: talk ye of all His wondrous works.” (Ps. 105). A careful reading of
the whole Psalm reveals that by “wondrous worksé tRsalmist
particularly had in mind God’s dealings with thdioa of Israel from the
very beginning of her history in the time of Abrana

Emphasis is also made upon the “wonderful worksGod in Ps.
107:8, 15, 21, 31, and relates particularly to Goglonders in, and His
control over creation.

It seems reasonable to conclude that on the dayeotecost, the
apostles, like the Psalmist of old, were recountarg reciting such
wonderful works of God, praising and extolling Hfor them. Had they
done this in their own natural tongue it would hawsen impressive
enough. But, instead of that, they were doing it“mew tongues” -
languages foreign to their own which they had ndearned or spoken
before! And they were no doubt doing it with a fleg and skill never
witnessed before, not even by those who had baeghtahe language
from childhood.

What a sign! The apostles were not men of higlelledtual
attainment or of great scholastic ability. They averery ordinary men
from the despised district of Galilee with no acade qualifications
whatever. The supernatural outpouring of praiséad proved beyond all
doubt that they were, in a very special senseasés\of the God of Israel.
Who else could possibly be inspired to utter suohdaerful praise? Truly,
God’s seal was upon such men! The phenomena okisgem tongues
was designed to produce such conclusions. And L saysthat in all my
experiences at Pentecostal meetings, | have neeerthe gift of tongues
operate as in Acts 2 i.e. | have never seen anlienbe hear a tongue in
his native foreign tongue and be converted byatridds claims are made
that it has happened, but it is always somewhee, @ another country,
not locally. Some say unbelievers have been coaderby the
interpretation of a tongue message. But this is&ktbo-front procedure
and wouldn’t have worked in Acts 2. The Jews weredmart for that. 1
Cor. 14:22 clearly says tongues are the sign, het ihterpretation.
Foreigners who heard and understood a messageein dlvn native
tongue didn’t need it to be interpreted!

Interpretation was only necessary if a foreigndmowknew the
language was not present. For this reason the lapadil not have to
interpret their messages in tongues in Acts 2.

If an unbeliever was converted by someone’s im&tgtion of a
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language that he could not understand, his cororemsould be based on
assumption. He would have to assume two thingsofpod which he
would have for neither. Firstly, he would have ssume that the foreign-
sounding language he heard was a real genuine dgegand not self-
generated unintelligible gibberish. Secondly, heuldohave to assume
that the interpretation he heard was valid i.eivand utterance and not a
private interpretation.

As we shall see, modern Pentecostalism operatésiassumptive
basis which is fundamentally different from whappaned at the original
Pentecost.

The speaking in tongues then, was a “sign.” liteglcan interest and
placed the people in a receptive frame of minddarland respond to the
gospel preaching which was to follow.

The qift of tongues was clearly inspired superratworship and
praise. Its primary purpose was to act as a sigmbelievers. However, it
goes without saying, that such inspired worshipenvbnderstood, would
also have a very exhilarating and edifying effectb®lievers! Indeed it
did, and the apostle Paul refers to this blessfrthegift in 1 Cor. 14. In
this chapter he teaches that the gift of tongud®nnoperated correctly,
acts not only as a sign to unbelievers, but als® m&ans of edification to
the church. In fact, he makes the point that, dresed properly, the gift
of tongues is on a par with, and of equal valuéh&ogift of prophecy (1
Cor. 14:5). The qift of tongues therefore servaetbable purpose. It acted
as a sign to unbelievers and also provided edificgbr believers. There
were not two different gifts of tongues, but simmyo different effects
from the same gift.

Nothing could be more edifying and exhilaratingatbeliever’s heart
than inspired praise and worship! Who, left to d&wen natural ability and
resources, can really do justice to God’s greatraesk glory in praise?
Our minds are too finite and our vocabulary tooitiah. Words fail us to
express the kind of praise that God’s greatnessrdes. The Psalmist was
aware of this same inadequacy: “Many, O Lord my Gate Thy
wonderful works which Thou hast done, and Thy thasigvhich are to
us-ward: they cannot be reckoned up in order uhieeT | would declare
and speak of them, but they are more than can bdened” (Ps. 40:5).
Again: “Who can put into words the mighty acts bé tLord? Who can
express all His praise?” (Ps. 106:2). A certain hyerpresses it like this:
“Who can Thy mighty deeds express, not only vastiumberless; what
mortal eloquence can raise, a tribute equal toprhaise.”

8



Praise to God in the natural realm, when depeneéittigely upon our
own mental resources, is governed by memory, vdaapband our own
particular emotional feelings at the time. Thosévei good memory and
vocabulary, if they are feeling “spiritual” at thiene, are therefore more
likely to have a greater sense of satisfaction ray@r and praise than
those who have a bad memory and vocabulary. Andause good
memory and vocabulary are usually only possessedhbge with a
reasonably good intellect, powerful prayer andgwaiould be limited to
the intellectuals unless God helped by His HolyrigpAnd this He does
in order that fleshly pride (which intellectualisu easily produces) might
not take control and dominate. God has a ratherhedat of deliberately
choosing the unschooled, low-born nobodies, whd terbe despised by
those who think they are “somebody,” and endowsntheath gifts and
abilities that exceed their greatest expectatiomyWSo that “no flesh
should glory in His presence.”

INSPIRED SUPERNATURAL WORSHIP

I n the operation of the gift of tongues, the Holyiribpeleases the
speaker from step by step thought processes. Thecious mind
(intellect) is by-passed, and the speaker is retb&om dependence on
word and phrase specifics. The Holy Spirit readheseath the conscious
mind, and, by a supernatural quickening in the daapr consciousness
or sub-conscious mind, referred to as our “spiit” Scripture, a
spontaneous upsurge of praise in a foreign langtegs place.

The speaking in tongues is a kind of tranced amtes, in which the
speaker pours out an impassioned rhapsody, by whglaith receives
both expression and exaltation. The speaker becalmest like an
outside listener. He is fully yielded to God, amu@y carried by his will,
as on a divine stream. He could hinder the expyadsut would not do so
unless required by the circumstances. There isffioot ¢0 speak on his
part, and not the least possible struggle The wheajgerience is most
sacred, the Holy Spirit playing on the vocal chaadn a harp.

Some tongue speakers were not able to tell otifieraneaning of
what they were saying, while others received thigditeonal power; and
there were those who, though not speaking in tondglemselves, were
able to interpret what the inspired speakers wayeg. In all cases there
seems to have been a kind of immediate inspirasiorthat what they did
was not the effect of calculation or preparationf bf strong present
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impulse.

One more point is worth presenting to show that dpostles were
not preaching the gospel in tongues on the dayenfdeost:

It is clear from Acts 2:6 that the apostles did speak in tongues
becausethey had an audience. They were speaking befogecrowd
arrived. The crowd gathered because they heard thmmaking their
languages in tongues.

This suggests that the apostles would have spokemgues whether
the crowd had gathered or not. They would hardlyehdone so if they
were preaching the gospel. Reason alone teachiet Wauld have been
pointless standing up to preach the gospel if theas no audience.
However, their action makes sense if they werespr@iGod. They could
continue doing this with great benefit to themsslwehether a crowd
gathered or not, because it would edify and buneht up, and magnify
God.

It seems evident that whatever they were sayindidn’'t matter if
the majority of their audience arrived on the sceame time after they
had started. Once again, this would hardly applyt itvas a gospel
message that was being preached. But it would maldifference if they
were engaged in praise and worship.

ACTS 10:46

I n this third passage of Scripture dealing with g of tongues, it
again becomes evident that the gift consisted @fispr and not
preaching, and that it was primarily a “sign” gift.

Up until this period in Acts 10, the gospel hacmeonfined and
restricted to the Jewish people. The Jewish Chnsti including the
apostles, were still very prejudiced against thetifgs, regarding them as
“unclean,” and unworthy of the gospel. In fact,ishgrejudice was so
great that they regarded it as being unlawful fdlesv to keep company
with a gentile, or to enter his house and eat Wit (Acts 10:28. 11:3).

However, God’s purpose in His son involved thetienas well as
the Jews and the time finally came for the cafjaaout to them. Peter was
chosen by God to initiate the new move, and, thnoagvision and the
arrival of visitors providentially sent; he was atited to the house of a
certain gentile named Cornelius. Reluctantly heerat his house,
knowing full well how the rest of his Jewish breghrand friends would
react when they found out. After entering the hoasel coming under the
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conviction that God was not a respecter of persBeaser preached the
gospel to Cornelius and all who had gathered there.

“While Peter was still speaking, the Holy Spietlfon all who heard
the Word. And the Jewish believers who had accompgaReter were
astonished, because that on the gentiles also swasg out the gift of the
Holy Spirit. For they heard them speak with tonguasd magnify God.
Then answered Peter: “Can any man forbid watet thi®se should not be
baptized, which have received the Holy Spirit ai agwe?”

The gentiles, like the Jews, also had a “Pentécdhe Holy Spirit
was poured upon them and was manifested in the sesyethrough
speaking in tongues. And, as in the case of Acteegift of tongues also
functioned as a “sign” gift. It came as a sign ver@ome Jewish prejudice
and unbelief. It was a sign to Jewish unbelievens w@id not believe the
gentiles could belong to the body of Christ. Withthis sign, the Jewish
Christians would never have accepted that God wHim@ the gentiles,
and would have continued in unbelief of His purpd&den Peter and his
Jewish companions heard the gentiles magnifying praising God
(probably in the Hebrew tongue which would be avriengue” to them),
they knew from this “sign” that God had indeed gted them. And the
other Jewish apostles and brethren in Judea were falced to bow
before this divine appointment due to the unmidtékaign of tongues
which took place (Acts 11:18).

When Cornelius and his friends started speakingongues, they
were clearly praising God and not preaching theglbs/erse 46 is quite
explicit when it states that the Jewish visitorardethem “speak with
tongues, and _magnifthe Lord.” The word “magnify” means to make
great, increase, enlarge. It is the same word us€#. 1:46 where Mary
said: “My soul doth magnifghe Lord and my spirit has rejoiced in God
my Saviour.” On this occasion she was praisingextdlling the Lord.

A moment’s reflection soon reveals that it woulavé been most
unlikely that Cornelius would preach the gospetangues before being
converted and baptized. Peter had already preaithed a language
common to all present! Thus, prior to speaking angues, Peter had
already preached the gospel, and all present leeli@nd accepted it.
However, not all believed that God would accept geatiles into His
fold, so the gift of tongues was bestowed as a amgh evidence that He
had.

Now, it must be emphasized that, while it is tthat the gift of
tongues functioned as a “sign” on this occasionyaould be wrong to
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restrict its benefit to that purpose alone. It alsduced excitement and
astonishment among the Christian believers, andhowt a doubt,

ministered edification to them all, speaker and réeaalike. Such

supernatural outbursts of praise could not failstio even the coldest
Christian heart, warming and edifying it with thiowy of the manifest

presence of God. It functioned both as a sign spaliunbelief and as a
means of edification to upbuild faith. We have oagain in this episode,
the dual purpose of the gift demonstrated.

ACTS 19:6

On this occasion Paul met certain disciples at Ephego had not
received the Holy Spirit since they believed. Th@d only been
baptized into John’s baptism, and “had not so mashheard whether
there be any Holy Spirit.” These disciples cledrbd not seen or heard
anything about the Holy Spirit. Nobody had taudi@m about the gifts of
the Spirit and they had not seen manifestatiorieerh. Due to no fault of
their own, they were in a state of unbelief concegrihe whole matter. It
was therefore very significant and appropriate tidtten Paul laid hands
on them after they were baptized in the name afisléthe Holy Spirit
came on them; and they spake with tongues and psogxh”

This time the gift of tongues was accompanied bg gift of
prophecy, providing an unmistakable sign and ewdetihat confirmed
Paul's preaching and teaching. Such gifts alsoradsthem of their
acceptance by God. They were “sealedth the Holy Spirit of
promise” (Eph. 1:13), by which also they were eifi exhorted and
comforted.

When these disciples at Ephesus spoke in tongjugg were clearly
not preaching the gospel. Paul had just preachaddtby this time all
present had become believers.

1 CORINTHIANS 14:21-22

I n this fifth section of Scripture the apostle Pgubtes Isa. 28:11-12
saying: “Through men of other tongues and othes \igll | speak to
this people, and yet for all that they will not heae, says the Lord.” Paul
then says: “Therefore tongues are for a sign, mthidase who believe, but
to those who do not believe ...”

The context of Isa. 28 is set in a period of mgtwhen Israel was
apostate. She refused to listen to God’s warningdgement given in her
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Hebrew language through the prophets and endedagiing them and
treating them with disdain. God warned them thatth® coming
judgement He would send a foreign nation againsinthvhose tongue
they would not understand. He was referring toitivasion of Palestine
by the Assyrians whose language was unknown tellsiide Israelites
refused to listen to the Word of God declared tenthin their own
language by the prophets, but when they heardateegh tongue of the
invading Assyrians in their land, it was an unnkatale sign that God'’s
Word was true and reliable. However, in spite of,tkhey did not repent
or reform.

The significance of Isa. 28:11-12 goes back to.[2849 where the
Lord prophesied that He would bring a nation adaissael “whose
tongue you shall not understand.”

The word “tongues” in 1 Cor. 14:21 clearly relatesthe Assyrian
dialect; a known and spoken language. The Greekl wgofglossos” and
is derived from “glossa,” which is translated “taigg” in the next verse
(1 Cor. 14:22). It occurs about 15 times in the sathapter. It is clear
from 1 Cor. 14:21-22 that Paul puts the gift ofgoas (“glossa”) into the
same category as a known and spoken language sutte aAssyrian
tongue.

This is also evident in Act. 2. The Greek word‘tongues” in v4, 11
Is also “glossa,” and as we have seen, it relatethe¢ actual languages
known and spoken by people from 16 different faneapuntries who
were visiting Jerusalem for the Feast of Pentecost.

This is confirmed in Act. 2:8 where the Greek wtddlektos,” from
which we get the English word “dialect,” is trartsld “tongue,” and in v6
it is translated “language.” Dialektos is clearlged synonymously with
“glossa” and means a known spoken language.

Dialektos is also translated “tongue” in Acts Z1,:22:2, 26:14 and
refers to the known and spoken Hebrew language.

The word “glossa” primarily means human languaget several
times in the New Testament it refers to the litéoaigue which of course
Is the organ of speech, without which the gift ohdues could not
operate. Glossa is used some 30 times in the Gdégklestament (the
LXX or Septuagint) and always its meaning is normahan language.

SUMMARY

W e have seen that the gift of tongues was not tiigyatm preach
the gospel in a foreign language, but rather iesbipraise. Its
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initial purpose was to confirm and vindicate preaghacting as a sign to
unbelievers. Its function as a “sign” is specifigatated and emphasized
in Mk. 16:17 and 1 Cor. 14:22, and is implied inbH2:3-4.

It was precisely for this reason that the gift wwihgues was
manifested at both the Jewish and gentile Pentaacostt 2 and 10. On
these occasions a supernatural sign such as tomgsaequired to dispel
Jewish prejudice and unbelief, and to vindicateaibestle’s testimony.

The gift of tongues was the most effective wapotomplishing this
- even more effective than the gift of healing. @t besides the
Christians could and did heal. The sons of the iBbdas, for instance,
were able to heal and even Beelzebub was regasiédnang power to
work in this manner (Lk. 11:14-19). But, to healaamned and illiterate
men fluently reciting and recounting the wonderfuirks of God from the
Old Testament Scriptures which were near and aeavéry Jewish heart,
not in a meaningless babble but in real intelligilbbreign languages
which they had never learned or spoken before,ssasething altogether
too wonderful and miraculous to be surpassed. B waprecedented in
the history of the nation. Healings had taken plased even the dead
brought back to life in the days of Elijah and Bas but nothing like this.
It was unprecedented and could not be treatedyightoe rejected.

We have also seen that although the gift of toagfimctioned
primarily as a sign gift, it was not limited to shoperation or effect. It also
had edification value for believers, and this paémphasized in 1 Cor.
14 as we shall see. When used properly, the gitbregues, along with all
the other gifts, could “profit” or benefit the clolr (1 Cor. 12:7), and was
put on a par with the gift of prophecy (14:5).

It must also be self evident from what we havesatgred so far, that
the gift of tongues was an actual language whitthpagh it had never
been learned by the speaker, was neverthelesd lamgaage or dialect
spoken somewhere by someone. Tongues, to be & ‘sigmbelievers,
had to be recognized and understood by the unleeli¢f/they did not
recognize and understand the language, they casddyeregard it as
unintelligible gibberish and conclude that thoseowtere speaking were
mad.

It is certainly clear that the Jewish visitorseregéd to in Acts 2, heard
the apostles speaking in their own foreign langaagel dialects. And it is
equally as clear that the “tongues” in which Peted his companions
heard Cornelius and his friends magnify God, wa® a recognized
language. It would have to be a language thatehaesh spectators could
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recognize and understand in order to overcome epeidtheir prejudices.
If they couldn’t recognize and understand the laggubeing spoken,
their strong Jewish prejudices, if not that of tHaiethren back in Judea,
could easily convince them that it was merely wlligible gibberish
emanating from excited flesh, inspired by satangd aot a genuine
language inspired by the Holy Spirit at all; makihgubject to suspicion.

Peter tells us that “the Holy Spirit fell on thews on us at the
beginning” (Acts 11:15), and that God “gave thera shmegift that He
gave to us” (Acts 11:17), “puttingno difference between us and
them ...” (Acts 15:8-9). These Scriptures leavénuso doubt that the gift
given to these gentiles was a real language, ssigfaa given in Acts 2 to
the Jews.

*k kk k%%
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CHAPTER TWO
THE UTTERANCES OF EMOTION

I\/I ost of the controversy relating to tongues ariaek Cor. 12 to 14.

On the basis of certain statements in this seafdacripture,
particularly chapter 14, some believe that Pauérseto another quite
different type of gift of tongues from what we ha&ween considering up to
this point. It is believed in some circles thatrthare_twodifferent and
distinct kinds of tongues.

The first kind is that which we have been consmgin Acts 2 and
10, which was an actual language or dialect knonth spoken among
men somewhere upon the earth.

The second kind of gift of tongues, to which 1.Cgf is supposed to
refer, is understood in some circles to be uniigible ecstatic utterances
in no known language - utterances which are notmnor spoken in any
human language or dialect upon earth, and whicretbre, “speak not
unto men, but unto God.” As one writer puts it: Sdontaneous upsurge
from the subjective mind or subliminal consciousnesspecially when
induced by strong emotional excitement, resultinghe outpouring of
apparently unintelligible ecstatic praise, thanksgj and devotion.”

In some circles this is sometimes called a “helveprayer
language,” and is regarded as expressing feeliagjserr than logical
thought. Because the Greek word is “glossa,” sosher to this heavenly
prayer language as “glossolalia.” It is regardeteaing specially designed
to edify our “spirit” and not our “mind.”

1 Cor. 14:4 is often regarded as teaching thig o speaks in an
unknown tongue edifies himself.” Also v2: “ ... the spirit he speaks
mysteries.” It is believed that this particulartgif tongues is designed
especially for private prayer and devotion. Unltke other tongues gift,
this one is supposed to never function as a siggmbelievers, because,
not being an actual language known or spoken byrn earth; no
unbeliever in any part of the earth would recogmizanderstand it.

So then, a distinction is made between the gitbafues referred to
in Acts 2 and 10, and the gift of tongues refenr@dn 1 Cor. 14. The
former was an actual language that ministered beligvers because they
recognized and understood it, and the latter, mefleto as an “unknown
tongue” in 1 Cor. 14, is regarded as a languageknotvn or spoken by
anyone on earth, and therefore those who speapéak not unto men,
but unto God.”
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Before looking at the reasons why people make digsnction, it
should be reiterated that: (A) The Greek word “glps translated
“tongues” in 1 Cor. 14 is related to a known andkgm language such as
the Assyrian dialect in v21. (B) In v10 Paul retatengues to the many
different languages in the world, “none of whiche amwithout
signification” (i.e. dumb or meaningless). (C) “Géa” in Acts 2:4, 11 is
used synonymously with “dialektos,” which is traatsdd “tongue” in v8
and “language” in v6 and is related to 16 known apdken foreign
languages in the world at the time (v9-11).

If tongues are not a proper language known anéespsomewhere,
then no linguist would be able to recognize theimisTwould mean they
could not be put to an objective test, which meae#-generated
unintelligible gibberish could be uttered, and &é&rould be no way of
knowing the difference. How convenient! Just thedkof arrangement
you could expect from the devious and deceitful arneart!

A woman who believed she had the gift of tonguasecsaid to me:
“l accept your gift (teaching) why can’t you accepne?” My reply was:
“Because no one knows what you are saying but Whkay can be tested
because | speak in a language that can be understoguggested that |
take a tape recording of her speaking in “tongwesf send it to linguists
at a university for analysis, but she declineddffer.

Various reasons are put forward to support thevuieat tongues
involves unintelligible ecstatic utterance:

THE TONGUES OF ANGELS

I n 1 Cor. 13:1 Paul says: “Though | speak with thregties of men and
of angels ...” Reference here to tongues of angatscaused many to
conclude that the gift of tongues referred to idr. 12 to 14 inspired
people to speak the language spoken by angels.then_assumethat
angels speak a language that is not known or splokemyone on earth,
other than those who are inspired to do so. | hawderlined the word
“assumed” because nowhere is it stated in Scripteie angels speak a
language that is different from any language thest Bver been spoken
upon the earth.

Would it not rather be reasonable to conclude that original
language in which God Himself, through His angetsnmunicated with
man, was the same language in which He communiceeaitbdHis angels
in heaven? Reference is made in 1 Kng. 22 to ahgtopearing an angel
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communicating with God and he understood what vessgospoken. It is
quite possible that their language is that in whioé original Scriptures
were dictated and written, and in which all natiomasy ultimately speak
during the millennium, not to mention the saints.

One thing is certain: angels do not speak unigtele gibberish.
There are many references in Scripture to them aamuating with each
other, man and God, and in every case they commaeieith definite
words which have definite meanings. In view of thet that 1 Cor. 13:8
says tongues were destined to cease, it is evidahit cannot refer to the
tongues of angels because they will never ceaseording to Jesus, true
believers will be equal with the angels in etern(itk 20:36) and will
speak with them, as well as join them in prais&aal.

It should also be pointed out that Paul's refeeeic 1 Cor. 13:1
could very well be a hypothetical statement, andamoactual statement of
fact. He says: “Though speak ... with tongues of angels.” The word
“though” suggests he is speaking hypothetically.isitin the same
hypothetical context that Paul also refers to ustdeiding all mysteries
and all knowledge (v2). This is clearly a hypotbatistatement for there
has never been a man upon earth who has fittegudio a category. Such
an one would have to be omniscient like God Hims&W¥en Paul
confessed a little further on in the same chaptat twe see through a
glass darkly” i.e. puzzling reflections in a mirrdesus also confessed that
he did not know everything. He did not know theedaf his second
coming, and he said that the angels didn’t knohegi{Mk. 13:32).

There could also be another reason for Paul spgdkipothetically.
In a later section it shall be shown from Scripttirat not every member
of the body of Christ received the gift of tonguésd distributed the gift
to different people according to Higill. Quite a substantial group of
Christians did not have the gift of tongues. Thegeived different gifts.
Therefore, when Paul said: “Thougjlspeak in the tongues of men ...” he
could have been allowing for the fact that some’tddinose who don't
may have the gift of prophecy or knowledge or fagthd for that reason
he refers to these gifts as well in the same seatid Cor. 13.

A LANGUAGE SATAN CANNOT UNDERSTAND?
A nother reason advanced to support the second tyfmague qift is

that it enables us to communicate with God in gulege that Satan
cannot understand, and therefore prevents him thovarting our prayers.
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This idea, which has penetrated many circles dveryears, is absolute
nonsense. Nowhere in the Word of God is it statedl the gift of tongues
was given for this reason. Not one single Scriptane be produced which
teaches that the gift of tongues was given so tbhatistians can
communicate with God in a language that Satan dammerstand. Such
a concept turns the gift of tongues into a veryndiic and adventurous
experience, and gives it a sense of power, wagiagwith supernatural
beings; and for that reason has been eagerly saifigihtoy many people.
There are however, much higher and more noble nsafw the gift of
tongues than this.

If Satan is as tradition falsely teaches, a fallegel, how could the
speaking in tongues of angels confuse him? Beingngrel himself, and,
as many believe, having occupied a prominent mosgimong the angels
in heaven where he communicated with them, he wbalduite familiar
with their language. Not only that, but Paul stessgroughout 1 Cor. 14
the importance of messages in tongues being imtegr If Satan could
not understand the message in tongues, and theageesgs given for
that reason, why would Paul insist on each meslsamwg interpreted? All
Satan would have to do is hang around and waitHerinterpretation!
Would Paul be so foolish as to play into his haadd negate the very
purpose for which the gift of tongues was given?Bymeans! He clearly
did not regard the gift of tongues as being givercanfuse Satan. He
certainly does not teach this concept anywheresinvhtings.

“UNKNOWN TONGUFE”

he frequent use of the phrase “unknown tongue”lss #&ken to

mean that the language is not known or spoken pgremanywhere
among men. It should be pointed out however, thatword “unknown”
Is in italics in the Authorised Version. This indies that it does not
appear in the original Greek manuscript. It haspgmbeen added by the
Authorised Version translators. Even if it did bejoto the original
manuscript, it still would not necessarily meant tthee tongue was not a
known language spoken by someone somewhere. Betteusengue had
not been learnt by the spirit-endowed speaker,veas “new” to him, it
would be “unknown” to him, but not to those to whdine message was
being spoken. The word “unknown” is to be underdtoorelation to the
speaker - or to a congregation which lacked a persith the gift of
interpretation. But there is no justification favnzluding that the tongue
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was foreign to any language spoken upon the eattlterwise it would be
unintelligible gibberish - incoherent meaninglemgpn.

“‘ECSTATIC UTTERANCE”

nge modern translators refer to the gift of tongagsthe language of
cstasy” or “ecstatic utterance.” On this basisisit sometimes
concluded that “tongues” are an unintelligible atist utterance in no
known language.

According to the dictionary, “ecstasy” means “araleed state of
feeling - a state of deep, joyous emotion.” Theaghr “ecstatic utterance”
therefore conveys the idea of utterances inducedstlyng emotional
excitement. This, unfortunately, suggests an ugswurgich originates in,
and emanates from excited flesh. In other wordkeshfinspired. That
such phenomena can take place as a result of strangonal excitement
is well attested throughout history, particularlynang certain native
tribes, who, after prolonged emotional excitemewluced by repetitious
singing and dancing, get into a trance-like statd &enzy, and start
jabbering and babbling incoherently with their toas.

From time immemorial it has been a characterisfidakirs and
others who make no profession of Christianity tbige a state of highly
wrought emotional excitement (ecstasy) in whicheststatic babblings
take place. In a T.V. documentary on Bali, priestd priestesses could be
seen in a self-induced trance in which their haant body were shaking
and they started speaking in “tongues,” laughing) &eeping and getting
hysterical. Their utterances, although incohereunt ot understood, were
regarded as coming from the gods. In various whgy get themselves
into a semiconscious hallucinatory spell in whibbyt believe they are in
contact with their gods. As they fall into a stateeuphoria, it is almost as
if they are drugged. Drugs, in fact, are sometios=d to induce a state of
euphoria.

Stirring music and whirling dancing are also usedwhip up the
emotions to create an ecstatic experience resultmgutbursts of
“tongues.” The repetitive music and dancing putsriind into a neutral
gear enabling the emotions to take over. As thesinippers experience
ecstasy, they are lifted above the level of ordin@xperience into an
abnormal sense of consciousness, experiencing lalamting condition
involving good feelings which releases them from tlares and concerns
of daily life, giving a great sense of escapismclsworshippers feel
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fantastic and believe they have communed with thedls. Testimonies by
some Pentecostal-charismatic believers describémdars experience.
They attribute various states of euphoria to thé/ Epirit, particularly in
relation to the gift of tongues. Their conclusian il felt so good ... |
never felt this way before ... it's got to be GodBut this does not
necessarily make it God at all.

When Paul wrote to the Corinthian Christians,ditye of Corinth was
filled with pagan priests and priestesses, sorsened soothsayers. People
involved in idolatry got carried away in variouststs of ecstasy, claiming
to possess divine power from their gods and to beeu divine
inspiration. Members of the church at Corinth had caught up in this
and carried away by it prior to conversion. Paudidates this in 1 Cor.
12:1-2: “Now concerning spiritual gifts brethrendd not want you to be
ignorant. You know that you were Gentiles, caragdhy unto these dumb
idols, even as you were led.”

They had been led away and caught up in the enateuphoria and
ecstasy generated by the flesh in its pursuit gppidtual experience with
the gods, and there was always a danger of fgliieg to the same carnal
emotions and impulses in relation to their purstiid spiritual experience
with the One true God.

THE UTTERANCES OF EMOTIONS

here is nothing wrong with emotion in itself. Gaaklcreated us with

emotion. It is a very important and integral paftoor being and
expresses itself in various ways. It has severditiab and functions.
Crying, sighing, groaning and laughing are someahaim. They are a
safety valve to release pent-up pressures anddtissts and feelings of
joy or sorrow and grief.

Bottling up emotion is not good and can be dangertt can cause
all sorts of psychological problems, frustratiomsl dnang-ups which can
ultimately explode in a rage of temper or fit obknce. In times of
distress and frustration it is better to release tdnsion by groaning or
crying, than bottling it up till it bursts forth imactions that may be
regretted later.

A dictionary definition of “cry” is “loud inarticlate utterance of
grief, pain, fear (joy).” Thus, a cry is an UTTERAE. True, the
utterance is inarticulate; the language is unknawwd unintelligible; the
words or sounds are incoherent. But it is an utisFanevertheless,
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expressing very real things. Everyone’s laugh agdscdifferent!

The reason why the utterance of a cry or groamasticulate is
because the fear, pain, burden or grief causirgtdo deep, upsetting or
complicated to be expressed in words. The mind wodds are not
sufficient to cope or comfort. So the heart (emad)ocome to the rescue
and release the pent-up grief, frustration, presand burden.

This is one of the reasons why condolence camlpraduced. They
contain carefully worded messages of comfort whiah average person
finds difficult to express.

Discerning people understand the language offa@igry or groan.
God certainly does! Many times in the Psalms inipalar we read about
God hearing the cry of His servants and respontbng as to a prayer.
Reference is also made in Mk. 8:12 to Jesus sighaaply in his spirit,
and his words which follow reveal the frustratiordalisappointment that
his sigh signified. His Father knew the significanaf the sigh before
Jesus stated it in words.

Sometimes in our weaknesses and infirmities, diffecult to find the
right words to pray, and we end up with “groaningat cannot be
uttered” (Rom. 8:26) i.e. inarticulate groans -gts too deep for
words” (Revised Version). But He who searches #arts and knows the
mind of our spirit intercedes for us, and seest tthat all things work
together for our good.

Laughter likewise is a God-given language. It nariiculate and
unintelligible, but it has a message; it expressasething not easy for
words to express. Much more pleasure, joy andfaatisn is felt by the
release of the emotion of laughter, than coulddbebly only using words
to describe how funny or joyous the situation west thade us laugh.

Laughter is an expression of joy (or sometimesrrgcaBut, like
crying, sighing and groaning, laughter is not aesoptural divinely
inspired utterance. It is simply the outworkingratural inborn abilities
or functions with which God has created us, whiohalde us to release
pent-up emotions.

| believe that many of the modern tongues uttezaurfit into a similar
category i.e they are an emotional release - thevaring of natural
processes and not supernatural. True, there masolme emotional or
psychological benefit, but if it is not of the gpit is of the flesh and is
therefore not worshipping God in spirit and in krunho matter how
satisfying, exciting, enjoyable and exhilaratingight be.
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BABY LANGUAGE

hen words fail to express feelings, the emotion te&e over and

release the feelings in inarticulate and unintddlg sounds or
words. A similar process occurs when a baby reatiestage when it
wants to express its feelings but cannot, due ¢& t£ word power. It
makes all sorts of unintelligible words and sourfsisme get into quite a
conversation with themselves, chattering away ashdy knew and
understood every word that they were saying. Flasnt might be, it is
not, of course, inspired by the Holy Spirit.

Interestingly enough, it is quite common for Peontgals to refer to
tongues as “the baby language.” There is more truthis than what is
generally understood and appreciated! | remembaridge a man
speaking out in tongues, and all he said was: “Bd&B ...” repeating the
same word like a baby countless times. But wedackein 1 Tim. 6:20 and
2 Tim. 2:16 to avoid vain babblings i.e. empty sisin speech that has no
value. If knownspeech, empty in value, is unacceptable, how mumte
unknownspeech, especially if it is unintelligible giblsdr®! The English
word “babble” is derived from Babel where confusiohtongues took
place. Modern translations render Matt. 6:7 as: fidb go babbling on,”
“do not use a lot of meaningless words.” Jesusagasnst jargon.

We read this in 1 Cor. 13:11: “When | was a childpake as a child,
| understood as a child, | thought as a child: whén | became a man, |
put away childish things.” Again in 1 Cor. 14:2®réthren, don't be like
children in your understanding ... be men.” “Somavéh not the
knowledge of God: | speak this to your shame” (1. ©6:34).

One Pentecostal penned these words: “Sometimespr@aying is
hindered because we find it hard to put our deejhesights and feelings
into words, and yet we don’t want to lapse intersie either. And here the
gift of tongues is an enormous help because wesgaply babble our
love and longing to God, not worried by inadequateabulary or
inaccurate grammar ... we can babble to God, mgch #oddler talks
scribble to its delighted parents.”

TALKING SCRIBBLE
he comparison between tongues and scribble is rratleresting.

Modern art is often abstract involving just a sbhéb - a lot of
senseless lines, roaming at random, heading inartcplar direction and
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forming no particular shape or form. Once upomeetartists would have
regarded it as an abuse or adulteration and violaif art. But, once one
or two respectable and highly esteemed artistspséedat and practised it,

promoting it and putting their names to it; it bewathe in-thing to do.

People would then stand back and say: “Wow” (“Rraiee Lord”) as they

imagined that every meaningless stroke or line egad a message. Out
of one hundred people who offered their own intetgitron, one hundred
different interpretations could be given!

Almost anything, no matter how bizarre, can becareeptable and
respectable to many people if respectable peopkeagedence to it! Such
is the fickleness of man.

Some years ago the Museum of Modern Art in NewkYaung “Le
Bateau,” by Matisse, upside-down for 47 days befinesy discovered
their mistake. It confirmed what many have alwagsidved about art.
Many are being led around by the nose by high spgeer pressure.
They dare not reveal their ignorance by expressimgyr true feelings
about a so-called “great master."They bleat a sifjisheer joy at such
supposed skilled workmanship, when in truth, muclodenn art
expression looks more like something a four yedrhlyings home from
pre-school painting, or like the result of an el@mhmaking random
strokes on a piece of paper with a paint brush imeltds trunk.

There is a lot of truth in the famous story of E&remperor’s New
Clothes.” Only the “wise” could see the fine madérbut the folly of this
was exposed by the honesty of a young lad. He nhiiey others, couldn’t
see the material, but only he had the honesty amlgpadmit it, calling
out in a loud voice: “The Emperor hasn't got amytlees on!”

God wants us to live in the real word of honestgt &auth, and not be
duped or deceived into imagining that self-generateintelligible
gibberish is Holy Spirit inspired utterance, no t@athow “respectable”
those who do it might be. It only needs someonesblike the young lad
in the story of the Emperor to call out and say:otddrn tongues is self-
generated by the human spirit, not the Holy Spinidl is only gibberish,”
and many would come out of the woodwork and sags;Y have always
believed such to be the case but was too afrasdys0.”

Many today who once spoke in tongues, freely atimey always had
serious doubts that it was inspired by the HolyiSpnd felt it was self-
generated. Some, unfortunately, have given up ord Goe to
disillusionment caused by those who insist thaCallistians should speak
in tongues.
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TO SOME, THE UNINTELLIGIBLE IS MORE SPIRITUAL

I n extreme cases, some who speak in tongues put wabue on
speaking and hearing unintelligible words than tdeyon hearing and
teaching sound exposition from the Word of God ilarsguage they can
understand. The former gives them more of a “bubkah the latter and
they regard it as being more “spiritual.”

This tendency to be more keen to hear unintelkguiterances than
good sound intelligible teaching can be likenedhie man sitting at a
radio telescope who had no desire to read or leavalumes of clearly
written intelligible edifying revelation in the Webiof God, but who would
become ecstatic if he could hear an unintelligitrleaningless “bleep”
come from space.

There was once a newspaper article relating tm tatescopes with
the heading: “Is someone out in space calling U$f® answer is: “Yes.”
But we don’t need radio telescopes or unintelligisbunds to hear the
voice. God, the creator of space, is calling us basl given us a book
called the Bible, containing thousands of intelligi words which reveal
who He is and what His purpose is for our lives!

The true gift of tongues is clearly Spirit insgir@and not flesh
inspired. Therefore, the phrase “ecstatic utterdnvadeich tends to suggest
utterance induced by human emotion, is not an eflmy appropriate
designation, and can be very misleading. Signitigagnough, the Greek
words used in relation to the gift of tongues ia NMew Testament have no
affinity with the word “ecstasy.” Not the slightekint is given in the
original Greek words that the gift of tongues waduced by emotional
excitement. This is purely the idea of certain nmadeanslators who, in
their usage of the phrase “ecstatic utterance,’ehast given a true
translation of the original, but merely their owmtarpretation (possibly
influenced by what they have observed at certaentécostal’ meetings).
Unfortunately, such translations can easily leath&odeliberate whipping
up of emotion in religious meetings in order thahgues might be
manifested. One cannot help but become suspicidienviongues are
manifested when preceded by a highly charged ematetmosphere.

%k kk k%%
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CHAPTER THREE
“‘SPEAKS NOT TO MEN BUT TO GOD”

hile it is true that the gift of tongues is inspirey the Holy Spirit

and not human spirit or emotion, it does not treeefollow that
emotion is never involved or allowed at any stdgotion is the effect
and not the causef Spirit-inspired utterances. The gift of tongugsot
produced by emotion, but rather emotion is produbgdthe gift of
tongues! That is, when the Holy Spirit moves upopeason, inspiring
him with a supernatural utterance, it inevitablpguces an exalted state
of feeling - a state of deep joyous emotion. Soeleste that the miracle
of tongues on the day of Pentecost caused joyfulberant laughter and
excitement among the apostles, causing onlookerhitkk they were
drunk (Act. 2:13). Even in cases where the speaks®y not understand
what he is saying, the experience of having hisitsguickened by the
divine anointing, has an edifying and exhilarataffigct within.

Thus, in 1 Cor. 14:4 Paul says: “He who speakannunknown
tongue edifies himself.” Though he may not undetavith his mind
what he is saying, a tongue speaker can nevertheti/ himself in his
spirit in the knowledge that the praise or prayefaithfully reflected in
some foreign tongue, and that God, who knows afjuages, understands
it. The sense of intensity of that brother’s expece, even though it may
not convey a clear message to his mind, stirs elntgs of joy in his heart
and spirit. The experience creates a sense of mnangde“builds up” and
strengthens feelings of love, praise and adoratitimder such
circumstances, when the mind does not understaadntbssage, the
“edification” is more in the realm of feelings oktelaration in the deep
inner consciousness of the spirit. This could bamared with the effect
of spiritual music. Although there may not be angrés accompanying
the music, and even if the listener is ignoranthefwords; the fact that he
knows the music is giving glory to God, it can haae edifying and
uplifting effect upon him.

The apostle Paul permitted and encouraged thadaratho could not
understand the tongue in which he spoke to “kelgmee in the church,
and speak to himself and to God” (1 Cor. 14:28ll@es not give this
counsel because the tongue was some special hgguayker language
that could not be understood by anyone on eartinigoe in his writings
does he teach that. He clearly teaches that tlygpigospeaker must remain
silent “if there be no interpreter” (v28). In oth&rords: the tongue
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message was given to be interpreted and underdtobdf, an interpreter
was not present in the congregation, the speakst nat speak out, but
remain quiet, speaking to himself and God in higtsp

In passing, it should be pointed out that it woblkel a mistake to
conclude that a person can only speak to himselfGod in his spirit by
speaking in tongues. There are many examples iipt8a of people
meditating, worshipping and praying to God in thgpirit in their own
language. For example: Eph. 5:19: “Speaking to s@lues in psalms and
hymns and spiritual songs, singing and making meladyour heart to
the Lord.” Also Ps. 19:14: “Let the ... meditatimf my heart be
acceptable to Thee O Lord.” When Jesus said tlaetivho worship God
must worship Him in spirit (Jn. 4:24), he did no¢an they must do it in
tongues. If so, all believers would have to hawedlt of tongues, but as
we shall see, not all were given this gift.

So then, there is no justification for concludititat there was a
second type of tongues gift involving unintelliggbécstatic utterances in
no known language, simply because some modernldtars give us the
phrase “ecstatic utterance.” The original Greeksdnet justify such a
translation as shall become more obvious as weeptbavith this study.
And it should also become apparent that Paul nosvhefers to a gift of
tongues designed to operate exclusively in a prigcapacity. He does not
divide tongues into two groups: one for private asel one for church
use.

Unfortunately, the common practise of dividing & of tongues
into two different categories is quite artificiahchfalse. There was only
one gift. This one gift could be exercised in twibedent ways, but it was
still one and the same gift. The two different waysvhich it could be
exercised were determined by the circumstancebeatime. And these
circumstances had to do with whether or not intggiron was possible.
If interpretation was possible, the gift was exsedi in a certain way. If
interpretation was not possible, it was exerciseanother way.

Nowhere in 1 Cor. 14 or elsewhere, does Paul difid statements
concerning tongues in such a way as to form theémtimo separate gifts.
Nowhere does he say that some of his statementy &ppa private
situation and some apply to a church situation.

From the beginning of 1 Cor. 12 through to the ehahapter 14,
Paul is talking exclusively about the operation spiritual giftsin a
church situation.The subject throughout isody ministry in the church
He refers to one and the same gift throughout giftas it was to operate
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in the church and for the common good of the chuflthhere was a
separate and distinct tongues gift which operat@tusively in a private
capacity, Paul never refers to itin 1 Cor. 12-14.

In 1 Cor. 14 Paul refers to the “church” sevenesmThe first
reference occurs very early in the chapter in Wbwsng that right from
the start he had the church situation specificailynind. And, prior to
that, ignoring the parenthesis of chapter 13; Phatl also been
concentrating his thoughts on the church wheresfexs to it as a “body.”
Not once does he refer to the exercising of spiriwifts outside the
church context, in a private context. Yet, if thistidction between the
supposed private and church gift of tongues wadess as some suppose,
one would expect to find at least one positiveestant to this effect.
Instead, Paul says nothing in his writings aboghsadistinction.

“... SPEAKS NOT TO MEN, BUT TO GOD”

H ow then, are we to understand the statement inrl X3a2 which
says: “He who speaks in an unknown tongue speaki® moen, but
to God, for no man understands him: howbeit in $hb&it he speaks
mysteries.”

Seeing that the gift of tongues referred to insAztand 10 digpeak
to men inasmuch that they understood the messageconcluded that
Paul must refer to a different type of gift in 1rCd4:2 because he says
those who speak it, “speak not to men but to Godnd man understands
him.” On this basis it is believed that the gifttohgues in Act. 2 and 10
spoke to men in a human language, but the gifonfjues in 1 Cor. 14
spoke to God in a heavenly prayer language not knowspoken by
humans. At the outset it is natural to wonder whydGvould want to
communicate with Himself through a person in a leage the person
does not understand. It is hard to make sense ofi@dpiring a man to do
this, when He could just as easily inspire him feak in his own
language as he has done on countless other ocsasion

It is important to remember that in 1 Cor. 14 Pmukpecifically
talking about a church situation, and his statemamnt be interpreted and
understood in that context. And a careful readihghe statement in its
context reveals that Paul has in mind the situattben a brother gives a
tongue utterance which no one in the assemblyrdanpiret and therefore
cannot understand. Under such circumstances, leaKsmot to men, but
unto God,for no man understands hihirhis last statement, “for no man
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understands him,” explains why it is that one spegkn an unknown
tongue is speaking only to God and not to menb#sdnot mean that God
has given him the ability to speak some unique Vealy” language that
neither he nor anyone else on earth can understasithply means that
no one present in the congregation can understainitis not interpreted.

This is why Paul, in the same section of the atragibes on to
emphasize the importance of interpreting a tongassiage. In v5 he says:
“Greater is he who prophesies than he who speakstanguesexcept he
interpret, that the churclf*men”) may receive edifying In other words,
the “unknown tongue” was a real language capablatefpretation, but
unless it was interpreted, the speaker would bakspg “not unto men,
but unto God.”

ABUSE AND MISUSE OF THE GIFT OF TONGUES

I n this whole chapter, Paul unquestionably has indma specific
church situation, involving the abuse and misusthefgift of tongues.
Meetings were taking place in an indecent and dexdy manner.
Messages in tongues were flowing thick and fasheut much concern
for interpretation. All those who possessed the gif tongues were
speaking at once, causing confusion. There wasgnstloud din and
nobody could understand a word that was being gaslliting in no
edification at all. It was almost as if each tongpeaker was seeking to
out-do the other. For many of them, the exercisihthe gift had become
an ego trip - a means of attracting attention entbelves and showing
how spiritual they were. But in actual fact it raled the opposite, for it
showed how proud and carnal they were. We can s®a this that
spiritual giftsand spirituality are not synonymous. Spirituaitfluowever,
and spirituality are synonymous, and one does m&dnsupernatural
power to produce the fruit.

The gift of tongues is a more spectacular or dateus gift than
some of the others, and the Corinthians’ passionitfoand disorderly
display of it was a kind of childish ostentatiorh€lr passion for it was
like the child who craves bright and noisy toyseTirighter and noisier
the toy, the better they like it. Their handlingtieé gift of God was totally
unbalanced and out of order, and was bringing egtraupon the church.
Unbelievers who came to their meetings left jusgagkly, concluding
that they were mad. They were very zealous, bu iremature. Hence
Paul issued this exhortation to them: “Brethrergseeto be childish and
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immature in your thinking and outlook: Be as innuicef evil as babes,
but be grown-up in your thinking and understandiu@0).

So then, the statement: “He who speaks in an umkriongue speaks
not to men, but to God” relates to a church siaratind not some second-
type gift for private use. It does not mean that ‘thnknown tongue” was
some unintelligible language, not known or spokeywdere except by
God. It simply refers to a message given in therahwvhich cannot be
interpreted or understood by anyone present. Usdeln circumstances,
the tongue speaker “speaks not to men, but unta”@ad as v9 puts it:
“You shall speak into the air.” Only God can undansl it, and the
congregation is left in the dark, totally ignorasitthe meaning of what
has been uttered, and therefore not the leastdiie@. The whole of
verse 9 reads like this: “If your tongue does noddpce intelligible
speech, how can anyone know what you are saying Wb be talking
into the air.”

In view of this, Paul instructs all those with tjif of tongues to only
speak if an interpreter is present. And failingt e encourages them to
pray for the ability to interpret themselves sotttitee church might be
edified. Failing that, they are told to remain stland refrain from giving
verbal expression to their “tongue,” and to be eanhtwith speaking
quietly to themselves and God.

SILENCE

ke I f there be no interpreter, let him keep silencéhimchurch; and let
him speak to himself and God” (v28). The Greek wathslated

“silence” means “hush.” It means absolute sile@ampare its use in
Acts 15:12-13. 21:40). It does not mean whisperntter! Paul is
extremely clear about this. He refused to alloverzgtie speaker to even
whisper or mutter a message unless it was int@agreduch a tongue
speaker had to “hush” and speak to himself and @odis inner
consciousness or “spirit.” And, as Paul says whemcluding his
instructions: “If any man regards himself as bespgyitual, or a prophet,
let him acknowledge that the things | wraee the commandments of the
Lord.” Refusal to conform to what Paul says is a sigigobrance (v38),
pride, conceit and rebellion. Abuse and misusé&efgift of tongues is not
a sign of spirituality but of carnality.

The practise of some Pentecostal churches, efigeataprayer or
home meetings, of all speaking out aloud togetheéomgues (so much so
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that anyone who has an intelligible utterance terdias to either wait for
the din to die down before his words of edificat@an be heard, or has to
speak them out without being heard) is one of tlstnelearly defined
unscriptural practises in which a church can indullg was in fact, this
kind of practise that caused Paul to pen the feutte chapter of first
Corinthians. In Paul's view, such practise is dsigd confusing, mad,
indecent and disorderly, and is calculated to bniegroach upon the
church from the very people the church is tryingréach. | personally
know of a number of folk who, as a result of endeting this kind of
noisy incoherent outburst at a meeting, were cotalyieéurned off, being
convinced the people were “mad,” and have nevermet since.

It is rather ironical, that some who ended up he tvarious
Pentecostal groups used to criticize the Romandliashfor their Latin
liturgy, but now allow a babble of unintelligiblabdperish in their own
meetings. At least the Latin language is a redalligible language and
only spoken by one man at a time, and most devaumdR Catholics
understood what it meant.

There could be more to that name: “Mystery Bab¥yl{Rev. 17)
which is written on the head of the harlot (ap@s@hristianity) than what
meets the eye. “Babylon,” of course, means “cowliysiand traces its
origin to the babble of voices at the tower of Baleen. 11), which was
due to the Lord’s judgement and condemnation.

CONFUSION IN CHRISTENDOM

B ut of course the charismatic movement has infégtaand influenced
many different sects and denominations in ChristendThere are
members in practically all of the main-line chursheho speak in
tongues, including Roman Catholics and protestaMsrmons and
spiritualists etc. Some of the groups believe mg practise christening of
babies and some are opposed; some believe in, aulise baptism,
involving the full immersion in water of people atiough to believe, and
some are opposed. There is much “confusion” in <émdom among all
the different groups due to disagreement on daxgtrand some fairly
fundamental doctrines at that, like the worshipairy, papal infallibility,
the doctrine of substantiation, purgatory, celibadgrgy-laity distinction
and communicating with the dead.

Now, all the conflicting doctrines in Christendaannot all be right.
Some of them have got to be wrong and not accorairgod’s truth, in
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which case they would be false (lies). Yet peoplali of these groups
with conflicting teaching speak in tongues. How Idothis be in view of
the fact that God only gives His holy Spirit to $eowho obey Him (Act.
5:32) and it is given to confirm and vindicate Histh, not lies. The
answer is self-evident: it is not by His Spirit ththey are speaking in
tongues!

It is true that some churches which allow abusthefgift of tongues
have attracted many people and their congregaasrsivelled in number.
There is a certain type of mind which is attracted this kind of
atmosphere, and a percentage in society fits msdategory. Circuses,
side-shows, entertainment and noisy crowds havayahattracted crowds
and some modern churches are like that. I've sesgtings treated like a
lolly scramble at a picnic where the pastor threamdfuls of lollies out
into the congregation resulting in people scrantptmget them and chew
on them during the service. I've seen visiting g&ists run up and down
the aisles on the backs of seats and act like dawdulging in foolish
jesting and telling carnal jokes. Fortunately thard.is not interested in
quantity but quality. He is looking for a churchathconsists of people
who have a “sound mind” and who are “sober-mindea’people who do
things “decently and in order” and keep to divinetgained rules.

A friend of mine who attended a sound church moerdo join a
Pentecostal church. When | asked him why he magemibve, he said:
“Because it is very entertaining.” He did not ampaé&e that true
spirituality is not proved by fun and frivolity, fes and jargon. God is
Holy Spirit not the jolly spirit. The temptation twompromise is often
great, especially when the congregation is small \ahen it is felt that
such compromise will result in a larger congregatidut the Lord builds
the church and the judgement day will declare vitahas built and what
man has built. There will be a lot of “wood, haydastubble” consumed
on that day. “Many are called, but feawe chosen.”

The whole point of emitting sound is to convey somtelligible
message, even if the means by which it is done i;yxanimate musical
instrument. Such is the teaching of Paul in 1 Qdr7-8. Unintelligible
language is like piping or harping without distioct of sounds. If one
note cannot be distinguished from another, faiiagproduce a definite
tune or melody, (as in the case of a child blowimg same discord on a
mouth organ or incessantly hitting the same noteagnano), it can be
very distracting and wearisome, and not the leastdfying or helpful.

32



Paul says it is unprofitable, uncertain and medasgyto those who have
to put up with the noise. Such abuse, sometimesechthrough lack of
love and understanding, turns the gift of tongues & noisy gong and a
clanging cymbal (1 Cor. 13:1).

The practise of some Pentecostals to commencayaipor conclude
a prayer with a vehement outburst in tongues, arsmotongues as a form
of exclamation or greeting without offering integpation, is never
advocated or encouraged by Paul. Quite the oppdsdeclearly teaches
that words without meaning, or sounds without semk&h convey no
instruction or edification, should never be verpaittered in company. To
do so is a mark of immaturity or emotional instapilor ego, and is
analogous to a child entering company, beatingilgas a drum seeking
to draw attention to self and be heard.

‘HOWBEIT, IN THE SPIRIT HE SPEAKS MYSTERIES”

We have seen that Paul's reference in 1 Cor. 14:2 tongue
speaker “speaking not to men but to God” relatethéosituation
where “no man understands him,” due to the messagte being
interpreted, resulting in only God knowing what Hasen said. The
message ministered nothing to men because theylrcbuinderstand a
word that was spoken. And, in Paul’s estimatiors Was by no means a
desirable state of affairs. Throughout 1 Cor. 14speaks against such
practise and discourages it as we have seen. ddammant that tongue
messages should never be given in company unlésgoreted, even
though God understands them.

“Howbeit,” continues Paul, even though a persdorgyue utterance
may not be understood by those present, “in theitspe speaketh
mysteries.” What does this mean?

Some translators give the word “spirit” a capi®)’ and give us the
word “by” instead of “in,” causing it to read likidis: “by the Spirit he
speaks mysteries.” This conveys the sense of “besgred by the Holy
Spirit ...” In fact, the New English Bible read$4€é is no doubt inspired.”
And the Amplified Bible reads “in the Holy Spirit.”

There can be no doubt that a man possessing fthef gongues was
inspired by the Holy Spirit. However, Paul may nbave been
emphasizing that particular aspect in the phragerdais. There is no
definite article in the Greek, and the Interlin€eek-English etc agree it
should be translated “in spirit.” The “spirit” with small “s” refers to the
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spirit of man as in verses 14-16, which, of couhses to be quickened by
the Holy Spirit before the gift of tongues can @ter

If so, Paul would be saying that although men matyunderstand a
tongue message through failure for it to be inttent, nevertheless, in his
spirit the speaker speaks mysteries. The phrasesfleaks mysteries”
does not mean he speaks in a mysterious unint#ditanguage.

In the New Testament the word “mystery” does neamsomething
mysterious and unintelligible, but “revealed setiet. something that
was once hidden and concealed but now revealednéySpirit. For
example:

1. Christ crucified (1 Cor. 2:7-10).

2. God manifest in the flesh (1 Tim. 3:16).

3. The gospel that we are saved by faith and retwbrks of the law
(Rom. 16:25. Eph. 6:19. 1 Tim. 3:9).

4. The church as the Bride (Eph. 5:32).

5. The call of the gentiles (Eph. 3:1-11. Col. 124.

6. Israel’s blindness (Rom. 11:25).

7. Changed in a twinkling of an eye (1 Cor. 15:51).

The phrase “he speaks mysteries” in 1 Cor. 14:2emdered as

follows by other translations:

Berkley: “he is uttering secret matters.”

Rotherham: “he is speaking sacred secrets.”

Amplified: “he utters secret truths and hidden ¢sin(not obvious to the
understanding).”

In this light, the point that Paul seems to be imgks this: Although
a brother’s tongue utterance may not be able toinberpreted or
understood by any of the men present, he is nesleds inspired by the
Holy Spirit, and is therefore uttering secret tauth his spirit. That is, his
spirit is unmistakably under the influence of thelyHSpirit, causing some
edifying revelation to be uttered. Just because wioeds cannot be
understood by anyone present, and therefore caambtshould not be
verbally expressed, it would be a mistake for aeytmnconclude that they
are empty and valueless, and not of God. Rathey, $fould pray the
more earnestly for the interpretation in order @dhmight understand and
be edified.

When the sacred secrets generated in a Chrissairis by the Holy
Spirit are interpreted, they have as much edificatralue as the gift of
prophecy (1 Cor. 14:5). But if they cannot be ipteted, the brother must
remain silent, speaking only to himself and Godimspirit.
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In an earlier section we saw from Acts 2:11 tlmet ¢jift of tongues
enabled a person to “speak the wonderful works ofl.Glt was also
pointed out that among the “wonderful works of Gewre His dealings
with the nation of Israel and His creative actshat beginning. The Old
Testament Scriptures refer to many other wondevfuks also. In the Old
Testament there are many references to the ultih&iee purpose in
Christ and the church, but during Old Testamentesinthey were not
understood; they were kept secret and hidden. |Awes over the eyes of
those who read them. But in the New Testament titinese secrets were
gradually unfolded under the inspiration of the H8pirit. This was done
particularly through the gift of teaching. Howewbe passage now under
consideration in 1 Cor. 14:2. indicates that hiddmtrets were also
revealed through the gift of tongues. Hence, itipteted, the gift of
tongues was of great value in terms of edificatids.in the case of the
Psalmist whose inspired praises frequently produegdlation, bringing
hidden matters to light, providing wonderful ed#iion; so also in the
case of the gift of tongues when properly used.

*k kk k%%
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CHAPTER FOUR
EDIFICATION OF BOTH SPIRIT AND MIND

W e have seen that if an utterance in tongues catldeninterpreted,
the brother must remain silent, and speak onlyitasélf and to
God. Although this meant that he was unable toyeithi€ congregation,
his own spirit was nevertheless edified.

However, as far as Paul was concerned, speakiigglyqto oneself
and God in the church in a language that couldb®otunderstood by
anyone present, was not the real purpose of theugidf was by no means
the ideal or ultimate with which one should besfad. It is never taught
in Scripture that the purpose of the gift of tongues that a man might
be able to pray quietly within himself in a langeathat he couldn’t
understand! Paul never encourages men to be cantdrfeel fulfilled by
praying in tongues with their spirit and not witheir mind i.e. to be
content with not understanding what they are sayihgs important to
realize that Paul’s instruction concerning a torsyspeaker speaking
quietly to himself and God was only given becaus&iture to attain to
the ideal - because of failure of interpretationl aimmderstanding. It was
simply a temporary expedient - a compromise, aricargiate with which
one should be totally satisfied.

When Paul speaks of those who speak not to metoldaod, for no
man understands them, he is not encouraging suelctis®, but
discouraging it. He is simply stating the posit@inthose whose tongue
cannot be interpreted by anyone present in theingeet

The same applies to Paul’s instruction conceringngues speaker
speaking quietly in his own spirit. Paul does nay $hat this was the
actual purpose of the gift. It is simply instructidor those who find
themselves in a situation where the main purposéhfar gift cannot be
achieved; i.e. where the church cannot be edifiedrinterpretation.

Paul teaches that the gift of tongues was by nansefully
operational and providing its intended maximum Ihénmfeit only edified
the spirit. When operated fully and properly, inmtered to, and edified
both spirit and mind. It was never intended by the Ltrdt the gift of
tongues should only edify the spirit. Those whaitlithe gift to this area
only receive half of its intended benefit.

Throughout 1 Cor. 14 Paul lays great importancaupe edification
of the mind He teaches that understandiisgvital. In fact, throughout
both the Old and New Testament the Holy Spirit edpély emphasizes
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the importance of understanding. A quick referertce the word

“understanding” in a concordance soon reveals heguently it is used
and encouraged in the Word of God. “Wisdom is thegpal thing,

therefore get wisdom, but with all your gettingt gederstanding” (Pr.
4:7). “In understanding be men” (1 Cor. 14:20).

The criteria governing the use of all giftsegification of both spirit
and mind The word “edification” means “build up” and redat to
promotion of spiritual growth in knowledge and urslanding. For this
reason Paul says “desire spiritual gifts, but nathat you may prophesy,”
because “he who prophesies spaaksento edification, and exhortation,
and comfort” (1 Cor. 14:1, 3). In verse 6 Paul s#lyat speaking in
tongues is unprofitable to the church unless what shys can be
understood, and thus impart revelation, knowledge] teaching. It is
here, as pointed out before, that he illustratés whth the example of
inanimate, lifeless instruments such as the fluté Barp, or trumpet. If
they do not give distinct notes - if one note cartmo distinguished from
another, no one will know what tune is being playdwill all be an
uncertain and unpleasant sound (verses 7-8).

“So likewise ye, if you in a tongue utter speduadttis not intelligible,
how shall it be known what is spoken? for you stsgleak into the
air” (v9). Words without meaning convey no instiantto the mind. They
are merely sounds without sense. But Paul teatia¢sll speech must be
intelligible, comprehensible, rational and coherdnimust be “known;”
there must be “signification;” precise meaning mustconveyed. For this
reason, a tongues’ message must be interpreted.

“There are,” says Paul, “many different languanpethe world, and
none of them are meaningless (Grk. “aphonos” denib”). Therefore if
| know not the meaning of the language, | shalub® him that speaks a
Barbarian, and he who speaks shall be a barbariamet (v11). That is:
“If I do not know the meaning of the sound the $@eanakes, his words
will be gibberish to me, and mine to him” (New EisblBible).

“So also you, since you are zealous for spiriggifif, strive to excel
in building up and edifying the church. Therefoeg¢ him who speaks in
an unknown tongue pray that he might interpret. Fdr pray in an
unknown tongue my spirit prays, buly understandings unfruitful.”

In this passage, the word “understanding” comesnfthe Greek
word “nous.” Strong’s Concordance says it referth® mindor intellect
Vine says it “denotes, speaking generally, the seftreflective
consciousness, comprising the faculties of percepnd understanding,
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and those of judging, feeling and determining.” tIdboccurs 24 times in
the New Testament and is translated “mihd of those times.

For this reason, many modern translators givénesvord “mind” in
1 Cor. 14:14 instead of “understanding” as in th¥.A'The phrase “my
understanding is unfruitful” is rendered as follows

Revised Standard Version - “My mimglunfruitful.”

New English Bible - “My intellecties fallow.”

Jerusalem Bible - “My minds left barren.”

Notice very carefully then, what the apostle Rauéaching here. He
says that if one prays in an unknown tongue whschat understood or
interpreted, his spirit prays, but his mind or liget gets no benefit. If the
mind cannot understand the meaning and significafcke language, it
remains unenlightened, inactive and therefore uhptive. And Paul
makes it clear that this is not a desirable pasitmbe in.

To settle for speaking in tongues without undeditag the
significance of what is being said, results in movgh in knowledge, and
this is what was happening in the Corinthian chuoatusing Paul to say:
“Be not children in understanding ... be men.” “Soaf you have not the
knowledge of God; | speak this to your shame” (1. ©4:20. 15:34).

CONSCIOUS AND SUB-CONSCIOUS MIND

I t has now been ascertained beyond any possibletigquethat in
addition to the ordinary objective consciousnesan inas beneath this
a subjective or sub-conscious mind which is comtiiyucontrolled by
suggestion. It is this subjective mind with whidte thypnotist plays his
pranks when he has lulled the ordinary objectivescmusness to rest.

Much could be said about the incredible poterdiadl workings of
the sub-conscious mind, but not now. The main pairthis stage is that
the sub-conscious mind is referred to in Scriptase man’s “spirit.”
Because it is beneath the conscious mind it ignedeto as “the spirit of
the mind” in Eph. 4:23. So then, as far as 1 Cérislconcerned, “mind”
refers to the conscious mind, and “spirit” refeos the sub-conscious
mind.

The “spirit” or sub-conscious mind is a functiorhiah is highly
susceptible to suggestions, and can produce amaesgdts. The term
“auto-suggestion” relates to this i.e. we can braash our own mind, by
talking ourselves into believing, saying and dadiniggs without realizing
it. It is akin to self-hypnosis. There is a natubalilt in process in the
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sub-conscious by which problems can be worked odtsolved - even
while we are asleep! It is believed that the subscmus is some
marvellous recording machine which loses nothings due to our sub-
conscious mind or spirit that we can worship God areditate on His
Word while the conscious mind is busily engagechimdane affairs.

An evidence of the efficiency of our mental “tageorder” is
referred to by one writer in a short memory cowfais. He mentions a
serving girl who worked for a student of Hebrew winequently read
aloud. In old age and under anaesthetic she utignemses of Hebrew!
She had never made a conscious effort with hercomns mind to learn
the Hebrew words. She simply heard them and they steaight into her
sub-conscious mind where they were silently recbraled stored away.
Under anaesthetic, when the conscious mind wasereddnactive, the
sub-conscious released a flow of Hebrew words,ntleaning of which
she did not know, but which a Hebrew student waelktbgnize and be
able to interpret. It was a case of her “spirittaking while her mind lay
dormant. It immediately reminds us of what Paulssay 1 Cor. 14
concerning the gift of tongues which enabled a €iam to speak a
foreign language with his spirit which his mind @bunot understand. The
obvious difference being, of course, that such as@ihn was not put to
sleep (his mind was still conscious), and the wdhadd his spirit uttered
were supernaturally generated by the Holy Spirit.

Study and research has revealed that certain wexgsessed in
tongues by a novice in Pentecostal churches somgtresemble words
expressed by others in the congregation who spetdagues which have
been recorded in his subconscious. It is not uncommn some
Pentecostal churches for one who speaks in tongwesven help
someone else speak in tongues by putting his owdsmnto his mouth
and asking him to repeat them after him. No worsdeh a recipient ends
up with words in so-called “tongues” similar to tbee who taught him!
Among the many testimonies given on this subjentolves a man who
said that when his father spoke in tongues he lyssaid: “ho lee shah
hin doo,” and when he began speaking in tonguesiri@nsciously
incorporated the same words. He had not conscidesiynt them, but
they were recorded in his subconscious.
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WHAT IS IT THEN?

he important question that must be asked and aesgwsrthis: Is it

something to be greatly desired to pray with ouritsand not with
our mind? Does Paul encourage this? Does he emgm@aristians to
pray in a language that they cannot understandvandh leaves their
mind or intellect barren? Does Paul teach thatideal type of prayer is
that in which the mind is abandoned and made t@ haose, and never
understands what is being said? By no means! Guet@pposite in fact.
If Paul was alive today, he would have a seriousoenter with
“Pentecostals” on this issue!

In relation to this whole subject, Paul asks tlegtipent question:
“What is it then” (1 Cor. 14:15). In other wordsg lasks: “What is the
answer to all this?” - “What am | to do?” - “Whatmy conclusion to the
matter?” - “What is the ideal situation?” - “Shdllrecommend just
praying with the spirit, or just praying with thand, or both?”

His answer is as follows: “I will pray with theigsp and | will pray
with the mind also” (i.e. “intelligently” New Englh Bible). He says: “I
will sing with the spirit, and | will sing with thenind also. Otherwise if
you bless with the spirit, how shall those who canimderstand you say
amen to your giving of thanks? For you may givenktsain an excellent
manner, (i.e. with a great outburst of tongues),nauone will be edified.
| thank my God, | speak with tongues more thano&lou, yet in the
church | would rather speak five words with my mitldat mean
something to me and are understood by others,tédmathousand words in
an unknown tongue. Brethren, be not childish inryoutlook - in
understanding be men.”

The important point to notice is how Paul placesiad emphasis
upon praying with_bothhe spirit and the mindNowhere in his writings
does he encourage Christians to pray with only sp&it and not the
mind It is clearly taught in Paul's writings and thetre$ Scripture that
“understanding” is impossible without “mind.” Go@dicreated man with
a “mind” or intellect in order that he might “undéand.” For this reason,
the translators of our Bible have translated theet&r'nous” into the two
English words “mind” and “understanding.” They aiseed synonymously,
for there can be no understanding without mind. i reason Paul
insists that all messages in tongues be interphetedder that the mind
might understand.

Initially, the operation of the gift of tonguesvolved the suspension
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of the normal activity of the conscious mind. Nolim# requires a great
deal of conscious mental effort to learn a fordegmyuage and to be able
to speak it fluently. The gift of tongues by-passhdse channels and
supernaturally quickened the deep inner sub-cousci@ausing the
tongue to fluently utter a foreign language neearmed by the conscious
mind. A tongue speaker hears in his deep inneraciounsness (“spirit”)
and not with his natural ears, a “voice” speakingailanguage he has
never learnt. His voice becomes en-rapport withvibiee within, and he
gives expression to it. The “spirit” of the speaksralmost entirely
passive, an instrument on which the Holy Spirityplaeavenly melodies
in words or song.

A NEED FOR BALANCE

Sg absorbed were certain Corinthians with the si@erexhilaration
nd emotion that this experience generated dedpmwibeir spirit,
they were remaining satisfied with it and neglegtihe importance of
understanding with the mind. The emotional parthef experience meant
more to them than understanding what they werengaydoyful and
uplifting feelings in the spirit took precedencesoenlightenment of the
mind. They placed little value on mind developmamd growth in
knowledge in the things of God.

In fact, some of them may have concluded, like es@rtremists
today, that it is not a good thing to exercise thied. By a pernicious
twist of facts, there are some today who regarcca®sal those who
diligently exercise and apply their mind in the Waf God. They regard
those who place great value on growing in knowlealge understanding
as being unspiritual. There are those who wouldhbee than happy and
content to speak in “tongues” day and night notausthnding a word that
they say and not receiving the slightest increaBe&kmnmwledge and
understanding, finding total satisfaction and faieént in the uplifting
feelings and vibrations generated in their spifib. them, religion is
wholly and solely an emotional experience - a “Bumz‘trip.”

The apostle Paul would not share with them in tii#ude. His
counsel is to pray for the ability to interpretthat both mind and spirit
can be edified.

Many today who want to let the mind hang loosetlad time and
never apply it to diligent reading, study and matilin of God’s Word, are
basically lazy and irresponsible. Many of the yoemgeneration are using
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“tongues” as a kind of substitute for drugs. Ankle Inarcotics, the effect
fades, necessitating another “fix” and anotherfguably in bigger doses
ending up in the bizarre. Tongue speaking has becommany instances,
a “spiritual trip” - a form of escapism. They dow#ant to learn or become
acquainted with the deeper things of God. They raot interested in
attending Bible studies or teaching sessions amdinses. They are
content with good feelings which don’t tax or ckallje the mind. It is
basically a flesh-motivated religion they are segkt selfish and self-
centred. No wonder the churches which pander th slesires have no
trouble attracting numbers! “Fools hate knowled(#®’” 1:22).

Much of what is taking place today in various l@scis a mental
escape from the discipline of objective teachin@ taworld of subjective
experiences. This is not new! The first temptatiGen. 3) was that Eve
should disregard the objective truth of God’s Wond, favour of a
promised subjective experience which would operawphole new field
of experiences and pleasures. It would be aboutdifying for an
unbeliever to walk into an assembly of people wherawvall talking in
tongues at once as it would be for us to walk artcArab mosque during
prayer time! In fact, | once overheard a visitormeoent as he was
walking past the room where a “rip roaring” Penttab prayer meeting
was in progress, that it sounded like a group adb&rhad mistaken the
building for a mosque.

The gift of tongues, like all the gifts, was naovaen merely for the
self-aggrandisement of the recipient nor for exiohism or to amuse the
idly curious. Certainly, the recipient received smral benefit through
exercising it, but this was not the primary purpo$dhe gift. Speaking
about the gifts of the Spirit (including tonguedjaul says “The
manifestation of the Spirit is given to every nfanthe common goddl
Cor. 12:7). Such is the way in which the Revisedn8ard Version,
Moffat, Weymouth etc render it.

Other translations render it like this:

Berkley: “for the common welfare.”

Companion Bible: “for profiting, i.e. for the piobf others.”

Emphatic Diaglott: “for the benefit of all.”

*k kk k%%
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CHAPTER FIVE
SHOULD ALL CHRISTIANS
RECEIVE THE GIFT OF TONGUES?

We now turn to the rather controversial questiorousdh every
Christian receive the gift of tongues? Most Perdtds believe
they should.

As pointed out before, the common concept is thate are two
types of gifts of tongues. It is believed that A2tand 10 refers to the first
type, and 1 Cor. 12-14 refers to the second typs.delieved that the first
type was a proper language or dialect which way ginten to some
Christians, and the second type was not a propgukge, and was given
to everyone.

To prove this, amazingly enough, reference isnofteade to the fact
that allwho received the Holy Spirit in Acts 2 and 10 spak tongues.
But the point has been completely overlooked thAtts 2 and 10 relate
to the first type of gift which not all Christiansceive, how can it be used
to prove that everyone should receive the secqme?tyf the gift in Acts 2
and 10 which involved proper languages is quiteeght from the gift in
1 Cor. 12-14, how can the former be quoted to paowghing in relation
to the latter? Just because all spoke the first tfptongues gift, it does
not necessarily follow that all therefore would Baw speak the second
type, if there was such a type.

If we followed the argument through to its logieaid, we would
have to conclude that all Christians should spblakfitst type of tongues
gift which was an actual language. However, thisidoe a questionable
conclusion in view of the unquestionably uniqueunatof the occasion in
Acts 2 and 10. They were clearly inaugural occasiarwhich the initial
outpouring of the Holy Spirit took place among thewish and then
Gentile Christians, and Scripture does not inditat¢ what takes place
during inaugural occasions should become the fixdel for all occasions
in the future.

If the third reference to tongues in the book ofsA(19:6) stated that
all were given the gift of tongues, the matter migtand differently. But
the fact of the matter is that not all spoke ingiees on this occasion.
Some spoke in tongues and some prophesied. Theeetharefore only
two occasions on which all spake in tongues, andeloccasions were so
clearly uniqgue and exceptional, it would be dangsrom use them as the
yardstick against all future operations of the H8|yirit. It would be like
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the Jews expecting the same signs and wonders whahred at Sinai at
the inauguration of God’s law, to occur at the @i induction of every
Jew.

Had those occasions in Acts 2 and 10 been designexzhch us that
all who receive the Holy Spirit should speak ingoas, we would expect
to find explicit teaching to this effect elsewheneScripture. Nowhere
however, is it stated in the Word of God that every who receives the
Holy Spirit should speak in tongues. Quite the @igoin fact. It is
clearly taught in 1 Cor. 12 that the gift of tongug only one of nine gifts,
each of which are distributed to different membefshe body. Some
members receive one, and others receive anoth&ragua human body
consists of different members which all have aedéht function to fulfil,
so each member in the body of Christ receivesfardift gift with which
he functions in the church.

Paul's concluding remarks in 1 Cor. 12 are deeisitNow you
together are Christ’s body; but each of you isfeedint part of it. In the
church God has given the first place to apostles,second to prophets,
the third to teachers; after them, miracles, andrathem the gift of
healing; helpers, good leaders, those with manguages (tongues). Are
all of them apostles, or all of them prophets, lboathem teachers? Do
they all have the gift of miracles, or all have tji# of healing? Do all
speak strange languages (tongues), and all intetipeen?” (Jerusalem
Bible).

Paul’'s questions here are clearly of a rhetonedlire. The answer to
each question is clearly “no.” Not all Christiang apostles, and neither
are they all prophets and teachers. Not all hagagith of healing and the
gift of miracles. And, equally as clearly, neitltgr all speak in tongues or
interpret. If all interpreted, the problems referred to in 1 Cor. af4
tongues messages not being interpreted would rfewer arisen. And if
the gift of tongues was given to every member ef body, then Paul’s
analogy between the human body and the church kes@rfarce. To
insist that every member of the body of Christ std@peak in tongues
would be like every organ on the human body wantiagown tongue.
Imagine having a tongue on our hands and feet etc!

Nowhere in Scripture is the gift of tongues singleut above the
others as the exception to the rule concerningiloligion of the gifts.
Neither does Scripture give top priority to thift.giFar too much is made
of this gift in many Pentecostal circles today. Thewphasis and
prominence given to this gift in many quarters igite contrary to
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Scripture. There are many who judge the spirityalfta fellowship by its

operation of the gift of tongues. There are somiadh, who would regard
a meeting in which only the gift of tongues was ifested, as being the
best kind of meeting. They are not so impresseld aineeting in which a
tongues message may not come forth, in spite ofatiethat some good
teaching from the Word of God and words of exhatatind edification

are ministered!

“I'WOULD THAT YOU ALL SPOKE WITH TONGUES”

Sometimes 1 Cor. 14:5 is quoted to prove that atlush speak in
ongues: “I would that you all spoke with tongue’ Now, the fact
that Paul, in the same section of this letter (QRl8as already stated that
not all Christians speak in tongues, surely suggdékat this other
statement cannot mean that all Christians shouldsol he would
contradict himself. It should also be pointed dwuttwhen Paul said “I
speak with tongues more than ye all’ (1 Cor. 14A1) he did not mean
that he spoke in tongues more often than anyortethltihe was able to
speak in more languages.

Paul was thankful to God for this for several oees

1. It gave his ministry wider and broader scope.

2. No one could accuse him of sour grapes or avivyn he spake
against the way they operated the gift of tongues.

If Paul could not speak in tongues, his instruciio 1 Cor. 14 could
easily be misconstrued to mean sour grapes. Butdudd speak in
tongues, and was thankful that he could. As we Isae®, he would have
been pleased if all could. Paul did not want a npaho of any of God’s
gifts.

What then, does Paul mean when he says: “I wdwattytou all spoke
with tongues?” Does he mean that he wants all timsepossess the gift
of tongues to all speak together at the meetings7l cannot mean that
for he makes it clear in 1 Cor. 14:23 that he dostsallow that. Does he
mean that he wants all who possess the gift to kack a turn at speaking
at each meeting? No, he cannot mean that eith@ubede says in verse
27 that three at the most were allowed to give ssage at each meeting.

What then, does he mean? Well, one thing is certhe fact that he
says “ | would(i.e. “wish”)you all spoke in tongues,” clearly ires that
not all did! If all spoke in tongues, there would bo need for Paul to
express a wish that they did. And remember - Pawlrting to Spirit
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filled Christians!

Paul's use of the word “would” in other parts betsame epistle
throw some light on the subject. In 1 Cor. 7:7 &gss “For | would (wish)
that all men were even as | myself. But every mastis own special gift
from God, one of one kind, and one of another.”&;iétaul expresses a
wish that all men were in the same unmarried saat@imself, in order
that they might serve the Lord with greater singiededness and less
fleshly distraction. Of course, he realized thateality it was not at all
possible because all have different gifts. Nevées® it did not stop him
expressing the wish that such was so. It would aisly be wrong to
interpret his words “I would that all men were exanl myself” to mean
that all men should be! And it should be equallycksar that his other
statement: “I would that you all spoke in tonguedges not mean all
should. Paul is merely expressing a wish whichthm light of previous
comments he makes on this subject, he never sbriexpected to come
true.

Another example of this kind of wishful thinkingarc be seen in
Num. 11:29. On this occasion the Holy Spirit fghom 70 elders, causing
them to prophesy. Joshua became very jealous feebjdecause up until
that time the prophetic ministry had virtually bestclusively confined to
him. Moses answered Joshua and said: “Are youyealor my sake? |
wish that all the Lord’s people were prophets, and thatl_ord would put
His Spirit upon them.” Moses no doubt knew that\wish would never
come true, but it did not prevent him from givingpeession to it,
indicating his humility in not wanting or expectiagnonopoly of the gift.

Paul followed up his wish for all to speak in taeg by saying: “ ...
but rather that ye (all) prophesied.” If, therefdnes wish that all spoke in
tongues must be interpreted to mean that all Ganistshouldthen to be
consistent we would have to interpret his seconshwo mean that all
Christians_shoulgrophesy! More so in fact, because he says hedwvoul
ratherthey all prophesied than speak in tongues. Wliytien that all the
emphasis in many Pentecostal churches is upon navweds getting the
gift of tongues and not the gift of prophecy? Andyws it that so many
speak in tongues yet so few claim to be able tppesy? The whole
situation is very unbalanced and not accordingptustolic example.
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SELF-INDUCED TONGUES

f the gift of tongues is supposed to only be distied to some
members of the body of Christ and not all, how doagcount for the
fact that the majority in Pentecostal circles todpgak in tongues?

A possible answer to this as pointed out earlaer be found in the
commendable frankness of many Pentecostals whot dlati they are
plagued with a suspicion that they are generatimg whole thing
themselves, being conscious of mouthing syllabiesni effort to start the
flow of tongues. One cannot help but conclude tlisdt any stage one
feels the gift might be self induced, the boundaeyween psychological
experience and the so-called miraculous gifts isydeously thin. In such
cases, they are unlike the indisputable miracleShofst and the apostles,
and on this ground their genuineness must be styiopen to question.

Surely the boundary between the natural powetbeflesh and the
supernatural power of the Holy Spirit is not santthiat it is difficult to tell
the difference! Should anyone have the slightesibtithat his “tongue”
might be flesh inspired (“of the devil”) and not IM&pirit inspired, then
there is a very real possibility that his doubts aell founded. When the
real miracle-working power of God operates in a édife it leaves no
doubt as to genuineness. The generating power eofHibly Spirit far
transcends the self-inducing power of the fleshe @io has been truly
baptized in the Spirit would know that it is gereiiand would not be
constantly plagued with doubts.

Tongues, unfortunately, above all the other gidts) be self-induced
and imitated. The flesh, under the right conditjonan quite easily
produce a counterfeit. | personally know of peapd¢ committed to the
Lord who can, by letting their mind hang loose aeiting their tongue
roll, produce quite an impressive sounding forelgmguage. There are
also those who, like the old lady who spoke Hebnewle under
anaesthetic, have poured forth utterances in tkkep while their
conscious mind was in a lulled state. The contitnealring of messages in
“tongues,” coupled with a strong desire to speatoigues, can, in some
instances, through natural processes, produce atardeit, especially
upon the bed when the conscious mind is subduedhengub-conscious
is left unhindered to release what it has recordeflien in a very mixed
up and jumbled fashion!

The fact that the easiest gift to imitate is tleeyvone that so much is
made of these days, and which almost every Perng@baims to possess,
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gives rise to deep suspicion in any thoughtful mind

It is not an unhealthy thing to be wary and susp&. Scripture often
refers to the fact that the heart of man is vemed&ul, and warns that in
the last days there will be much deception. Wethesefore warned to
“test the spirits to see whether they be of Gohé DId Testament also
contains many references to men who were deceiyetidir own spirit
into thinking their utterances were inspired by Hay Spirit. “Thus says
the Lord God; Woe to the foolish prophets who faliiheir own spirit and
have seen nothing” (Ezk. 13:3).

If a man is led to believe that he has not bekedfiwith the Holy
Spirit unless he speaks in tongues, and firmlyebel this is true, and
desperately wants to do it; a perfect psychologdeals exists upon which
tongues can be self-induced by the flesh. If itdeags to not be the will of
the Spirit to give him that particular gift, he caevertheless, through
persistent pressures finally “come through” spegkim tongues. | have
personally seen many cases where people have b@dn when
everything else fails, to simply mouth the wordssome other “tongue
speaker,” and, having done that, are pronouncdtve “come through”
with much jubilation.

In many cases, tongues is a learned skill in tharismatic
movement. Many charismatics have openly admitted they basically
learned to do it, sometimes by copying others. ©Ofte person is
encouraged to self-generate foreign sounding w(gitberish) to get the
tongue started, hoping that the Holy Spirit willekeit going. It is
common for those who are trying to talk in tongtede told to “keep
practising.” One person | know was told: “Come gou’re not trying
hard enough.” One thing is certain: the apostleseme practising to
speak in tongues in the upper room for 10 daysrbetioey gave their
utterances! And they certainly didn’t need to @&dirnelius or anyone else
to practise or keep trying!

Within the charismatic movement, there is greatrperessure to
belong, to perform, to have the same gifts and pdinag everybody else
seems to have, especially tongues which are regamdethe badge of
attainment - the sign of being born of the spinidathe solution to
spiritual problems. Failure to speak in tongues@aate a pre-occupation
and obsession which easily leads to self-generattingt of desperation,
especially when all your friends can do it and wshing you to do it. It
Is easy to see why tongues became the great cordemminator, the
be-all and end-all for everyone involved.

Tongues can sometimes also be phychological. ®hgue speaker
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goes into motor automatism, which is clinically cidsed as radical
inward detachment from one’s conscious surroundilfggor automatism
can result in disassociation of nearly all voluptaruscles from conscious
control. An example of this can sometimes be séeock concerts where,
in the excitement and emotion, teenage girls litergive up voluntary
control of their vocal chords and their muscleseyfall to the floor or
ground and just start flopping.

Given the right set of conditions, particularly vl there is a great
deal of fervour and emotion involved as sometineagsplens at Pentecostal
meetings, certain types of people can easily slip & state where they are
no longer consciously in control, and incoherentbldiag and
uncontrollable shaking can occur.

As in the case of hypnotism, people with a highceptibility are
particularly vulnerable to suggestion. They easilpmit to the power of
suggestion and do whatever is being suggested.

There is no way to analyze each speaker in tongogfome up with
an absolute reason for his behaviour. But theraramy explanations for
tongues, particularly in regard to learned behayipsychology, hypnotic
effects and even deliberate deceit. Tongues cast @gday in the
counterfeit form, disconnected from the Holy Spi@ds in the pagan
religions. Putting the Christian label on it is whaakes it so deceptive.

“‘STRANGE FIRE”

I t is a very serious sin to offer God a counterd¢iHis Holy Spirit fire
and it can have dire consequences. In Lev. 10:&-2ead of men who,
instead of putting fire in their censer from the¢amlof God, offered
“strange fire” before the Lord and were devouredit®/from the Lord as
a judgement. The “strange fire” was fire they kedlthemselves i.e. self-
generated fire. Speaking presumptuously in the nafrnine Lord also
incurred the death penalty (Deu. 18).

There can be other bad effects also from selféadutongues.
Sometimes the battle that can take place in thel wiircertain people who
struggle under peer pressure to speak in “tongwesl who have
difficulty doing so, can have an unhinging effectthe mind. | know of
people who ended up having to spend time in a palahunit because of
this. One of them was the son of a court judgeals not the spirit of God
that had this effect, for: “God has not given totlus spirit of fear, but of
power and of love and a sound mind” (2 Tim. 1:7).
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Sometimes those praying for others to speak igues do so in an
extremely loud, overbearing voice, bordering onusimg, as if to force or
intimidate the person into making an unintelligibliégerance. But God is
not deaf and does not need to be shouted at! Soegetiands are laid on
with force, using a forceful pushing motion on fbeshead as if forcing
the person to speak gibberish or fall over. Ofteis the case of empty
hands being laid on empty heads.

However, the Proverb is true which says: “Breadamied by
falsehood is sweet to a man, but afterward his meull be filled with
gravel.” Before very long, those who “come througpéaking in tongues
in this manner, get very serious doubts as to tteeaticity of their
experience, and many finally fall away. In sometPewostal churches they
have gone out of one door as fast as they conteeinther.

%k kk k%%
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CHAPTER SIX
TONGUES TESTED BY LINGUISTS

I n the final analysis the test for the genuinenéskeogift of tongues is
simple, namely: is the utterance a genuine forgguage known and
spoken somewhere in the world - a language natégbpreviously by the
speaker and which declares things in harmony wiehWord of God to
the glory of God?

William Samarin, professor of linguistics at thenilkrsity of
Toronto, wrote: “Over a period of five years | haa&en part in meetings
in Italy, Holland, Jamaica, Canada and the UnitedeS. | have observed
old fashioned Pentecostals and neo-Pentecostdlavd been in small
meetings in private homes as well as in mammothipukeetings. | have
seen such different cultural settings as are famdng Puerto Ricans of
the Bronx, the smoke handlers of the Applachiand #Hre Russian
Molakans of Los Angeles ... | have interviewed tomgpeakers, and tape
recorded and analyzed countless samples of tonduesvery case,
glossolalia turns out to be linguistic nonsense.spite of superficial
similarities, glossolalia is fundamentally not lalage” (“Tongues of Men
and Angels” p.103-128).

William Samarin is one of many men who has madstualy of
glossolalia. These studies bear out that what wehaaring today is not
language; and if it is not language, then it is wbhat the Bible says the
gift of tongues really is.

Numerous other researchers have examined hunafedscorded
specimens of “tongues” without ever identifying lBusounds with a
national language or native dialect.

It is not difficult to self-generate foreign soumg words. Almost
anyone can do it if they try hard enough and lomgugh. One pastor who
spoke to a woman who had difficulty speaking inguoes, asked her if she
could remember when she used to say, when she \ittle girl: “Peter
Piper picked a peck of pickled peppers; a peckickled peppers Peter
Piper picked?”

The woman could remember saying it but said shaayd got the
words mixed up.

“Exactly!” the pastor exclaimed. “Now I'm going tell you some
words like that. | want you to repeat them after. ideu will get them
mixed up too, but don’'t worry about it. Keep saythgm over and over,
and soon you will be speaking in tongues.”
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She agreed to do it. The words he asked her tp keggeating after
him were: “Blessed Jesus, suffering Saviour, sénesin-sick souls of
sinful sinners. We wait, willingly, wantonly, wondelly, wistfully right
now.”

The pastor led the woman around the room. Faan, slkow; then fast
again, surrounded by a group cheering them on. Vghenbegan to mix
up the words, he sped up the pace. Soon she wadirgiavith her arms
lifted high and tears streaming down her face whlle repeated garbled
incoherent words. To the watching group, the paatorounced that she
had been baptized in the Holy Spirit and what tiveye hearing was the
gift of tongues. How fickle is that?!

When | was a young boy, long before the charistnatiove
commenced, my father, who was not a church-goer kar@av nothing
about tongues, used to pretend to speak in fotaigguages as a joke. He
sounded particularly impressive when he mimicked@hinese language.
Had he spoken out like that in a charismatic cogagien, they would
have accepted it as the gift of tongues.

| know this is true because | have personallyifpiat the test. As part
of my spiritual education when | was a young majejried a Pentecostal
church. Like my father, | was able to self-generfdaeeign sounding
words, and listening to the Pentecostals speakngues, | felt that they
were doing the same. So | put it to the test. Qmed&8y morning, at the
appropriate time, | spoke out in my “tongues.” Nmtly that, but |
followed it up with a prayer which | knew would begarded as the
interpretation. (Even if | had offered an entirdifferent prayer, they still
would have regarded it as the interpretation oftdmgue message! Such
Is the subjective nature of the whole thing. | rerher a little old lady
who used to always say exactly the same wordsoimgties” at meetings,
and every time a new and different interpretati@s \given. Whoever gets
in first with the “interpretation” usually gets ayavith it, especially if it
Is positive and spoken loudly, confidently and fithg!)

The pastor was impressed and regarded my “tongaes genuine
bonafide manifestation of the gift of tongues amel gift of interpretation.
He said: “There was nothing wrong with that.” Bukhew there was
everything wrong about his assessment and | alsw kihat this false
discernment would be typical of all Pentecostal endrismatic churches
l.e. | could have gone into any of them and doreesAme thing and be
regarded as having the gift of tongues, becauseishwhat their own
speakers in tongues are doing. The only differascthat many don't
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realize it is a self-induced and self-generatedratpen by the human
spirit, and have been deceived into thinking Hdy Spirit inspired. This

point should be emphasized: Many people do not kiloat foreign

sounding words can be self-generated and that alevasyone has the
potential to do it. When it happens in a churchteghinvolving prayer,

and a background of spiritual music and worshigg naturally concluded
by such people that it is supernatural.

FOOL'S GOLD

I n response to this someone may ask: “How do yolaexthe highly
motivated zeal and enthusiasm and joy that is senahe effect on
someone who comes through into speaking in tonguss is so
characteristic of Pentecostal and charismatic d¢teg? Surely this is
proof of it being the genuine gift of the Holy Spand not a counterfeit.”

Not at all! This example might help: To a persdmovdoes not know
of the existence of fool’'s gold, or who lacks disoaeent to recognize it,
he will react with the same joy and enthusiasnhatdiscovery of it as he
would to the discovery of real gold. Why? Becausebklieves it is real
gold! He will have a grin from ear to ear till heaches the assayer’s
office where judgement will be given and the momenttruth and
rejection takes place. “Thou fool” would be thdifity response to those
who, as a result of lack of discernment, are coraretideceived by fool’s
gold. They may resent being told it is fool's galdd regard the person
telling them as a kill-joy, but true facts cannetdenied!

When someone acquires something that is not theige article, but
desperately wants to believe that it is, they respall sorts of measures
to convince themselves that it is. For this reasoany Pentecostals and
charismatics who have (for very good reasons) doabbut the validity
of their experience of speaking in tongues, beiagnted by the feeling
that it is self-generated; are continually told tweir leaders that such
negative thoughts are inspired by the devil whotwém rob them of their
gift. They are therefore urged to take authorityerothe devil and
encouraged to assert themselves by speaking inuésngnore regularly
and more vehemently. And sometimes “revival mestirage held for this
very purpose, when it is sensed that the “tongbeg't is fading out in
the congregation. In one such meeting all the mesnbaf the
congregation were asked to stand and raise and gshak clenched fist
and shout out repeatedly to the devil: “Go, go,.goNeedless to say he
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was back again the next night! Such speaking igues was not
according to the will of God but the whim of man.

It does not occur to them that doubts about thieditya of their
experience might be quickened in their conscierycté Holy Spirit, and
by being encouraged to resist this, they resisHiblg Spirit and sear their
conscience. If anyone has doubts about their “teegbeing empowered
by God they can almost guarantee they aren't!

Let it be repeated: the boundary line betweerptheger of the Holy
Spirit and the human spirit is not so thin thatsitdifficult to tell the
difference between the two. Of all the 9 giftslod Holy Spirit, the gift of
tongues is by far the easiest to self-generate itsjngy expression to
foreign sounding words. It therefore immediatelywes rise to deep
suspicion that it is this gift on which Pentecostalajor and claim that
everyone should possess - especially in view offéloe that Scripture
clearly teaches that not all Christians receive gjiit.

One does not have to be a rocket scientist taddeghat conclusion
should be drawn when the Bible says the Holy Sdo#s not give the gift
of tongues to every member of the church, yetra# Pentecostals claim
to possess it. One thing is certain: what they ot be inspired by
the Holy Spirit, in which case it must be inspifedthe human spirit.

SELF-GENERATED PROPHECY

I n view of the fact that the 9 Spirit gifts were ackage deal and
operated concurrently in the original new Testancluoirch, one would
expect the same today if the same gifts are gdlrating. If the tongues in
Pentecostal and charismatic circles are genuiren the other 8 gifts
should be in evidence as well.

Take the gift of prophecy for example. My expecenin
Pentecostalism revealed that the so-called giftpafphecy that was
exercised there was as self-generated as tonguend§ of mine in
Pentecostal churches elsewhere in the country eeadme same
conclusion. Basically, the majority of the so cdllerophetic utterances
boil down to wishful thinking. People “prophesy” aththey want to
believe i.e what their own human heart dictatesthedefore speak off the
top of their head.

An elder | knew in a Pentecostal church openly igdchto me that
his “prophecies” came off the top of his head. ld&l ghat elders were
expected to prophesy on a regular basis and thipnessure on them to
perform, to justify or vindicate their office.
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Pages could be written of such “prophecies” whieied to
eventuate, like the prophecy over a sick child ai®aty that he would be
healed and grow up to be a strong fruitful Christiaut who died the next
day. Also the prophecy over a newly baptized cantleat he would
develop into a mighty minister of God winning masguls to the Lord,
but who backslid shortly afterwards and never retdretc etc.

True, some prophecies may appear to have beaheflilfBut even
some of the prognostications in horoscopes conpage for some people!
Many don’t either. This hit and miss, win some Iegane is typical of
human predictions inspired by the human spirit,iblity no means typical
of the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Holy Spirgredictions never fail.
This is the hallmark of the divine. No errors! Itifade! It is the “more
sure word of prophecy to which we all do well tekdeheed as to a light
shining in a dark place” (2 Pet. 1:19).

There is nothing new under the sun. From time imorgal, false
prophets have existed and deceived the naive ahblguin Ezk. 13:1-3
we read that God told the prophet Ezekiel to prephegainst the false
prophets in Israel. He said: “Say to those who besy out of their own
hearts (imagination), Hear ye the Word of the Lordus says the Lord
God: Woe to the foolish prophets that follow thewn spirit and have
seen nothing.” Jesus also warned that one of tipessof his coming
would be the rise of false prophets who would cami@s name, and even
perform signs and wonders and deceive many (M&jt. 2

When the true Spirit of God is in action, proplescnever fail to be
fulfilled; God-inspired tongues can be validatedgasuine languages by
linguists; the blind receive their sight and theafdeheir hearing;
paraplegics walk away from their wheelchairs; lepmre instantly healed
and the dead are raised back to life again. Ushe rhinistry and
operation of the Holy Spirit through Jesus and &postles in New
Testament times as a yardstick, modern Pentecost@i many respects
Is many yards off the pace!

And the effect of this is summarised in a letentsto the Wanganui
Newspaper some years ago by a Wanganui resident:

“Sir - | see from an advertisement in your papet tVanganui is to
be treated to a “miracle crusade.” | watched onBumedin a couple of
years ago after seeing a similar advertisement igthstounding claims,
and think that the deaf, dumb, blind and crippledhnhbe interested to
know what happened. It so happened that | wentherfihal night of a
six-day campaign, and all the healed from previoights were asked to
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identify themselves. About eight or ten did ands,yene old dear did
claim to have been, well, at least partly deaf me @ar before she was
declared healed in the name of Jesus. There wabeanwho had been
instantly cured of an addiction to tobacco, and pmudly and
determinedly ticked off his 48th hour without a fagseem to remember
someone who had a phobia of some kind. She sbKdd pretty nervous
to me. The others had vague aches and internalibfes’ that had
miraculously been cured. Anyhow, that night | wigsed an appalling
spectacle, in which a man in a wheelchair who hadonsly suffered a
stroke and couldn’t walk or speak was allegedlyldeedy the power of
God. After much loud prayer with supporting shoatsl cries from the
congregation, a microphone was thrust under this ptan’s nose and he
was exhorted to praise God for his healing. Uniigiele groans were
broadcast into the auditorium and with each an tempof “Thank you
Jesus” and “Praise God” swept the congregatiosickened me to the
core to see the almost hysterical joy on the fadeke congregation as
this still crippled and disfigured old invalid desptely tried to frame
some intelligible English with lips from which onlgroans and saliva
issued. Later | saw a blind person being led hdneballenge anyone to
present a single case of a blind or deaf or truippted Wanganui
resident, cured at the end of this crusade. | rhay teview my opinion
that what | witnessed at the last “miracle crusadels just a lot of
hysterical nonsense.”

JESUS NEVER SPOKE IN TONGUES

n honest man, who knows there is no thin boundaeydetween the

flesh inspired and Spirit inspired utterances wok be induced or
deceived into imitating the gift. There are mangajrmen of God who
have been used mightily by the Holy Spirit who dat speak in tongues.

Some of the most humble, loving and spiritual pedghave met do
not have the gift of tongues, but they have thé.fiithere is no record of
Jesus speaking in tongues! The gift of tongue®ifree passport to love
and humility, neither is it necessarily a sign pirisuality. There are some
very proud and unloving folk that | have met aladhg way who are very
good at speaking in “tongues.” It all comes bacH tGor. 13: “Though |
speak with the tongues of men and of angels, and hat love, | become
like a noisy gong and a clanging cymbal.” The Qfars with the best
possible gift of the Spirit who fails to exercised@ Christian love and
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humility in his life is, as Paul puts it, “nothinga nobody - of no value in
a Christian fellowship.

So then, the “baptism” is not all tongues. We loamin the Spirit and
worship God in spirit in our own language. The Bilbas not written in
“tongues.” It is an error of the most fundamentaldkto imagine that one
cannot be “in the Spirit” unless he talks in tongu8cripture abounds
with literally thousands of examples of men and vwwaministering in the
Spirit in their own language. The Holy Spirit’s fttion is often to take
hold of the natural tongue in which we speak, genkg it to speak forth
words of edification, or words of knowledge andaam.

On most occasions when the prophets were “in theit3 the
message they heard from God was in their own natmgue and they
proclaimed it in the same tongue. So let us naiwalburselves to be
brought under condemnation by those who insist that have not
received the Holy Spirit and cannot be saved if dee not speak in
tongues.
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