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The Gift of Tongues according to the Bible.

An Investigation.

The purpose of this paper is to prove,by busing all
exposition and proof upon pertinent Sceriptural references,
that the gift of tongues,spoken of in the Bible,is,in every
case,the gift of foreign languages.

In order to avoid any hasty judgement of this paper
two things must be borne in mind. To obviate the necessity
of repetition as much as possible each passage will be
considered in its proper connection,as fairly as possible,
and no important passage will be omitted. Again,parts one,
two,and three are related,as will be seen,in such a waj,that
part one is proved alone valid by the refutation of the view
in parts two aund three aund not oy any special proof ia part
one,and the unproved section of part two,Act2:1-11,as for-
eign languages,is proved by the refutation of view taree.
The basis of this remarkis that there are but three major
views of the gift of tongues which are considered possible
by prominent,respectable exegetes and if two aad three
cannot be held with any'show of evidence,view one is,then,
logically the view which ought to be held.

This arrangement will be observed. First,that view will
be stated which holds thut the gift of tongues is, throughout,
a gift of foreign languages and it will merely be shown that
it ié possible accordiug to the'language of the ilew Testament
and the explanation of the parts of Scripture ia question to

nold this view. Secondly,thut wiew will be presented whicih

takes for granted that Act.2:1-11 deals with foreign languages




2.
but considers all other passages ws referring to ecstatic
speech, Here all passages but Act.2:1-11 will pe comsidered
fully which are used to support this theory in these parti-

cular:.instances. The argugents will be stated,and,if possible,

refuted. Thirdly,tne view that all passages deal with ecstatic
speech will be cansidered,aand,since all but Act.2:1-11 were
fully discussed,Act.2:1-11 will be especially examined in regard
to ites validity ian supporting this difference from tne first and
second view,namely,that Act.2:1-11 refers to ecstatic speech.
Fourthly,the position of the earliest Christian writers out-
side of Scripture will be taken up and tne value of taeir
opinion discussed,and,finally,various otaer views will be
presented,some of which may bDe held,aot logically,but,at least,
not heretically,and other views,neitner logically not from a
sound Christian viewpoint.

The following are the passages referring to the gift of
tongues: Mk.16:17;Act.2:1-11;10:46;11:15-17;19:6;1 Cor.12:10,
28,30; 1 Cor.13:1; 1 Cor.14. There are also other passages
which are related to the gift of tongues but merely by im-
plication as 1 Thess.5:19,but since they shed no léght upon
the gift,either for or against any of these views,they nave
been omitted from the list.

2.

The giff of toungues is a gift of the Holy Spirit,to
some of ﬁis disciples,of foreigi languages,oefore unknown
to them,whereby the recipient ol the gift can speuk fluently
and intelligibly in the tongue which he has for purposes of
teaching,singing,praying,declaring the mysteries of God,and
for proclaiming the Gospel, He has full coatrol over himself

so thut he can speak or cease to speak as he will but,unless

he have the gift of interpretation,he cannot change from the



foreign language and express himself equally well in tae lang =
uage of the people if he have not naturally this ability.

It ;s the gift of the Holy Spirit. This foklows from the
entire idea of the spiritual Zifts. Before His ascension,
Christ assured h;s disciples th.t He was going to give them signs

wnich were to follow them und mentions this as one. In Ret.2:

1-11 we read that "they were filled with the:Holy Spirit,and
began to speak with other tongues as the spirit gave them
utterance",and St.Peter remarks that this was a fulfi%i;ent

of Joel 2:28,"I will pour out my Spirit upoan all flesh." Act.2:13
In tne home ofCoriielius "the Holy Ghost fell on all them waicih
heard the wo}d;"Act.10:44,and concerning tais Peter reports

thut "the Holy Ghost fell on them,as on us at the beginning¥
Act.11:15. In Act.19:56 "the Holy Ghost came on them;und theyv
spake with tongues and prophesied¥. In 1 Cor.12-14 the entire
discussion is of spiritual gifts in general,iancludiag this gift
of tongues,and 1 Cor.12:11 states that ™ all these worketh

thut one and the selfsame Spirit,dividing to every man severally
as he willv,

Tnis gift was given to some of Christ's disciples but not
to all as the above passage shows,to each one iudividuually as
He desired. Thut some possed the gift wad others not is wlso
munifest from the abuse or tne girt im 1 Cor.12:3,where it is
stated that ™no man can say that Jesus is the Lord,out by
the Holy Ghost,"and if even this cannot be said by & man
without the Holy Spirit,how much less can he speak in tongues,
a special,supernatural gift of the Spirit,and above all,the

Holy Ghost dwells in no unbeliever,2 Cor.6:14-18.

The tongues spoken of are foreign languages. The terms
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used in this connection are: glosse,1 Cor.14:2,4,9,13,14,26,
27;the plural,glossai,Mk.16:17;Act.2:4,11;10:46;19:6;1 Cor.
12:10,28,30; 1 Cor.13:1; 1 Cor.14:5,twice,6,18,19,22,23,39;
dialektos,Act.2:6,3;phone,1 Cor.14:1J;plural,1 Cor.14:11.
Every one of these ferms can be used &as denoting lunguuge anid
the connection must deaote wiut king of language it is,nutive
or foreign or otherwise. Glosse is just us the corresponding
Hebrew word,lushon,Gen.10:5;Dau.1;4,ad0 there cun ve 0o objec-
tion to this view on the score of auy word ian use for language
in Seripture in this connection.

Thne real difficulty arises in the expluanation of esach pas-
saze and these will be considered more fully later. In Ikx.16:17
the adjective,kainais,makes no difference becaus2 it is poss-
ible,as everyone must admit,that a new language may be a lang-
uuge never before known by the speaker just as today we speak
of acquiring a new languuge,French,Italian,etc,,if we never
knew them oefore. In Act.2:1-11 the entire context aad story
snows tout foreign lunguages are iadicated. In 1 Cor.14,and
12 aud 13 are tie same,Puul snows thut a speaking or foreiga
tongues is absolutely of no avail," for ye shall speuk into
the airv,ana the entire chapter shows a catrast of speakiung
in the native language of the people and of speaking in for-
eign languages. The noun,gene,(genos),can make no difference
because a kind of lauhnguage and k*nqS of language may surely
mean foreign languauges just as one may hawve kinds of grain;
wheat,rye,and barley and still have all grain,so also here
kinds of languages may meun;Greek,Pl@lish,Russian,and stlll-
all be foreign languuages. Thus in regard to the terminology

und situation there can be no question us to the possibility

and as to the reasonableness of tnas view and if there is an
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Objection it will be considered later on.
These languuges were- before unkanown to the disciples.

Mk.16:17 shows this oe the use of kuinais,new languages %o

the speukers before they were known to taem,and in Act.2:;7-8
the people knew of their ignorance in this respect and were,
therefore,all the more surprised;and in all other passages
the obvious fact remains,that,if there were a tongue spoken
wWhich had been known before and learnt in the ordingry way,
where would be the miracle,since no Christian denies that
the charismata are miraculous gifts?

The disciples speak these languages fluently. This follows
naturally from the fact that it is a gift of the Holy Spirit.
Take the gift of healing which He gave to His disciples. Did
He give them the gift in a half-hearted way so that thney might
make a blind man at lewst myopie,a rnopelessly bed-ridden cripple
at least a crutch-supported cripplef Why shoulé He give His
disciples a broken speech in a foreign language instead of a
Fluent speech? It was to be a sign! I is a miracle to give a-
person even a broken speech in a foreign tongue but why in all
the world should He? Did anyone ever make the complaint or
sarcastic remark that the disciples spoke in a broken,foreign
language? As a sign of the Spirit,isn't it much more reasonable
to expect a perfect gift just as the gift of healing? In Act.2
we hear of no mention of a broken tongue but the indications
are of a perfect use. If it were not so would not. the people
have imagiuned that the languages were maturally acquired from
the very fact that they were imperfectly known and would they
have marveled so exceedingly at a series of half successful

attempts at the use of the various languages? A fluent speech
is indicated.
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The languages were spoken intelligibly,thut is,the speaker
knew what he said and so did his hearers. There is no deniul
possible in Aet.2 ™ because that every man heard them speak in
his own languagel,speak,not recite a series of words of no
connection. This is also clear from an unbiased reading of
1 Co?. 14. In verse four,in antithesis to verse two,thut men
do not understand the language,the contrast shows that the
speaker himself understands and edifies himself. Can anyone
really believe tnat a person is édified,built up,in spiritual
matters,if he himself do not understand,as far as they may be
spiritually understood? Isn't it at leust possible that he
understand,since tha intention of this part of the paper is
merely to show the possibility and probability? Look at verse
five of this chapter. The speaking in tongues is egual in value
to prophesy if there be interpretation. The words must have
meaning if it be rated as on the level with prophesy,preaching,
and certainly,since the gift is for the edification of all in
the chureh as 1 Cor.14:26 states,is it not likely thsat the
languages spoken to these people to whom the tongue is native
are intelligible?

The purpose of the gift is for a sign,Mk.16:17,but pri-
marily for teaching,singiné,praying,deolaring the mysteries
of God,and for proclaiming the Gopel. That it wasaused for
teaching follows from 1 Cor.14 where St.Paul expressly states
thuat it is for the @dification of the people who understand it
and this is,naturally,a feaching,and proclaiming of the Gospel
is teaching,and,as will be shown,that,too,is indicated. Singing
and praying and speaking mysteries of God, things before unknown
or hidden to the intellect of man,are mentioned in verses fif-

teen and two respectively. Verse three speaks of exhortation,
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comfort,and edification by prophesy und,since it is used to
show that these things can be of benefit only in the known
tongue,the natural conclusion is that they were present in

the unknown,although,since in the Corinthian congregation,
these languages were not understood,they were of no benefit.
That the Gospel was proclaimed in these foreign languages fol=
lows nuturally from tais fact. Every gift of the Holy Ghast

is to be used. In Mk.16:17 we read tnat it is a sizn which

is to follow after them, We huve seen now it was used,tne con-
clusion,therefore,is that it was used wheré.ever taey went to
to preach since they hud with them the gift as a sign, In
Hct.2:12 the great things of God were spoken of by the discip-
les newly endo.ed with this power and what else is the speak-
ing of the great things of God but a procluiming of the Gospel?
Look at Coriagh! A great merchant city,a cosmopolitan populu-
tion! Behold tne great possibilities of speaking in foreign
tongues to foreigners and yet the gift,used for this purpose,
is abused in tae church,the mother of these missions! But the
Very abusé conuotes coanstant use! Wno heard of lingusitic
difficulties in preaeaning in foreign lands? It is a fuct that

Greek and Latin were wide-spread but ode may seriously doubdt

Y

whether,in every town most of tne inhabitants spoxe taese lan-
guages fluently,if at all. It is difficult to this very day

to do away with " Sprachinseln" in this country,in spite of

L1060

u lively traffic ana travel,aund,in spite of the vast trude
and travel of the Roman days,who will dare to say that the

chanece of universal language was a8 great then as now? When

q-l-. L] .'-'.-_.'

Paul was in Lystra,Act.14,the people spoke ia the speecn of

CONCORTTA SEMINARY

Lycaonia and Paul and Barnabas readily understooiR them. It

is not stated iu which language the Apostles spoke. It is

PRITZLAFF MEMORIAL LIB
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no absolute proof but it surely is likely,for,Paul says,
1 Cor.14:13," I thank God,I speak witan tonguss more than
ye allm, Paul is the grewtest missionary of the Gentiles,
% and he had,as far as we know,no difficulty in speauking in
his vast journeys und he spoke with ®Wongues more than all
0f them! It is no absolute proof but it is highly probable.
Look at the unibersal commission of Christ to the disciples.
Was it to the Church of al. ages ani not immédiate? That
too,but will anyone set uny limit to the activities of the
missionaries in the Apostolic age? There are indications th&t
the entire world was soon in potential possession of the
Gospel and strange discoveries are made in this respect now a
and then. The possibility a:? probability is certainly in the
words of Seripture us Luther suys,X:229," So Eﬁat aber der
Heilige Geist nicht im Anfange. BEr harrete nicat bis alle
Welt gen Jeruswzlem kaeme und lerate heb:aeisch sondern gab
allerlei Zungea zum Predigtamte,dasz die Apostel redea kona-
ten,wo sie hinkaemen™,
| Tane speaker had full control of himself so that he soulAd
sSpeak or rewaiu silent as he desired. If it were not so,how
could Paul justly tell him to keep still,v.28,;f no one
understood the language? If they could not control tacmselves,
how could he co:-and them to take turns? If Bedlam should ensue,
what right did he have to hold them responsible if they,due
$0 the nature,or affliction,in this case,of their gift,could
not refrain from speaking?
Mhere wWas,howevelr,a limitation,unot in the gift,but in
the spezker. Unless the speaker nad the gift of interpretation,

he could not change from the foreizn lunguuge and expddin
or express himself equally well in the laaguage of the people
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or in his nutive tongue,if he had not,naturally,this ability.

This follows from 1 Cor.14:15 where spirit and understanding
are in antithesis. When he spoke in tongues,not he spoke,

but the Spibit gave him utterance. When he spoke without tne
use of the gift,his human frailty became manifest. Both ma.y.
have been combined but evidently both were not here inCoriath,
This,by the way,speaks for a clear,intelligent speech in the
languuges,(vid.# 7),0therwise there could be no reaul con-
trast.

If there be any doubt as to the plausibility and -
prob.bility of this wview,which is all that was t0 be saown,
if there be any objection,it will prooaoly be met in the
following two parts of the paper. This has merely been a state-

‘ment and endeavor to show the possibility of the view with no

special attempt at proof.
II.

The secund chief view claims that the gift of toaguew is
a gift of the Holy Spirit of ecstutic speech expressed in
stragge,dark,unintelligible,disconnected utterances,indepen-
dent of the intellect,pouring forth thre spiritual emotions
adtne in}praise and adoruztion,directed to God and not to man,
purely persondl,always needing interpretation,unfit fobl
teaching,unedifying to the church,a sign to unbelievers to
damnation. In Act.2:1-11,nowever,the gift asmmed a unique and
temporary form of foreign lunzuuges.

The question arises," Who held tanis view?" It is «
composite of varinas und related views which may differ in
one or more particulars'but the general view is the same.

Anyone who has studied the subject will see the reason for

this when he finds that almost every writer has an opinion,
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sometimes widely,sometimes slightly,different from the other.
Zéhn,mhayer,Bengel,Stoeekhardt,Wm.G.Mborehead might be
mentioned among others,but,in this subject,names are of no
importance,they may be prejudicial. An argument for or against
a view is a deciding factor and not the personality who pro-
duces the view or argument, Logic and reason are subserviant
t0o no one in particular but servants to all. A brilliant
thought is not always brilliant for aceuéacy)as may
apnorisms show. The statements were maude aund tney are,by no
means/the most extreme,but the most comservetive. Let each
one examine,not peréuns,but'arguments,especially points
accepted in one's own view.

That the gift consisted of ecstatic speech expressed in
strange,dark,unintelligible,discon:2cted utterances,indepen-
dent of the intellect is based upon the following arguments
or assertions. Thnere was a lack of the necéssity of he gift
of foreign languages. There is no trace of its use for missioas,

lio mention is made of Paul habving foreign tongues. Papias (1

‘elaimed that Murk was tne interpreter of Peter umdl Jerome, (2

guoted oy Estius,claims the same of Titus in rsgard to Paul.
Phere are no writings ia foreign toagues. In Act.10:46 ana
19:6 it was not used for missionary purposes. At Lystra,
Act.14:8-15 Paul's interference wus too late AY indicate ua
understanding of the language. In 1 Cor.14,if that had been
the only source on information,one would never hawe thought
of foreign tongues. Paul did not tell the Corinthians to

preach in foreign tongues. He shows the lack of worth of the

(1 Bus.III:39 (2 Estius,on 2 Cor.II McC & St.




glft in 1 Cor.14. The language was not understood by tue
people. Interpretation was always necessary. Ian 1 Cor.14:5
there_is a direct contrast to prophesy. At Corinth the
unbeliever wouhd have thought them insame because the speech
was iancoherent and ejadularory but this would nét hawe
happened if it had been foreign toanguew. The termianology
offers serious difficulties because kainais is used in
Mk.16:17 and heterais in Act.2:4 where there reully is foreign
tongues and.in other places,no adjective is used. In 1 Cor;
14:10-11 there is a comparison of ikes aud one foreign
language would never be compared with another, The gift ﬁould,
if it were foreign languuges,be absolutely out of the same |
category of other charismata,as the gift of healing. The speak-
er spoke not withNthe intelligence but with the spirit. Let

us examine the validity and argumentative force of these
assertioas.

"There was a lack of necessity of the gift of foreign tongues
because the entire wourld was impregnated with Greek and Latin."
To obviate this difficulty in regurd to the aéceptance of the
View of foreign tongues and to refrain from repetition,see
paragraph eight of part one. But in addition coasider this.

The world was not thoroughiy Greek zand Latin---and Aramaic,

if you will. The great menfof Rome of that day studied Greek
abdthe universities and the Greedr despised the Roman tongue
and Aramaic was surely not as widesprea& as these two. If this
were the condition of the learned,of the élite,what of the
homines rusticani? Did they who followed the plow,did theg,
who were slaves,did the himble trudesman acquire u sufficient
commund -of these labguuges,so sufficient that their vocabulary

extended not ounly to their occupation,if they did acquire them

at all,but also to religious ideas? Whea Paul addressed the
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mob at Jerusalem and reverted to the Hebrew remember the
impression made, There had been silence before but this deepened
it. If Greek were the common language of tralle it was not

the language of the home,of the people,us Act.2 iudicates,

" How hear we every man in our own tongue?" They were chiefly

Jews and it is to be supposed that they spoke Aramuic in their
house. What,then,was the position of these other languages,if -
not thut of common usage among the people? Why did the people
at Lystrz revert to their native Lycaonian language® It cer-
tainly was not a languuge in common use in all of these comnt-
ries and they were many. There were newly conquered lands where
Latin was not known wegl and where Greek was known not at all.
Why saould a barbaric prince ask Nero for « mime wao could,
by gesture,make people understund even when words fziled? An
absolute necessity? ho,Jjust as there is no absolute necessity
. in Cnina or in India. Are not English,Germuan,and i'rench widely
distribited? Would anyone declare tnem iﬂqufficient for all
the world of missions? The times were,aowever,different. The
need was there,but,in addition,ié was un age of the birth of
the Church,an age of miracles worked thru the Holy Spirit,an
age of a supernaturally rapid spread of the Gospel. Rhe gift
was,moreover,a sign to follow them,Mk.16:17,and,1 Cor.14:23
will certainly undecfieve anyone who thinks that ecstutic spedsoh
is a sign to the heathen if an unintelligible lunguuge is to
kake a good impression upon them. It was no ubsolute necessity
but it surely wes un efficient help in spreading the Gospel.
Look at the other churismata! At a gift of healing! Thsre was
no absolute necessity. God'sWord needs no miracle to sub-
stuntiate it. Will anyone doubt a miraculous healing dn this

score?



'm There is no trace of its use for missions."™ Just as many
an argument advanced this,too,may have exactly the reverse
force. When we read of a William Carey,of a Hohn Eliot,we
Tread of a conquest of languages for purposes of missionary
work but here it is lacking. Why? Evidently there was no
necessity of studying the ianguages. This is,of course,an
arguinent from silence,but,if it Ean be shown that such a
thing should have been mentioned,then,too,the reasom why it
was not mentioned is cogent. Yet,if the gift be of foreign
tongues,each reference,from Acts to Coriuthiuns,sBows a trace.
Consult,in addition to these things,paragraph eignt of part one
for traces of the rgpid spread of the Gospel,etec. Remember
Mk.16:17,this sign snall follow tnem anu,l1 Cor.14:23,for a
reason way ecstatic speech could not have followed. Tie
Speaking isfinot $o0 be by the heathen,convebted,as a sign but
:hey,the missionaries themselves,are to speak as Mk.16:17 shows,
If these things be considered,foreign languages appear to be
fully referred to and alone suffiecient,

" No mention is maRe of Paul having foreign languages.™
The above paragraph shows the lack of wvalidity of this'argu-
ment in regard to all missionaries and,of course,it applies
to the individual of the class as well. This argument,morevver,
takes for grunted that the gift of tongues is really ecstatic
speech but if it be not,if it be of foreigu tongues,then certaid;’
ly,Paul's statement, 1 Cor.14:18," I speak with tongues more
than ye all",is applicuple as an affirmation of the fact and
as far as hints and indications of the' fact are to be consid-
ered,see again I:8. .

m Papias claimed that ilark was the interpreter of Peter

and Jerome,quoted by Estius,claims the same of Titus in regard
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to Paul." This is to prove that there was no gift of foreign

tongues in the case of Peter and of Paul but from Paul's
statement the indications are,thet,since,taking for granted
that foreign languages were meant,he spoke with tongues more
than they all did,some had one tongue,and others,another tongue,
and sttll others,more than one. The argument wrul? thus not be
at all contrary to the view of foreign tongues because Paul

or Peter may have lacked some language in their individual gift
in this regard. But,nere we must indulge in a slight investi-
gation of the two quotatioans,not at all doubting the siacerity
0L those who quote., Wno was Papias tnat his statement saould
be of wuny real account in deciding so troublous a gquestion?
Owr eminent church historian,Eusebius,gives us the opinion
thut he is,"™ spnodra gar toi smikros (on) ton nounm. Is it
mere prejudice oa accomnt of cniliastic views? Oae mignt

at first think so but lc Giffert,in'his note,says," A perusal
of the extant fragments of Pupias'! writiugs will lead aayone
to thiaok that Zusebius was anot far wrong in his estimate of
the man"., Iao fuct,in the very infancy of our thneological

youth we meet an expression such as " eine Aussage ass

Ka)

unzuverlaessigen Papias™h, This refereace of Papiaa thus,

proves notning ana is based on very slim autanority,if aay.
What of Jerome who Says," Quia non potuit divinorum seasuun
majestatem digno Graeeci eloiuii sermoine explicare, " hne needed
.a Titus?(w) All that this indicates is that Titus assisted
Puul in speaking Greek and the value of such a commefit may
- be judged according to the iadividuul's estimation of Paul's
ability to speak Greek.

a. Binl.in 4.N.T., Fuerbringer.p.>4. b. MeClintock & Strong.
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" There are no writings in foreign tongues.™ This,at the

_ first blush,seems strange to us but is it of any special import
to our topic? With us the learning of a new language generally
means a certain amount of writing in that -anguage,0f exercise
_in grammar,etc.,but there ure thousands who znow'a language
well,can tell when an uwbunormality ia spesch oceurs,but still
cannot writs aX all. Think of atteupts of lééter-writiug oy
One not at all accustomed to the peu though he may bg able
to write. Think of your people in the Middle A-ges,.ooth knight
and peasant,of your thousands of modern illiterates,and you
will readily understand a possibility of speech without writ-
ing. But who ever said thut a gift of tongues was a gift of
writing and surely the one doesn't presuppose the other? In
missionary work the main difficulty is in speaking to the
people,especially to. people who cannot write,aund there is no
Peason for rejecting the view of foreign tongues on that
account, Why,in fact,granted thﬁt there should be writines ol
these missionaries in tueir respective tongues,huve we no
writings in Aramaic,in Latin,since some could surely write
these? Why havq we no writiiigs of all other Apostles? Saould
we conclude thut tney never preached im Aramaic or Greckx or
Latin because we have no writings of any but a few? Such a con-
clusion would be peculiar!

m In Act.10:46,and in Act.19:5,the gift was not used

for miss{onary purposes,” but why expect an impossibility?
All that we hear of the story or episode is that Cornmelius,his
Kinsmen and friends,received the gift,that certain disciples
of John rececived the gift and there ends the brief and scant

pnarrative. Are we to expect tnem immediutely to nave an assem-

bly of foreign peoples before taem,if the thougnht be intended
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as a suggestion of this,or,to be more charitaole,ought we not
be satisfied with leaving them in happy possession of taeir
gift and thankful for the knowledge thut they were blessed

by the Holy Spirit rather than expect their following activit-
ies to be fully discussed,especially in so condensed a narra-
tive as Acts ? Truly,if we were to prodeed in tais fushion we
might expect Luke's book to swell into a stupendous échroeckh!
‘0f what value is such an argument from silence? How can anyone
make such a bold statement that,because it was not used at

the moment for missionary purposes,it was never so used? It
surely is more reasonable to-believe that they did make use of
it because they certainly had plenty of opportunity in a
Caesareu aund in an Ephesus,the one,the Roman capitgi of Pal-
estine aud a good sea-port,and the other,the Roman eapitgl

of the Asiun province und situated in the natural trade-routes
of the comntry. The argument takes for grunted,of course,taat
foreign tongues could not be in place here wnd it is merely
necessary to undeceive anyone holding such an opinion to
disprove the argument.

m At Lystra,Act.14:8-15 Paul's interference was too lute
to indicate an understanding of the language." A little study
of the story would easily enlighten anyone in regard to this
point. Did Paul understand of not understand the language of
Lycaonia? After Luke tells how the people marveled &t Paul and
Barnubas and called them gods and prepared to sacrifice to tham,
there is no indication at all thut only the sight of the pre-
parations of ‘worship malte Paul take note of the intended idol-
atry but a mere " akousantes ",no " idoates " at all. Paul

had been énguged in preaching and what is more likely taan that
he continued,after he had healed tae oripple,to preach,showing
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thut this sign was an affirmation of the truth? Yet the people
became more and more excited and gather together from all
parts of the city and prepare to pay homage to the gods until
the disturbance is too great and Paul listens and finds out
the occasion. This,would be a more likely situation. A hushed,

attentive audience and an oncoming crowﬁ that has neither,as
yet,seen or heard Paul and gives vent to ejaculations of ador-
ation to the newly discovered gods. Isn't it more natural for
the circumstance to occur thus,from a low murmur,perhaps,which
increases in volume aud audibility than to expect ks people
to shout with one accord," Zeus and Hermes"? The ide« certainly
must have had time to develop. The tardiness of Paul and dar-
nabas,if it be tardiness,proves notning,and an " akousantes"
rather inclines one to think tnat they heard and understood
the foreign language. And,as for speaking the language, there
is nothing against a supposition that they spoke in the Lyca-
onian tongue though,before,they may have'5poken in Greek. 1t
may be that the gift of tongues was not used here but if this
be taken as proof against it by those holding ecstatic speech
as correct,it surely is not impertinent to show that it may
readily apply.

" In 1 Cor.14,if that had been theonly source of informa-
tion,one would never have thought of foreign tongues." This
is purely subjective and depends upon the point of view of the
person hodding the view. It happens to be a fact in the case
of a Hayes of of an P.C.Conybeare,and who knows of how many
others, that these people come to the gquesiion with a precon-
ceived notion of a gift of ecstatic speech on &he assumption

that the gift in the early church was nothing more than the .

favings of a pythoness,of a thirteenth ceantury friar,of a
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Quaker,of an Irvingite,of a Huguenot of Cevennes,of a Sand-
wich Islander under the influence of the god,Oro,qf a re-
vivalist,but,me genoito,that such things shoﬁld be rqad into
the sacred text anymore thah the antics of a whirling dervish
be ascribed to an 01d Testament prophet. The best statement

of the cuse is,that,had we the lew Testament alone,nn one
would have thought of anyth.ng else but of.foreign tongues.
Why ascribe the pauluwering of a neurotic patient,of an hyster-
ical fanatic,of u demon-posséssed subgject,of a fraud,to a
Person under the ingluence of God,the Holy Spirit? Tais is
the chief biws in this view of the aubject,the main mislead;
ing ﬁrejudice to the clear words of Scripture,the chief argum
ment of " scientific investigation ", Madmen,especially mad-
women,who have no control of themselves under the ianfluence
of sickness and Satan and could not,if they desired to,obey
Paul's command to behuve in churceh,have succeeded fairly well
in darkenfng a 1 Cor.14,clear in iteelf when eyes are free
from the prejudice of others., " Why did Paul not mention the

- fact of an introduction of foreign languages into CorinthY,
some ong says. For the main and simple reason thut he happened
to be writing to people who were fully aware of the fact and
abused it where it should have been used,that is,where no one
understood and no one interpreted it,in the churcih of Coriath.
Does he ever mention an Agape beigg introduced into the Corinthe-
ian church? And,yet,as this vég;_ahapter,as almost every com-
mentator understands,it was abused and the abuse reproved. Does
he mention an introduction of an Eucharist? Why overwork Paul
who surely had enough to do?

" Paul did not tell the Corinthians to preach in foreign

tongues." Here,aguin,Dickens could have writen another "Greut
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Expectations", Silence on this point merely indicates that

it was taken for granted that the gift was used and not only
abused,and here Paul evidently,---will anyone deany it?---treats
only of the abuse, Could anything be more simple? Isn't it a

mere study of 1 Cor.14 that suffices to aunswéer this brilliant

assertion to prove that foreign languages could absolutely not
have been meant? As for the congregational use of tne gift,
he surely shows that the speaker could reveal a mystery,sing,
bless,pray well,and it would then be of use to a congregation
who had an inﬁérpreter of the language altho they themselves
had no knowledge of it.

" He shows the lack of worth of the gift in 1 Cor.14."
Tnis staﬁement is based upon ; superficial reading of the
chapter becuuse o one with ordinary intelligence,wno reads
it with care,can avoid seeing that Paul speaks,aot of the lack
of value of the gift uuder &hg circumstaaces,per se,but of
the lack of value of the gift under the circumstances of the
Corinthian churcin. Certain members had aoused tne gift and anad
spoken publiecly to the congregation who did act,in the leust,
understand and had no interpretér. Of what value was it theni
Of no more value that the use of Latin in the ritual of the
Roman Catholic church when no one understunds except,perhaps,
the priest. This was the difficulty. The gift,per se,was good
or a St.Paul would not have told them not to forbid the gift,
1 Cof.14:39,and the Holy Spibit would not have given 1it,if
we can judge by an exaumination of all other charismata and
gifts of God in the 014 and New Testaments and do not like to

believe in a "Luxuswunder". Wheun prophesy is spoken of,over

against the gift of tongues,we will see that the gift is of




hiéh value. Is the gift worthless in its proper use? Ask rather
wWhether a prayer,arevel&tion of a mystery of God,v.3,4 sang,
& blessing,a thanksgiving,v.14-16,uader the iuspiration of the
Holy Spirit be useless and the question is znswered.

" Phe languuge was not understood by the people.m

This is another remurkable statement to prove the impossioility

of holding the wview of foreign tongues but to what doesit re-
fer? The only passage to which it can refer is 1 Cor.14 and
nowthat the situation has been repeatedly'explained'the state-
ment loses ail force. These people did not understand the lan-
guages and ror that very reason Paul tells the speakers to keep
still uanless they had an ianterpreter. Who,today,would listen
to a speaker in aan uukoown tuvague? #Was the mentulity of the
people of thut day less than ours? Or will anyone be so0 00ld
a8 to make un assertion to the eifect that,in no place,could
they have beca understood by the people except tarough an
interpreter? Where is the proof? Tahere is none.

" Interpretation was always necessary"™. This is another
hasty generalidztion because there is absolutely no other
indication anywhere else that an interpretation was needed.
The gift of interpretation would be very good for a disciple
in a foreign comhbyy,accompanying a preacher,but in tihis chap-
ter the evident use would be t- iaterpret a foreign langu=ge
to a congregation. Wuy,if the gifit always needed aa iuterpreter,
did the Holy Spirit not combine both ana make it availaoble for
use if it were useless otherwise? Way should ae give an incom-
plete g:ft? But,on tine other hand,why ask SO0 muen whea suci a

statement nas no foundation? The situation of the church at

Corinth,alpeople not knowing tae languuges,sufficieatly explains

the need of interpretation here. Was Paul,who spoke witn tongues




more than all of them,always under the necessity of habwing

an interpreter for them? If he spoke with tongues more than all
of them,could none be found to interpret for him so taat he
preferred speaking to them "by revelatioan,or by knowledge,or
by prophesying,or by doctrine"? The only apparent hindrance

to the presentation of the matter of the speech was the

natural inability to express the inspired words in?ordinary
discourse in one's native tongue und could not Paul do this?
Evea iookiug aside from tne hasty generalization,tnis would
indicate thut,icdependent of interpretation,the gift was in
use.,

" In 1 Cor.14:5 there is a direct contrast to propnesy."
Only in so far is tais statement correct,tnat there is a .
contrast,but a contrast of what? Of a gift of tongues and of
Propvhesy? Read the passage and what is the outcome? Qhe contrast
is not of tongues and of prophesy but of a gift.of torgues,
uninterpreted,andi of a gift of prophesy in the language under-
stood by the people. Very naturally,as Pail wished,anyone would
cndede'thut here a gift of tongues is of no account to the
people pecause no one understoofk and derived any oecuefit while
w gift of prophesy is understood aund people are eaified,ir they
listen. Does this militute aguinst foreign tongmes? 3y no
means, but,on the countrary,Paul says,"Greater is ae tout prophe-
sieth than he'thut speaketh with tougues,except he interpret®.
What,then,is the natural conclusion? He that speaketh in tongueé
and interprets or is interpreted is wqual %o him who “prophe-
sieth. The aréﬁment,thus,whether intentirnally misstuted or not,
has no proof force. Foreign languages may wWell be held and us

yet there is no evidence of ecstatic speech.

" At Corinth the unbeliever would have thought them insane




beca%ge the speech was incoherent and ejaculatory but this
would not have happened if it had been foreign languages.™
This is‘:baken from 1 Cor.14:21-23 and,if anything,it shows
foreignltongues Pluinly. Paul quotes Isaizh 28:11-12 to show
that the speaking of foreiga tongues to the Jews by the

Assyrians and sSabylonians,tihneir coanquerors,would sServe as

punishment for not listenfing to the prophets of God whes taey
could huve done so. They were to'experience a dearth of
Preuching of gruce while the specch of foreigners was to show
them that the visitation of Jehovah was upoan them. This,then,
is a sign to an unregenerate,stiff-necked race. Why now,says
Paul,will ye inflict this punishment upon believers? Why will
ye speak to them in the languagz of a foreigner if they cannot
understand? That is a sign of wrath to an unbelieving people
out not to a Christian congregation! Heré is the point. If
they,Caristians ~f the gift of tongues,monopolize tne eatire
service by speaking in uaknown tongues and a person,igaorant
of the languages,or an unbeliever,not willfully so,who kinow
thut tne people do not undcrstand,enter,will they not coumsider
them mad? They surely will,as anyone else possessed of ordinary
common sense would. But where,in this passage,is tnere an indi-
cation of incoherent and ejaculatory speech? The situation
doesn't point to it. The reference of Paul to Isaiah,on the
other hand,would indicate a spgkaking of foreign tongues,and

no one else,who had not heard of a revival,would think other-

wise. It's surely reading a matter absolutely extraneous into

the text.

" Phe terminology offers serious objections becuuse kainails

is used in Mk.16:17 and heterais in Act.2:4 where there really

ijs foreign languages uand,in other places,there is no adjective.
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This,and the next three arguments are the real and apparently
cogent arguments for an ecstatic speech. The others were mere
bagatelles,but,in regurd to actual validity,the one is as good
as the other and none prove ecstatic speech. Since it is a
question of terminology let us examine the terms. In the passage
which is accepted us treating of foreign tongues,A@9.2:4,
heterais glossaia is used,but in Mk.16:17,kainais glossais,
Act.10:46;19:6;1 Cor.12:30;1 Bor.13:1,8;merely glossais,1 Cor.
14,glosée,and glossai are used. In 1 Cor. 12:10,28,2ene glosson
is uéed but many exponants of un ecstatic speech seem to hold
the gene in disfavor and neglect to remark upon it. Let us ex-
amine each passage and see whether there is any real difficul=-
ty.

In Mk.16:17 the possibility of taking kaindis glossais
as foreign languages is conceded by Thayer,who,in fact,accepts
this view of kainais,as meaningfforeign 1anguages,aud MeClintock
and Strong says that the "obvious meaning is to speak in new
languages which they had not learned as other men learn them."
No objection can,then,be found in regard to this meaning of
kainais. Behgel ?and most other exegetss,distinguish between
heterais and kainais asthough the one excludes the other but
does is? If today we study a new language must it be a language
never before spoken,"quas nulla nuatio antea habuerat"? There
were two writers who used these terms,lLuke,dn Acts,and Mark,
in his Gospel. Isn't there a possibility that two different
atithors use different terms? Besides this,liark's purpose is
to show that this was to be a miracle to follow after the dis-
ciples as a confirmation of their doctrine and,therefore, says

a) Gnomen Novi Testamenti,lk.16:17.
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that these tongues are to be heq to them while Luke is desorib-
ing an historical event aud endeavors to suow thut the languages
spoken by the disciples were foreign tongues. The view-point

of both authors is different and consequently,a different adjec=-
tive is used. But Behgel mekes them denote two entirely differ-
‘ent things,kainais,languages never before used and heterais,
foreign languages,but is this arbitrariness of any wvalue? Has
it any force? Doesn't he place a meaning into a word which

was never intended? And since the plural is used there were
more'than one previously unheard of language,kainais? In what
did they differ? Were there varieties of ecstatic speech,sever-
al systems of ejgeulatory utterances? Were they ejaculatory
utterances in foreign languages? Then the trouble isn't in
foreign languagege but in incoherenthnd.ejaculatory utterance,
which will be examined later butat least a doubting of foreign
languages involves vastly greater problems than foreign tongues
eéver would and suggests amuéing apsurdities and ridiculous
Situations because some authors describe ecstatic speech as

the barking of dogs and the wailing of cats,as obscene speech.
Are these the various languages? Given by the Holy Spirit? If
not,what else,pray? Isn't it stragge that the Spirit increased
the miracle fy giving unknown tongues when one could not be
understood,if to be ecstatic speech,because languages is evi-
dently the meaning of glossei? In addition to this,ne says that
1 Cor.12:10 is kainais glossais,not heterais,and,pray,with what
justice? meither expression is used and may it not be either?
Why merely the one? But a great question is involved in accept-
ing kainais as foreign tnggues. Then one must take aot merely

Act.2 as foreign tonggues but also all otuer passages bacause
these tongues are to be a sign to follow along with them,par-



akolouthein,not merely once,but Just as the gift of healing
also mentioned in Mk.16:17. It must be granted that there is

no absolute proof éhat foreign tongues is intended. This gift
may have followed along unmentioned but isn't i exceedingly
and extremely likely that that gift of tongues mentioned in

1 Cor.12:10 along with healing as in Mk.16:17 should be foreign
languages? Or should that be omitted and ecstatic speech be
pluced instead and foreign toggues go on unmentioned? Absolute=-
ly speaking,it is possible but who would be so foolish as to
think seriousl& of the possibility? This surely indicates for-
eign languages Whruhghout and there is no forecing of language
a8 ecstatic speech absolutely must have to attempt to muke a
show of justification and in II:4,as was mentionéd,a 1 Cor,
14:23 would certainly exclude an interpretation of ecstatic
Speech as even a holder of this view of ecstatic speech admits
in treating of 1 Cor.14:25,¢1;16l If this point be. admitted
then the agrument from terminology falls to the ground but there
are more indications of the lack of value of the argument from
terminology.

We have examined Mark and have found him exceedingly
favorable to foreign languages but let us examine the strange
manner of Luke's use of terms in Acts. In Act.2 ne,as those
holding this view admit,speaks of foreign languages but in
Act.10:46 and 19:6 a mere glossais is used zad the coaclusion
drawn is that these passages indicate ecstatic speech. wWe will
look aside from the previous paragraph and see wWhether Acts
itself does really point to such a view. In both cases they
spoke with tongues,glossaias,and there is no modifie® of any
Xind. Un the one case, they prophesied,and,in the other,they

praised God but this makes no difference in the.terms. From



the presentation of the story tliere is no indication of ececstatic
speech but the plural would indicate foreign languages. The
affair at Casasarea turns out unfortunately f£o~ Teter. He is.
called to ferusalem to answer for preaching to the Gentiles

and what is his defence? It is stated in a seriously overlooked
passage,Act.11:15-17,which some one used to prove that Act.2:1-11
was ecstatic speech! Peter tells the church that "the Holy
Spirit fell on them,as on us in tiae beginning;v.15“. This is
ratner suggestive,but not conclusive? io,some one will answer,
it was merely'the being embued with the Holy Spibit more than
normally,although how a person is to notice this is some¥hat
difficult. Perhaps from a heigntened color or a sparkling of

the eyes? Peter,however,evidently refers to the speaking in
tongues. Can anyone deny it? There may be some and they may al-
ready have been in the church at Jerusalem and Peter becomes
more explicit and says that " God gave uato them the like gift
as he did anto us,""and they held their peace,"™ as anyone

would. wWaut was the outstandiné gift of tne Spirit taat
characterized Pentecost? Wnat is suggesteéd by Pentecost if

not a gift of foreign tongues? And ifthey received the like gift
at Caesarca,wasn't it foreign tangues? But wihy does Luke use
such an expression,so misleading to maay? Luke wrote Acts 60~

64 A.D. and Pentecost took place about 33 A.u. and there is an
interval of 25-30 years, Are we seriously to suppose that the
people never spoke of this Pentecost in the meanwhile? Tue

term became a technical term in this time and a simple glossai
meant foreign tongues. Can anyone object to such an evidently
natural phenomenon? Some one might. Luke wrbdte the book 25-30 [
years later and not Act.2:1-11 about 33A.D. aad the other storses

luter,hence all terms ought to be the sume. But such a person
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ought to consider the fact that Luke,in Act.2:1-11,describes
the miracle and there makes plain that it consists of foreign
tongues and ufterwards uses the technical term just as any
other writer would do who uses a tecunical term in?a book..
The first time it occurs it is explained and later taken for
granted as being understood. What follows from this? M-rely
this,that,unless there be any cogent reasoa,and tiz»e is none,
all of these expressions mean one and tne same thiug,foreign
languages. This,too,is Brought out in 1 Cor. 12:19. Here,gene
glosson is used twice and can anyone deny that this can meun
different languuges,kinds of language,Gre=sk,Latin,German,Ital-
ian,etc.? Only twice is it used and then Paul uses the tech-
nical term in all other passages. This terminalogy thus points
to Poreign lunguages and to nothing else.

" T 1 Cor.14:10-11 there is a comparison of likes and
one foreign language would never be compured wita another.m
" e tropus ultra tecrtium " ougnt to be our motto anere, Verses
- 7-11 cause Zahn a great deal of difficulty. he doesa't even
e&ert himseli to prove a point. In regard to 1 Cor.14:9 ne says,
"Es bedarf keines Beweises,dasz man sica dafuer nicht auf 14:9
berufen kann,wo ja nicht von glossais lalein selbst die Reae is§
sondern vonder Zunge als dem Werkzeug (dia tes glossés),mittels
dessen man wie durch Trompete (14,8)" ete. ™ Diese Vorstellung
lag um so naeher,da glosse auch vom Mundstueck der Floete und
anderer Instrumente gebraucht wurde", Act.p.103:m.52. Aot.104
he says that in 14:10-11,phonon means " Naturlaute ". Another
exegete will tell us that a comparison of a flute or of a harp
cannot apply to foreign languuges but ouly to ecstutic spescn.
It is beyond the proviace of this paper to write an exegesis

of verses 7-11 but that is what this,in places,amounts to and
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8ince it bears a vague relation to it we will consider the
almost pertinent points.

Zahn asserts that glosse means the organ,tongue,and not
language and bases tuis assertion upon the fact that the toague

is used to blow the trumpet and tae flute.---Perhnaps he means
to regulate the supply and force and direction of the wind,---
But why does he omit the harp? It would be absolutely unfair %o
disregard oné disproving factor as though it were not there;
In the entire connection glosse is used solely and alone for
language and there is no reason for changing the meaning in this
case. The instrument of speech by whicn something is said is
always,in this cunapter,un unkaown toangue and the houtos leads
back from musical examples to tne subject of the chapter,the
languages, "therefore,also ye,tihrough the language,if ye do
not utter an understandable word,how shall that whicia is spo-
ken be known?" What cause would there be in using toangue,
the organ,whea no one ever thougat of #t; and it lay far from
the thought? The most natural meaning,however,is the subject
of discussion,the unknown tongue,as the entire context shows.
There is no warrant for an introduction of such a definition.
It really makes no difference in either view and proves nothigg
for or against foreign tongues but it happens that Zahn asserts
that it does not mean foreign tongues but the organ,tongue."Es
bedarf ja keines Beweises!"

Others draw the conclusion from these verses,7-9,that
the comparison of instruments of indistinct gsounds with that
of foreign languages does not apply and therefore ecstatic
speech is correct. This is a true case of a tropus ultra ter-
'tium and a lack of understanding of tne comparison and it leads

a person,as many another of these arguments,into the absurd.
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The comparibon merely shows that an instrument which produces
no clear and definite sound is of no value,and so,adso a
lJa.nguage whidh is not understood by the people is valueless.,
Press the point as they do and you arrive at the conclusion
that there is no differende,diastolen,in words but only one
soundand that is repeated again and again and no interpreter
could ever interpret such nonsense! To such an absurdity this
leads. But take the comparison as it is intended and you see
.that just as valueless as an instrument is,which gives no dis-
tinction in sound to the hearers,so also a language,whicio is
not understood by the people and gives them nothing but the
knowledge that bhe person is making noise,perhaps speakiag,
is of no value, Now what is there against foreign languages
in this? The entireesituation in the church of Corinth points
to nothing elsel

In verses 10-11 Zahn finds----Es bedarf ja keines Bewei-
ses----that phonon means "Naturlaute™. It surely is a wonderful
bit of poesy in a commentary and makes a passage darker and
darker. All that the passage means isthat there are,as it were,
so many kinds of language in the world and none is without the
power of language (to express thoughts). In verse 11 Paul
continues with the same word,phonen,in the singular.and says,
nIf therefore,Il do not know the significence of the languuge,
I shall be a barbarian®™, Would he use such aa appellation,oar-
barian,one who speaks a foreign language, in regard to Nuture?
Could he use phonen readily with speaking,lalein,if it meant
one sound of Nature? The participles are present,continued
action,not aorist,a completed,single action. Whiyintroiuce

this new idea of sounds of Nature when 1anguages,£oreign lan-

guages,are evidently intended?
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These are unimportant points but the main point is that
likes,foreign languages,phonon,as even those who hold ecstatic
speech,with few exceptions hold,otherwise this argument wouhdn't
be extant,that identical things,aennot be compared. Again,the
point of comparison is missed utterly. It is not merely foreign

languages compared with foreign languages butr foreign languages

under ordinary circumstances in every-day life compared with
foreign languages used in church when people do not understamd
them, Even in ordinafy life no one would think of attempting
to speak to some one who speaks an unknown tongue and does not
understand the speuker,why éhould this be done in church? The
0pgosiﬁg agrument is based upon the fact that foreign speech
coubd not be used in this passage and therefore it must be
ecstatic speech but it has been shown that it does not apply.
The comparison was not understoo as the entire chapter shows
because the situation is that of a congregation being spoken
at in an unknown tongue and nothing ecstatic is indicated.

" Phe gift would,if it were foreign tongues,be aosolutely
out of the same category of other charismata,as,for example,
the gift of healing." In order to obviate this difficulty we
need simply show that a power which could be acquired in en
ordinary manner may ahso be acquired by a gift of tne Holy
Spirit,and,if by the Spirit,we would expect it to be perfect.
Healing im a miraculous is pointed to because if differs in so
Par that it could be acquired naturally. Foreign tongues can
and ecstatic speech,it 1is supposed,cannbt. Whether this last
supposition be correct or not may be doubted but there is no
use discussing it and we will,therefo re,not even mention

Marcion's spiritual bride, or any pytnoness,or speaker of ecsta
tie nonsense in & revival. All of the above proofs dndtais

_
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paper show that foreign tongues is meant but we can look aside

from these proofs and look for a gift of the Holy Spirit that
may be aequired to a certain extent also m.turally. 1 Cor.12
@eals with spiritual gifts and here we read of a word of Kanow-
ledge,of a word of wisdom,of faith,of healing,ofworkiang of
miracles,prophesy,diserning of spirits,kinds of tongues. Some
exegetes try to make a distinetion here on account of changes
as of allos and heteros but this is absolutely uanjustifiable.
For an attempt at this consult Jamieson,Fausset,and Brown and
compare the use of allos and heteros in the Greek llew Testament
and smile. It does not work out. In the commentary the Greek
isn't used and merely referred to andit surely looks pretty,
las anyoie must admit,but he forgets an no men,in the first
pPluce, It is Jjust wus in Engiish when we say:tae oae,the other,
another,still another,etc.and evea Thayer,wno holds thnis view
of ecstatic speech,recognizes tnis faet. The gifts ére simple
given as in a catalogue -and no difference is mude between them
so as to classify them. dNow,if we have a word of wisdom,if we
have faith in the catalogue snd a gift of healiug and of mi-
racles,why must foreign langauages be excluded? Cannot a Caristiaa
acquire a strong faith thru a stud: of Go?'s love letter? Can
not preaching be learnt? Naturally,and just as naturally the
objecetion vanishes.

" Phe speaker spoke not with the intelligence but with the
spirit." 9Yhis is no argument at all because & person may cer-
tainly speak foreiga languages with the spirit thouzh the
intelligence or mind be inactive. There is positively no re-

Perence to ecstatic speech as it is understood,an incoaereat,

dark, sbrange ,unintelligible,series or disconuected utterances
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and it is,therefore,pructically unnecessazy to enter into a
discussion of it but since it may serve for clarity,we will
present an elucidation of the unclear (?) verses,1 Cor.14:14-5.
Nous is here used us the intellective faculty,understanding,
Thayer,I:u, While speaking in tongues the intellectual faculty
was not made use of but only the spirit. ious is here used

in zontradistinntion to pneuma. It is not to be understooi

as though th: speaker were unconscious of what he said or else
how could he be edified anymore than the rest of the congrega-
tion who did not understand the language? Nous is a quality

or power of man and was not taken hold of by the Holy Spirit.
The S8pirit is here used as "the highest and nooblest part of
man,which qualifies him to lay hold of incomprensasible,invis-
ible,eternal things,in short,it is the house where Faith und
God's Word are at home." Luther,iun Thayer. These thiags a man,
not uander the special influence of the Holy Spirit could not
ordinarily make clear or discourse about to his audience. Thus,
just as a man is edified by a good sermon,only in a higher
degree,so was he under the i:_lueance of the Holy Spirit,but,
also,jﬁst as an ordinary layman cannot clearly give a reproduc- .
tion of a sermon,so here,when sﬁeaking in the ordinary language.
. Phirefore Paul expresses the wish that all present could both
speak and have the power to reproduce the ideas,etc. in the
colloquil language. The akarpos refers to the congregation
which should be edified and not to the speaker as verse four
show, This is not strange that the person could not clearly
Speak in his own tongue. It was the Holy Gaost Who gave nim
utterance,Act.2:4,c£.Mt.12:19 ana parallels,Jer.1:7-9,Ex.4:12,

Nu.11:29,und when the special gift was used it made no espec-
ial increase in the man's natural endowments and this should
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have prevented any bousting us though the man spoke with his
own ability. Again,prayer is spoken wt'hpﬂhahat is prayer
without understanding (Mt.5:7)? If tnere were no clear |
'statements,though they were translated,jn ecstatic speech,
how dould the congregation " try the spirits whether they be
of God"? How could they say," Amen}"? If it were emstatic
speech,how could Paul say that they prayed well?

In conclusion to this exanimation let us make the situation
clear. Ecstatic speech is based upon a view prejudiced by
a knowledge of modern and anciesnt ecstucies thut were due to
neurosis or high excitement of fraud or Satan and upon tae
fact that since foreign 1angﬁages could not be applied to these
pussages it must be ecstatic speech. This view has been over-
thrown in varions ways and all that remains is to ask tihe
Simple question,"0f what use would ecstatic speech be?" Why
should the Holy Spirit,who never gives nonsensical gifts,give
ecstatic speech? This thought is the origin of tle Paper. The
only use is for curiosity and as for miracles for curiosity
confer Mt.12:38 f£.

Thus far we have discussed the view in regard to its at$
tempt to overthrow foreign tongues and have shown that it
alone suffices. There still remain four points to be coansidered
before we fianish the discussion of théd theory:the use of the
gift,the personal edification over against that of the church,
the sign to unbelievers to damnation,and Ret.2:1-11 as a unique
instance of foreign tongues. This is merely for the sake of
completeness and not from any innate necessity because these

questions ean readily oe answered by a study of tinut which

has been said.
It has been stated that the gift of tongues was merely

e
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used for pouring forth tne spiritual emotions aloae in praise

anddadoration andtnat it wus unfib for teaching. This is built
.%o some extent upon an argument from silente that has no worth,
as has been shown before,but even the Sacred Book tells us
expressly of more than this. In Act.10:46 we read that they
spoke with tongues and praised God. Thus praise is mentioned.
But in Ac$t.19:6 we read of prophesy,"they spoke with tongues

and prophesied". These are no two distinet acts,speaking with
tongues and prophesying,for just as in Aect.10:46 and in Lk.2:13,
Luke coordinates terms and expresses the substance in an add-
itional verb,thus:they spoke in toagues and praised God,prais-
ing God and saying,bhey spoke in tongues and propnesied,preacned. «
Preaching impries teaching so we can justly coanclude that tne
People also ggggéﬁed in these tongues. In.1 Cor.14:2 the speaker
declares a mystery. In verse three there is a contrast between
prophesy and tongues. The same matter is indicated,edifiecation,
exhortation,and comfort,and only because the people do not
understand these languages do they lose the teachings,etec.,
cf.,v.5. Iu verses 15-17,prayer,singing,blessing,and thanks-
giving are mentioned swnd it is done well,as Paul remarks. All
of this is contrary to a mere emotional outburst in ecstatic
speech,as it is understood,which Paul could not have recommends
éd,but impléés. all of the uses of ianguase,pzeise,singing,
prayer,blessing,declaring the mysteries of God,thanksgiving,

and preaching,a form of teaching. Ecstatic speech is thus not
exactly,as it were,biblical. Since these things are so we are

to take the gift of tongues as not at all directed to God alone
and of purely personal benefit but of vast benefit to the
church, When it &8 said that he speaks to God alone,v.6.the
remark is based upon the reason that the people do not understand,

not that this is the only use. A study of 1 Cor.12 shows this
G, A-T’RILCFf Sen: -SAOT?. G"lﬂ\m‘-"- i_ I¥0
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because the entire chapéer makes plain that spiritual gifts
are for the benefit of the church as in th&& chapter too. God
understands all languages and because he can hear him,Paul
recommended that,if the speaker must use the gift,he speak to
himself and to God. In that tongue he is uttering words with
the help of the Holy Spirit and he can thus,all the better,
bring his thoughts to God and be edified but this was merely
a subsidiary use. The great gooq was in the helping and edifi-
cation of others in faith and in knowledge.

This gift of tongues,moreover,was no sign to unbelievers
for damnation. Here a reference depen@ent upon a quotation of
the 01ld Testament is mude to apply to the nNew Testament con-
ditions. It could hot be that because this £ift was referred
to in Mk.16:17 as a sign to follow along wita the disciples
as their possession. They were to chquer the world for Christ
and a gift of this eestatic speech would repel the people while
their native tongue would attract them and win a ready ear
fot the cause of Christ., Manifestly,the unbeliever is not aM
willing unbeliever but an unbeliever-on account of lack of
knowledge for nhow can they believe anything which taey aave not
heard? This is correct because Paui,--consult the Greek aand
not the English---uses the same word,apistoi,and wants taem
converted. It is thus not at all a sign to uwabelievers to
damnation.

Finally,nnt.2:1-11.haﬁ been shown to be no shhe instance
of foreign tongues. AniAct.11:15-17 absolutely disproves this.
If it were the only instance,where would be the great,evident
miracle in ecstatic speech,so often manifest outside of the
Church? Only then is it a manifest miragle when unknown,

previously not-learnt foreign languages are spoken and no one

e
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can doubt that this gift was supernatural who will consult
1 Cor.12:10,the catalogue of the miraculous gifts of the
Holy Spirit. ‘

If unyone,as a last resort,should refer to 2 Cor.12:4
let him know thut the taings impossibly said in ouman language
could not,as a matter of course,be said in foreign languages
or in ecstatic speech and if God waﬁid them suid he had the
power to give tihe gift of perfect expression also in this case
and i$ should furthermore be remembered that in the giftoz
tongues,not man himself spoke,but it was {tae Holy Ghost who
gave them utterance and spoke theough the. nan,

: III.

The third view of the g2ift of tongues teaches that,as in
part two,the gift of tongues is ecstatic speech but goes further
in so far that it claims ecstatic speech,dark,disconnected,
utterancegalso in Act.2+4#1-11. Since all other passages but .
Act.2:1-11 have alreuady been examined we shall concenfrate ‘
our attention upon the Pentecostal gift of tongues.

This view is based upon the following thought:Euke never
saw the manifestation of tongues aad,therefore cléips it to
be of foreign tongues. Since in Act.10:46 and 19:6 ecstatic
épeech is meant and Act.11:15-17 refers &t to the gi#t at
the beginning,so it must necessarily be ecstatic speech. ~
Luke tried to invest Pentesost with a speéia; miracle,that
ol thecgiving'of;the'law at- Sinai. He took his sources with-
out criticism. Heterais ig his own addition to the story. In

Act.2  Luke interpp2ésed v.5. and v.6." because that every

man----to v.11,mighty works of Godl There wase no foreigners

there before the speaking began. The multitude could not
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understand them at Pentecost and accused them of being drunk,
cf.1 Cor.14+23. Peter makes no mention of fareign tongues and
in v.14sq. interprets the meaning of ecstatic speech to the
multitude. God never sets a premium upon laziness and wanté
Sciences and languages to be studied.

Let us first exumine the passage for itself and then decid e
upon the validity of the prbofs apainst foreign languages. In
lalein there can be no objection taken in regard to speaking
coherently. Theword,according to Thayer,indicates the utterance
of one's self eitner by oneis self ot by means of some speak-
erand this is especially the use in the Bible of things spoken
by God through men or by Christ. This verb is more fully explain-
ed by the following,"as the Spifit gave them to utter,apo-
phtheggesthai, Thés verb has an especiul significence in
Acts and in thne Septuagint. ;t is not used of ordinary
conversation but especially of utterunces by propness,
Ez.13:9;Mic.5:12;1 Chron.25:1. In classic Greek,t00,the word
is used especially of utterances of wise men andof vhilosophers.
As Thayer says,it was speech "belonging toddignified and ele-
vated discourse". Ecstatic speech never was dignified but
astonishing oﬂdisgusting or rousing ridicule if that which
nas been writfan by eye-witnesses be trustworthy and to
aseribe this to people under the influence of tne Holy Spirit
and.speaking for him is well-nigh blasphemous.,

They spoke with other tongues,heterais glossais. This is
plural and not singulaﬁ’apd would,if it were ecstatic speech,
neces-itate differemt kinds of dark,disconnected utterances.

This leads to the absurd but there is no necessity for dwelling

upon this poinﬁ. The term.is explained be verses 6-11. Each




Oone heurd them speaking his own dialect in which he was born.
Dialektos cannot be taken as dialect because the people thems
Selves use it as equivalent to glosse aﬁd call it the language
in which they were born,referring to their respeétive countries.
A list of countries is given to make it more definite so that

it sannot be misunderstood. Various words serve the same purpose:
heis hekastos,idia diuzlektogspecifically a language of a difi;
nite country,hemeteruis glossais. Luke evidently understood

the importance of making the language plain., Heunderstood tﬁg
miraculous element that fights against reaeon; He spoke here

of the fimsst occurrence of the miracle and took pains at making
it definite and no one can deny thut he did and must,in can-
sequence,to uphold another view,accuse him of putting nis own
ideas into the text? But that merely snows that tne story itself
speaks of foreign tongues. )

The first sim assertions to the contrary are based upon
unbelief of p-lnary inspiration and are,therefore,not worthy
of consideration by a Christian. It is nonsense to say that so
good an historian as Luke attributed foreign tongues to these
people on account of popular tales because he never sa% it,
as Ramsay says.:We know that he searched diligantly into all
sources and questioned the witnesses. Had he been wrong,humaznly
speaking,we would surely have heard wvar anti-Caristian
brother-hood voice its denunciations.and set him right.iin
regard to Act.11:15-17 they would be rignt if this story
could,in any way,be taken as rsferriug to eestutic speech but
gsince it is obviously turning 1ungﬁage upside down oa accouut
of a favorite view of ecstatic speech,the argument proves the
reverse,namely:foreign lenguages in Act.10:46 and 19:6. It is

" St.Paul,the Traveler and Romun Citizen,p.370. Ramsay.

g’
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Pleusing to note that an unchristian,if we can go so far,
exegete sees the force of ;Act.11:15-17.The special miracle

referred to at Sinai is the Hebrew tradition that when God sp

spoke tne Law His voice went out into the world in seveaty
languages. But this is especially inapplicable to Luke,a
Greek. Why should he want to ornament his story with Hebrew,
Rabbinic legend? He wus no Jew. The story was written espec-
ially for the heathen,the Greeks,who took no stock in any fakry
tales but their own, hetemais is nis own addition and anecess-
ary one because it seems very forceful to many a good-souled
exegete,(Heterais,in itself,however,is no real argument and
can be taken as Kainais in MX.16:17. The context is the real
argument here., If it were kinds of eEstatic speech,heterais
could meun other and exegetes who point to this as a true
distinguisning feature are sadly mistaken and place too muca
coanfidence upon an indefinite word.)The same applies to his
so-called emendation or interprctation or interpolation.

All such argument accuses not so much Luke a«s the Holy Spirit
of falsehood and this is nothing short of blasphemy.

PThe remaining agguments,though not wanti-biblical,are of
about the same value. Need there have vean foreigners present
when the disciples began speaking? Surely a person ought to
be satisfied with‘the erowd that came soon enough and heurd
them and when they did come they certainly did give testimony
that the disciples spoke in their languages. As for being ace
cused of being drunk,Peter certainly defendis thnem welliand it
is remarkable that 1 Cor 14:23 refers to a possibly similar
accusation which shows that the same effect could be produced

by them and probably was from the same cause,looking aside
from tae zbuse ofthe gift. That Peter should meantion no fasign
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tongues is quite natural in an account that is rather a
synopsis of the Acts of the Apostles thah a full,exegetical

discussion. The people did not have to be told,they knew,as the
Preceding paragraph of the story tells us. Peter did not inter-
Pret emstatic speech but tells them the cause of the gift,the
outpouring 6£ the Holy Spirit,a fulfillment of phkophesy. Therse
is not the least indication of translation or of interpretation
of ecstatic speech,which wouldhave been natural had it been
s0,as8 though the Holy Spirit qould nok fully express nimsel:?
but needed a Peter to expiain what he had said through others!
Peter merely explains the circumstanees.
IV,

The value of early church literature dan this question is
of little importance,and,if anything,supports the first view.
When Paul says,1 Cor.13,that tongues will cease it seems as
though they were already very quickly to pass away with the
other charisnmfa. Phroughout the Apostokic Fathers we have no
reference to a gift.of tongues.and in the Ante-Nicene Fathers,
the passage,1 Cor 14,is quoted but in such a way as to give
no information and in most writers it seems to be avoided.
They consider the passage exceedingly obscure. Irenaeus,125
-200,0nce mentions a case that seems to give us evidence that
he had been a witness of the gift of foreign tongues. Ter-
tullian, 153-220,mentions am often guoted cuse but it seems to
be a spiriti;t medium from all indications,but there is no
mention of 1anguaées and no attention is to be paid to the

oft gquoted passage from Origen,186-253,because it refers to

Adv.Haer.p.531 Ad.Marc.V:8. Contra Celsum,p.615.
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Hebrew phophets,as further reading éroves,cf.at%ﬂ;a.nd
not to foreign languages. Otherwise there is merely exegedis
of Act.2:1-11,assuming foreign tongues for missionary pur-
poses,

V.

Other views are championed by the following:Lightfoot;
Shelling and Delitsch;Fausset and Brown;Schaff,Vincent,and
Calvin;Robertson;Wieseler;Herder,Eichhorn,Bardeli,and Bunson;
Bleek,Ernesti,and Ewald;older and newer rationalists;Thomas;
Conybeare ;Hayes,Jumes,Pratt,and Hoeffding;and Dimond. A brief
statement of these views has been found in Schaff's History
and in McClintock andStrong unless it is oovious from the
bibliography that the books have,fhemselves,been used.

The views in this paragraph have no warrant according
to sound exegesis but are not,at least,anti-Christian. No effort
will,therefore,be made to refute the views. Lightfoot holds
that the language was pure Hebrew but since the plural and
the singular of glosée are used denoting languages this is
impossible. Shelling and Delitsch think it the normal language
of the inner spiritual life which unites the redeemed together
with a sympathetic btapport between hearemss aund speakers. Faus-
.sét and Brown believe in foreign languages which the speaker.
himself did not understand. Schaff holds that 2ll was ecstutio
speech but in Het.2 the Holy Spirit interpreted while in Corinth
the interpreter performed this necessary function. Vincent
coincides with him in this view. Calvin believes that the
speakers words ware interpreted by the Holy Spirit to the
hearers thus multiplying the miracle. F.W.Robertson believes

th.t speakers and hearers were in sympatnetic rapport and




thus some understood and others not. Wieseler believes that
the gift consisted in inarticulé&se whisperings. Eichhorn,
Bardeli,and Bunson,to some extent,hold that thp lips were mo-
tionless and merely the tongue moved. Bleek and Ernesti
consider the matter spoken as archaiec words,and Herder ex-
tends it to mystical interpretation of the 0ld Testament
passages. Ewald wants it to mean synonyms in foreign lan-
guages,Rom.8:15,Gal.4:6,1 Cori16:;22. Whence some of these
explanations arise is difficult to find out,much more,in factm
than interpretdmg 1 Cor.14,and would make an agreeable study
in psychology.

Older rationalists,disbelieving in miracles as most of the
following do,held that it was a praying in the vernacular or
in foreign tongues,if the speakers had known them before.
Modern rationalists consider it a subjective vision mis-
taken by Christians for an objective fact. Thomas,the anthro-
pologist,cnsiders it a form of aut&ﬁatisn. F.C.Conyheare
thinks it a form of nervous excitement manifested by an
ancient phophetess,heathen Sandwich Ishlnder,revivalést,etc.
Pratt,Hayes,James ,and Hoeffdkug solve the problem by psy-
chology. Dimoné,the most modern,applies psycunoanalysis in the
most admirable manner,quite in adord with Freud,Joseph
Breuer,Vun Tesdaar,etc, The last named investigators are
quite bold in interpreting all facts in the light of the
revival as though a gift of tne Holy Gnost were to be judged

in the same was as thé frenzy of a whirling dervish.
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