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There is abroad in our land and others a religious movement which gives the
appearance of exalted spirituality. It pretends to possess the gifts whicblyhegttit
bestowed upon the Church in the days of the Apostles. This movement naturally attracts
the attention of Christians and arouses their interest. Many want to drawdesea
this "burning bush” more closely, and they wonder: Is this indeed from God? What
could be wrong with it? Does not St. Paul treat it at length and even recommend it?
Wouldn't it be wonderful if we had those gifts in our churches?

Movements and gifts of this sort have occurred a few times since New Testament
days, but have really blossomed in the 20th Century. The modern Pentecostal movement
sprang up just after the turn of the century, chiefly in southern California. An Agnes
Oxman received laying-on of hands and spoke in tongues on Jan. 1, 1901. In 1906 seven
more spoke in tongues. A mission was established on Azusa St. in Los Angeles. It
received widespread attention from the press. From that point onward, the movement
grew. The doctrine of the movement is sometimes known as the Full Gospel, meaning
spiritual gifts besides mere salvation. It is also known as the Foursquard. Gtssfoair
points are: entire sanctification, Baptism of the Spirit with tongues, faitmpeand
premillennialism. The Pentecostal churches, the Nazarenes, churches of God,rand othe
owe their origin to this movement. But lately it has gone ecumenical and haatediltr
all the church denominations. This new thrust is fostered by the Full Gospel Busines
Men’s Fellowship, International, founded in 1953. It appears that the modern gifts do not
occur spontaneously, but only after contact with some other person(s) with the same
powers.

It is important for us to evaluate this movement, since the Bible commands us to
"try the spirits, whether they be of God, because many false prophets are gote out i
the world.” 1 John 4:1. It is also important because we do not want to condemn a
movement if the Holy Spirit is truly its Sponsor, nor approve it if it is wicked. We do not
want to quench the Spirit or despise prophesyings nor speak a word against the Holy
Spirit, which are very grave sins. Some say we are doing just this, becausetibey
that many people have been morally renewed through their experience oftagtiged
with the Holy Spirit."

Is this, then, a Baptism of the Spirit? If we stick to Biblical languagesayeno.
The word "baptize" is used to refer to water-baptism, the Baptism of thesramdg sin.
Figuratively, it is used of tribulation, Mt. 20:22. In Hebrews 9:10 it refers to "divers
washings”. Eph. 4:5 tells us there is one baptism only, and Mark 16:16 infers that it is
necessary for salvation. Hebrews 6:2, interestingly, speaks of a "foundatibr” of t
"doctrine of baptisms" (plural). Probably this refers to the baptism of eactdunal;
but in any case it is certain that baptisms other than water baptism were md¢dhte
here, since St. Paul says there is "one baptism.” Finally, we have tieacefeto
baptizing with the Holy Ghost and with fire, but we hasten to note that the book of Acts
refers to Pentecost as the fulfillment of this prediction. So "Spirit-baptiartie sense
intended today, is not a Biblical term.



The important question, however, whether we call it a baptism or Pentecostalism
or Corinthianism or a charismatic movement, is this: is it genuine, i.e., does tbes&jbl
the Church will always have such a movement? or does it at least say thiabét wil
revived at the end of days, just prior to Judgment Day? Is it, as many Pentecostals
contend, necessary for the true church to have this "fulness of the Spirit"? Im eveswe
say:

l. Where special charismatic gifts are required as proofs of trueti@hitig, there the
Gospel of grace is already perverted. We all know full well that we ard bgwgrace
through faith alone, without the works of the Law. But if some further experience or
some higher level of spirituality is demanded, then we are not saved by faltibat bl
something else. As F.D. Bruner writes, "the moment any rite, any obedigryce
experience, no matter how buttressed with Scripture or with ‘angels from heaven’
becomes a supplement to faith or a condition for fulness before God, then the
anathema must be announced and the warning to avoid false teaching urged with all
possible seriousness.”

With which special gifts could we stop and be assured of our salvation? In Mark
16:17 there are five signs (not gifts) mentioned that will follow them that believy. W
specialize in tongue-speaking and healing? Why not include poison-drinking, snake-
handling and devil-expulsion? If the tongues are a proof of faith, then | should be able t
drink poison harmlessly as another proof. Why not also add the healing shadow of the
Apostles (Acts 5:12ff .)? Or the moving of mountains, together with other wonders more
spectacular than Jesus Himself ever did? John 14:12. There is no end to the standards
one could impose as tests of "true church" if we follow Pentecostal logic. ehlneng,
Scriptural standards, or outward marks of true faith, are different. Theyargnuing
in His Word, John 8:31f.; confession of faith, Rom. 10:9-10; mutual brotherly love,
John 13:35; and the fruits of the Spirit mentioned in Gal. 5:22-24.

Requiring supernatural gifts also perverts the doctrine of the Trinity, for i
considers the Spirit's presence something different from the Son’s. Hoekeoes tiwdi
according to the false doctrine of Pentecostalism,

if one has not received the Spirit-baptism, one is living without his God-
appointed Leader. He may have received Christ at the time of his
conversion, but he is still leaderless! To have merely Christ in his heart is
to have an inferior, second-rate kind of Christianity!

How utterly at variance this is with the Bible! Christ teaches otherwise:
'He (the Spirit) shall glorify me: for he shall receive of mine and shall
shew it unto you' (John 16:14). To exalt the work of the Spirit is
praiseworthy, but to exalt the Spirit above Christ is an error s «

Supernatural gifts in the Bible were not marks of faith, but marks of the true
Apostles of Christ. Throughout the book of Acts, such gifts are bestowed only on the
Apostles and by the Apostles on others. They were not given to third parties. Every
instance of speaking in new, tongues happened in the presence of the Apostles. In some



cases, as in Acts 19:6, it was by the laying-on of their hands. Sometimes, asasethe ¢
of Cornelius, Acts 10:45-47, it was without their hands, but while they preached.

The Bible is plain in teaching that these supernatural gifts were marks of
apostleship. In Mark 16, where such gifts are foretold in verse 17, we see in verde 20 tha
the disciples went out and preached, “the Lord working with them and confirming the
word with signs following." This ithe purpose the signs fulfilled: confirming the Word.

So Paul expelled devils, Acts 16:18; on Pentecost the apostles spoke in foreign
languages; Paul was unharmed by the serpent’s bite, Acts 28:5; many diaaiples |
hands on the sick and brought them recovery; and it is reported in tradition, outside of
Scripture, that John drank poison without hdras, did also Justus Barsabas, the disciple
who lost the election to Matthias in Act$ 1.

This truth, that the gifts signified apostleship, is underlined by Acts 2:43, where it
does not say that all performed wonders, but "wonders and signs were done by the
apostles.” And in Acts 4, after being threatened by the Jewish authoritiegyiagteto
God, "stretch forth thine hand to heal; and that signs and wonders may be done by the
name of thy holy child Jesus." A few verses later we see that the prayansvasred
in this way: "And with great power gave the apostles witness of the regnretthe
Lord Jesus, and great grace was upon them.” In Romans 15 Paul teaches thst the gi
were to serve the work of missions, “to make the Gentiles obedient, by word and deed,
through mighty signs and wonders, by the power of the Spirit of God.

In Hebrews 2 it is implied that the age of such wonders is over, for it says
salvation "was confirmed (aorist tense) unto us by them that heard him, God aisg bea
them witness both with signs and wonders, and with divers miracles and gifts of yhe Hol
Ghost according to His own will.” (Compare Mark 16:20) Finally, and most cogently,
St. Paul shows that he is equal to the other apostles by the signs which he did, saying in 2
Cor. 12:12: "Truly the signs of an apostle were wrought among you in all patience, in
signs, and wonders, and mighty deeds."

The wonders and gifts continued only for a while, just in order to make the church
known while there were not yet teachers enough to carry the Word everywhere. And
when the generation of the Apostles went to their reward, the gifts wereges leeded
and fell into disuse. The great preacher Chrysostom said such things used to occur, "but
now no longer take placé."Augustine also remarks, "These were signs adapted to the
time, for there behooved to be that betokening of the Holy Spirit in all tongues to show
that the Gospel of God was to run through all tongues over the whole earth. That thing
was done for a betokening and it passed aWayn'his tract on Baptism, he informs us
that in former days such things were the credentials of the faith, but by his owa day
one expects the laying-on of hands to produce any speaking with tdngues.

But, argue the advocates of the modern charismatic movement, Paul lists
supernatural gifts as the normal things in the churches in passages like 1 Cor. 12:28,
"God hath set some in the church, first apostles, secondarily prophets, thirtgréeac
after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments, dieersitiongues.”



But we answer that this passage teaches no such thing. The church no longer has
apostles; why must we conclude that it has all the rest of the officesfanolagned?

The very reason such special gifts are not present today is, because the apostbe

longer present. We also note that the next verse says, "Are all apostledi? are
prophets? are all teachers? are all workers of miracles?" From trage#ds

perfectly clear that special gifts are not necessary as signs ddittyesince not

everyone possessed them, even in the early church. See also 1 Cor. 12:4-10. And when
Jesus says the signs will follow them that believe, He certainly did not imegagvery

true Christian would be able to do one or more of these things by virtue of his own faith.
He was saying that the signs would come forth by their Gospel labors to vindaiate th
work.

If supernatural gifts are so necessary to the church, why is it that thod chair
not possess them for about 1800 years? The few instances mentioned during that long
period are either of questionable authenticity or are connected with heresy, and do not
pass the test of Deuteronomy 13:1-4, "If there arise among you a prophet, or eradream
dreams, and giveth thee a sign or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder come to pass,
whereof he spake unto thee, saying, Let us go after other gods, which thou hast not
known and let us serve them; thou shalt not hearken unto the words of that prophet . . .
and that prophet or that dreamer of dreams shall be put to death.” The historical
examples adduced by today's Pentecostals are chiefly as follows. aerthidillenged
heretics to produce signs such as tongues. But Tertullian belonged to the Montgnist sect
a pietistic-millennialistic religion that sprang up in t& @&ntury and disappeared in the
sixth. Francis Xavier, the Jesuit missionary, is said to have addressed theelapanes
their own tongue miraculously. But Xavier himself contradicts this by sayingdoh
study very hard to learn the langu&g@hen there are the persecuted Huguenots of
southern France in the early 1700's, but their movement was discredited when it was
predicted that a Dr. Emes would rise from the dead in 1708 and failed to do so. About
100 years later the Irvingites arose in Scotland. But some of the first toisgeagues
among them later confessed that it was not by God's Spirit that they had spoken at all
And even as they flourished, they divided into factions which denounced each other as
evil spirits? So there was no authentic pentecostal movement since apostolic days. Stagg
assesses the situation correctly when he says,

If it is indeed to be seen as an evidence of the Holy Spirit's work, why
did it have such an inconsistent and intermittent history? Again, if it were
as significant as Pentecostals maintain, would it not have occurred
regularly and without letup throughout the many centuries of Christian
history? Could it ever have been so suppressed by action of the church
that clear evidence could not always have been §een?

If special gifts are required as proofs of true Christianity, then we rauasile 1
Cor. 14:22, "Tongues are for a sign, not to them that believe, but to them that believe
not." It is wrong when Pentecostals themselves demand signs and acceptpadple a
members only after they have shown some special powers. Our assurance ohsalvati
does not come from our own powers, but from the Word, the explicit promise of Christ in



the Gospel. It is wrong when such gifts are treated as part of the real’oGdspel,
promised to all, or a higher plane of sanctification; for in the New Testamdngstsc
are defined as attestations to the Gospel, not supplements, to it.

Therefore, if we do not enthusiastically line up in support of Pentecostalism, but
rather ignore, doubt, question, or even oppose it, we are not opposing the Holy Spirit at
all. We are not sinning, but following Christ's command to "try the spirits” and td "hol
fast that thou hast, that no man take thy crown.”

Il. Bodily healing is not necessarily promised believers. Healing is anotgamental

article of the "foursquare Gospel." But it is a false article, opposed to paasgges of

the Bible. Why, for example, does Christ commend the believers at the LasitBay

the words, "l was sick and in prison and ye visited me"? Matt. 25. Why does He not say,
"and ye healed me"? Or why does Paul say, "Trophimus have | left at Mileklfh s

How could he be so callous if he had the power to heal? The answer is simply that
healing was not a permanent institution, nor was it given to all or for all.

But what of that passage in James 5, “Is any sick among you? Let him clad for t
elders of the church; and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of
the Lord, and the prayer of faith shall save the sick, and the Lord shall raise him'up, et
Concerning this passage we should note, first, that it is the pastors or eldersafyour
church that should be called in. Secondly, it is not laying-on of hands nor a professional
faith-healer that heals, but "the prayer of faith.” Thirdly, the anointing witis oibt a
special sacred act with healing power, but refers to a standard way oigitéatisick in
ancient times, recommended by the great Greek physician Galen. It was odftéor use
wounds, Luke 10:34, Isa. I:6. The modern equivalent would be administering médicine.

Advocates of divine healing often refer to the atonement, saying that Christ took
away all the consequences of sin, and faith should accept "full” salvation. Thiyem
passages such as "He hath borne our griefs and carried our sorrows, and witbekis stri
we are healed. B. B. Warfield has explained that such ideas

betray us into a long series of serious errors. They imply, for example,
that, Christ having borne our sicknesses as our substitute, Christians are
not to bear them, and accordingly all sickness should be banished from the
Christian world; Christians are not to be cured of sickness, but ought not
to get sick. They imply further, that, this being so, the presence of
sickness is not only a proof of sin, but argues the absence of the faith
which unites us to Christ, our Substitute, that is saving faith; so that no
sick person can be a saved man. They imply still further that, as sickness
and inward corruption are alike effects of sin, and we must contend that
sickness, because it is an effect of sin, is removed completely and
immediately by the atoning act of Christ, taking away sin, so must also
inward corruption be wholly and at once removed; no Christian can be a
sinner. Thus we have full-blown 'Perfectionisfn’.



And Perfectionism, as we all know, is an anti-Christian error. James wri2¢s"(8:
many things we offend all."

Concerning the healers, we are also led to wonder: If they are so full of the power
and love of the Spirit, why do they not go empty the hospitals? Or again, Why do they
have such faith in doctors as diagnosticians, but so little use for them as healers?

lll. Seeming miracles do not prove godliness, but are in fact suspect. This truth is
certainly clear from Scripture. We already noted Deut. 13, where false prppbdise

signs and wonders, but use them to lead believers astray. Moses confronted wonder-
workers in Jannes and Jambres, the Egyptian sorcerers who reproduced some of Moses'
signs. And Jesus says that on the Last Day," many will say unto me, Lord, Lord,ehave w
not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and in thy name done
many wonderful works? And then will | profess unto them, | never knew you; depart
from me, ye that work iniquity.” Matt. 7:22ff. Again, He says, "There shall taise

Christs, and false prophets, and shall show great signs and wonders, insomuch that, if it
were possible, they shall deceive the very elect. Behold, | have told you.Before

Matt. 24:24-25.

Seeming miracles are no proof of the right church or the pure doctrine, because
they might have some cause other than in God. They might be natural, or they might be
works of Satan. Most of the miracles done by the wonder-workers are miracles of
healing. (No one today performs miracles over nature, such as stilling storms or
purifying water; compare John 14:12.) But others have produced the same works.
Religions as different as Christian Science, the Roman Catholic Church, and Buddhis
produce healings that are equally spectacular. Outwardly, there is usually tmtela
divine from devilish works. The doctrine must determine which is which. Where the
sign supports the Scriptural doctrine, it maybe genuine; otherwise we know ifriemot
God. ltis the doctrine, then, that lends its testimony to the wonder, not the other way
around. lItis true, of course, that Jesus refers the doubters to His miracles, Saiie
works that | do bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent me."” John 5:36. Hence we
do not say that miracles prove nothing at all. But we must say they prove nothing if the
be without the doctrine. If the doctrine agrees with Scripture, the miracidserdavine.
Christ's doctrine was Scriptural. He did not invent new doctrines.

There have been some very exciting wonders performed over the centuries. The
Roman Church, of course, leads all competition. It has Lourdes and other shrines where
thousands have been cured of every kind of sickness. It even has La-Sallette, which kept
producing healings even after being declared a fraud. It has healingsneetfoith
holy water and with the ashes of saints. It also has the stigmata, or wounds in the hands
and feet, in the side, and around the crown of the head, which occur only on Fridays or
only on Good Friday. There have been several hundred cases of this wonder, yet even
the Roman Church backs away from most of them, due to the wicked character of many
of the bearer$®

John Gerhard points out that some of the Papal miracles are magical, meanarg they



devilish, employing the sign of the cross, religious words, ceremoniespggtror a
number of crosses or candles. Other miracles are simply absurd or shamefaresome
silly and childish. Many are used to confirm idolatry, superstition, and falshigoas

of the virgin Mary. And then there are some, such as occurred in heathen lands in the
course of genuine Christian mission work, where the miracles confirmed the
fundamentals of the faith. Only these last are genuinely Christian estacl

To refer to still more spectacular miracles, there are recordedwhses the
bodies of saints were immune from corruption for many years; or at least nbtgwort
portions of the body remained so uncorrupted. The body of the famous Bernadette of
Lourdes is a case in point. She died covered with tumors, but 30 years later her body was
reportedly free from them and not decayed. Does this prove that Rome is right? By no
means. The same thing has occurred with people who were not saints arall. of
course Rome still contradicts Scripture.

Wonder-working is also no proof of the sanctity of the person doing the wonders.
| recall seeing little items in the newspaper twice this year wiea@vned faith-healers
died of alcoholism. This is as Jesus says, "Depart from me, ye that work ifiquity.

Why is it, though, that such wonders do not occur among the orthodox any more?
Is there something wrong with us? In the first place we may point out that tige char
not quite true. A few rare wonders have occurred when they were needed. Martin Luther
was poisoned one time in Wittenberg, and he was spared.

Nevertheless, there are good reasons why signs and wonders do not normally
occur among us. One reason is that our doctrine is not a new one at all, and so needs no
miracles. We rest on the apostolic Word and on the apostolic miracles. New sraracle
not needed as proof. We are members of the one holy Church, the same body in which
the miracles were once done. That body does not need to prove itself again and again.

A second reason is that there is no promise in the Bible that the truth will be so
confirmed and supported until the end of the world. As a matter of fact, the opposite is
predicted. Jesus said that in the last days there will come false Cimuiséspeecially the
greatest of them all, the Antichrist, "even him, whose coming is after thengarki
Satan with all power and signs and lying wonders," 2 Th.2:9. In Revelation 13:13f. is the
same prediction: "He doeth great wonders, so that he maketiorime down from
heaven on the earth in the sight of men, and he deceiveth them that dwell on the earth by
means of those miracles which he had power to do in the sight of the beast.”

The presence of the lying wonders in the world is a test for the "belieMarses
says, Deut. 13:3, "for the Lord your God proveth you, to know whether ye love the Lord
your God with all your heart and with all your soul." Will we follow the wondersyilbr
we follow the words of Him who said there would be wonders aimed at deceiving us,
which we must avoid? Maximus the Confessor, champion of orthodoxy about 600 A.D.
said, "In the time of the Antichrist, the good will not do miracles, anldiswill appear
their constancy® And Gerson, a contemporary of Luther, remarked, "The many



miracles of today are suspect. The past miracles should suffice, if yeuebglem.*

These statements are quite Scriptural. Jesus taught us, "They have Moses and the
prophets; let them hear them. If they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they
be persuaded, though one rose from the dead." Luke 16. And Peter, too, who saw the
glory of Jesus on the Transfiguration Mount says, "We also have a more sure word of
prophecy." 2 Pet. 1:19.

IV. If prophecies do occur, they must be carefully tested with Scripture. Prephtec

my knowledge, have not occurred in the orthodox church for centuries, but they have
been offered in some other bodies. They are easily tested with the Word of God; for,
sooner or later, the prophet gives himself away by telling his favorite wic&elineg.

From my own experience | can testify concerning a wire recorded prophedy whi

foretold a "rapture.” The rapture is a supposed sudden removal of all believethdr

earth at the beginning of the millennium. But the doctrine of the millennium isea fal
unbiblical doctrine. The same prophecy, which was issued in 1962 or 1963, predicted a
great and spectacular spiritual awakening to occur downtown in the city of Ft.Wayne
Ind., just two years later. It never occurred. The prophet was clearly false.

V. While tongue-speaking could issue from the Holy Spirit 1 Cor. 12:28-29, it can also
issue from Satan, 1 Tim. 4:1, or from the spirit of man, who is inwardly corrupt. Here
arises a question of interpretation: Are the tongues which are discussed in hi&wint

the same as those mentioned in Acts? If they are, then we are dealing eath wheh

is sensible and coherent, but in a foreign language. This is not the case with the tongue-
speaking found today, despite some unsupported claims to the contrary. Stagg reports
thaltgtape-recorded speeches were analyzed by linguists and found to be no lariguages a
all.

If the Corinthian tongues were not the same as those in Acts, then we must point
out that their use is no proof that anyone is filled with the Spirit of God. Tongues have
been produced otherwise than by the Spirit. The early Gnostics an anti-Christjan se
produced such words and speeciies.

Irenaeug21] reports a certain Marcus bestowed a phony spirit on a woman, using flattery
to puff her up until she considered herself a prophetess. The Ranters, who flourished in
England during the age of Cromwell, and who were frequently accused of lewdness, also
spoke in tongues. Tongues were found among the early Quakers and Methodists, not to
mention the Mormons (Mormon 9:7) and the Shakers, who practiced community of
wives?' It is also reported that a Dane named Peter Freuchen lived among the heathen
Eskimoes in Greenland. In one of their religious rites he heard some of thém spea

in a strange tongue. He writes, "If there is such a thing as speaking in tbhgaed it

then. But while the priest was supposedly in a coma, he opened his eyes and he smiled at
Freuchen, saying, “Just lies and bunk, the whole tHihd=inally, we must note also the
observation of H.A. Ironside, to the effect that the Pentecostals, all with tongsex, a

that the tongues in the opposing parties are of Satan, whereas their own are from God.
Thus they cancel each other out.



We arenot ready to say that all tongue-speaking is directly inspired by the deuvil,
by any means. It comes from within man, it seems. Examples analyzed bysstident
the mind have been classified as "decomposed spé&ciiing no pattern or words;
but only a disconnected repetition of broken sounds. It is, in the word of a Presbyterian
who had spoken in tongues, a case of "auto-suggestion, self induced - piously, yes, but
wrongly and uncripturally?* It is not a spiritual phenomenon, but an induced human
reaction, serving, perhaps, as a release of some pent-up fervent feelingallgspehis
age when people feel uncomfortable and out of place talking religion.

While St. Paul treats the gift of tongues in a large section, more than twershapt
of 1 Corinthians, he does so to show that the tongues were a very minor gift. He stopped
short of banning the use of tongues, but he rates them very low and foretells their end. It
has often been pointed out that Corinth was a problem congregation. Paul calls them
babes (3:1-3) and disorderly (14:23), and there were sins of sex, offense, pride, and
contentiousness. These were the tongue-speakers, and proud of it. Paul warns them that
their tongues threatened fellowship by engendering pride and vitiated the ieftheyc
might have on unbelievers. Only jealousy, pride, and competition were fosteremdrby th
tongues.

Tongues are not an important gift. Jesus never spoke in tongues. For the
conversion of the heathen, Paul says prophesy is far more efficient (14:24). Tée gift
not listed among the qualifications for a pastor in Timothy and Titus. At the end of 1
Cor. 12, tongues are listed last among the gifts, since they are least impmtanost,
and do not relect a higher fulness of the Spirit. Tongues are not mentioned at all in the
lists of gifts to the church in Rom. 12:6-8 and Eph. 4:11-12, nor among the fruits of the
Spirit in Gal. 5. Paul says that instead of concentrating on tongues, they should "covet
earnestly the best gifts,” 12:31. Tongue are quite useless for the churghafeheot
interpreted, 14:27. They are not even of much value for oneself. He says, "I will pray
with the spirit, and | will pray with the understanding also." 14:16. Hoekema observes
here: If we pray without understanding, how do we know we are really praying® Jes
gave His disciples a model prayer rich in content, when they asked to be taught to pray.
He did not give them advice for praying in a new tonju#f.we are weak in prayer, we
can better enlist the intercession of the Holy Spirit, who pleads for us wéhiggs
which cannot be uttered - in any tongue. Rom. 8:26. And finally, Paul says charity is far
more important than tongues. Without love a man with tongues is empty and useless.

As is true with the other wonders of New Testament times, God did not promise
that tongues would continue or be revived, but, quite the contrary, He foretold that they
would cease. "Whether there be prophecies, they shall fail (literalpythmut of
commission); whether there be tongues, they shall cease; whether tkessveige, it
shall vanish away." In the next verses he explains that knowledge and prophesy will be
superseded by the fulness of perfection in eternal life. But he does not speak so of
tongues. He simply says they will stop, even if the others should abide in an incomplete
state during this life. And stop they did. After the apostolic age, as we have seen,
tongues disappeared. And if anyone should insist that they are being revived now in the
latter days, he must prove it from the Bible, which however, contains no such proof. The



chief passage used to prove the idea is Joel 2:28ff, where it is said that the Bpkit wi
poured out upon all flesh in the latter day. But that passage does not apply. Peter tells
us that it was fulfilled on Pentecost. And in addition, we notice not a single word
mentioning any gift of tongues.

There are many who contend that tongues are part of a spiritual awaketing t
will sweep away secularism and reunite and revitalize the fragmentede@tdm?®
But the facts speak otherwise. The Pentecostal movement has produced some bitter
fruits. Stoleé” mentions the "horrid trail of schism, immorality, and insanity that
everywhere has marked its inroads into the church.” Instead of uniting and puhfging
church, this movement has divided and corrupted. It fosters an indifference to the
doctrines of God's Word, and this in two ways: 1. It diverts men from the solid truths of
the Gospel of salvation to another Gospel, which is really a man-made law, and which
teaches that you must speak in tongues in order to be an authentic Christian or you must
be healed or free from disease, or you must produce some other spectaclauafigpirit
Thus either (a) the hope of the Gospel is withdrawn, since you have not produced enough
fruits nor been blessed with enough signs; or else (b) spiritual pride is eregbrstethat
men are led to believe that they need not repent. They suppose that they ave theY; f
have spoken in heavenly tongues; or (c) what interest is there in the blessings of Holy
Baptism, when it is considered merely a preliminary? Or what interest Lot
Supper, which is so: plain and common? Or why prevent women from preaching, if they
have the Spirit? 2. Indifference to doctrine is also fostered in another way: by the
practice of unionism. People who have these spiritual gifts feel themseltexs, uni
whether they agree in doctrine or not. It is the common experience that is ttmbght
important to religious unity. But this is a false principle. In 2 John it is plaiatgdt”If
there come any unto you and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house,
neither bid him God speed; for he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his euvil
deeds." (vv. 9-10) It makes no difference to these new disciples whether tlee loeli
millennium or not, or hold to Calvinism or Arminianism or even Roman Catholicism;
they are one in their spirit. Such a spirit, we can be sure, is not from God. The Holy
Spirit warns us that “a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump.” 1 Cor. 5:6.

The great love chapter, 1 Cor.13, was written to meet the question of the tongues
in Corinth, which were used for self. The more excellent way Paul recommendsito the
is the practice of charity. If they will covet some spiritual blessirigt bee something
like prophesy, the exposition and application of divine doctrine, which will edify all the
church. Let it not be something for self-centered enjoyment. If you degedgisire
them for the benefit of others, not for your own feeling. If anyone should possess the g
of speaking in tongues, let him keep silence in the church until there be an interpreter
and in any case, let the women not speak up at all. (14:28-34)

Paul concludes his treatment of tongues by saying, "Forbid not to speak with
tongues.” This does not mean we should just let this movement loose, after all. It
implies, rather, that if some do fall into this error, we do not simply order them not to use
their tongues, bet we should instruct them, first of all, to keep them under control (14:27-
28), and then also to regard such powers as the insignificant things they are. They must
learn to avoid the religious hucksters who peddle lies about spiritual gifts. They should



learn that the pure doctrine is the genuine gift of the Holy Ghost, and that by thes all
other gifts must be estimated. They must understand that they were baptizedpiftthe S
when they were baptized with water and led to the Savior, that they have spiritual
strength through faith, the Word, and prayer, and that faith itself is evidentleeténly
Spirit is with us.

| would that ye all spake in tongues; but rather that ye prophesied." 14:5. The
Baptism of the Holy Ghost is a precious gift, which Christians enjoy. But its caeihterf
leads only to all kinds of uncertainty, wickedness, and woe. Christians should avoid it
like the plague.
Soli Deo Gloria’
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