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Mogt of the confusion about the Baptism of the Holy Spirit, no matter what theologica position one
holds, whether charismatic, liberd or conservative, is centered on human testimony. Too much attention
is given to what people say and feel rather than to what the Bible teaches.

There are severd basic errors that we have inherited from the Calvinists. The Protestant method of
interpreting Scripture has, for the most part, looked at the New Testament through Gentile eyes looking
backward, from our point of view in time. We tend to look at the Day of Pentecost as the beginning of
something, which it was. It was on the Day of Pentecost that the conditions of the New Covenant were
lad down. If welook at it through Jewish eyes it was not so much a beginning of something asit was the
end of something. It was the end of the Old Covenant. There would be no more sacrifices, no more
gpecia status as God's only people, and no more of the old religious system. The Baptism of the Holy
Spirit was the prelude to the announcement of the terms of the New Covenant that replaced the Old.
Wha wasiits ggnificance?

Pre-Pentecost Prediction
Thefirg time we hear of the Baptism of the Holy Spirit in the New Testament isin Matthew 3:5-12:

Then Jerusdlem was going out to him (John the immerser), and al Judes, and al the
digrict around the Jordan; and they were being baptized by him in the Jordan River, as
they confessed their sins. But when he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees
coming for baptism, he said to them, "You brood of vipers, who warned you to flee
from the wrath to come? Therefore bring forth fruit in keeping with repentance; and do
not suppose that you can say to yoursalves, 'We have Abraham for our father'; for | say
to you, that God is able from these stones to raise up children to Abraham. And the axe
is dready laid at the root of the trees; every tree therefore that does not bear good fruit
is cut down and thrown into the fire. Asfor me, | baptize you with water for repentance,
but He who is coming after meis mightier than |, and | am not fit to remove His sanddls,
He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire. And His winnowing fork isin His hand,
and He will thoroughly clear His threshing floor; and He will gather His whest into the
barn, but He will burn up the chaff with unquenchable firel

LAll Scripture quotations are from the New American Standard Bible.



The axe being at the root of the tree referred to nationa judgement upon I srael? as does the cleaning
of the threshing floor. Rght in the middle of these two dlusions to nationd judgement, we see the
Baptism of the Holy Spirit. The fire does not refer to Hell3, for that cannot make sense in the context of
this passage. It does refer however, to the nationd judgement of Isragl that occurred in 70 A.D. when
Rome, under the leadership of Titus laid Sege to Jerusalem, roughly forty years after John's prediction.
Right in between the axe and the winnowing fork lies the Baptism of the Holy Spirit. Kegp in mind that
the firgt time we are introduced to the Baptism of the Holy Spirit here in Matthew, it is in the context of
judgement; and even then, it is told to the unbelieving Pharisees and Sadducees, not to believers. If that
were the only reference to the Baptism of the Holy Spirit in Scripture, it is doubtful that so many people
in the religious world would be desiring a modern day Baptism of the Holy Spirit.

Establishing Apostles?

In some circles it is taught that the purpose of the Baptism of the Holy Spirit was to establish the
apostles as gpostles. However, if we look at John 20:21ff, we see that Jesus set them apart for their
gpecia work before the Baptism of the Holy Spirit ever occurred:

Jesus therefore said to them again (the ten, Thomas was absent), " Peace be with you; as
the Father has sent Me, | adso send you." And when He had said this, He breathed on
them, and said to them, "Recelve the Holy Spirit."

The gpodtles had aready received their specia ordinaion before the Baptism of the Holy Spirit.
Jesus said He was ending them in the same manner that the Father had sent Him. That gives the
gpodtles certain authority and responsibilities that no one else ever had or can ever have. When Jesus
bresthed on them He was using the method an ancient king would use sending out his ambassadors, in
that the one breathed upon represented the person and authority of the king. Paul was referring to this
authority when he wrote in 1l Corinthians 5:20 "Therefore, we ("we' meaning he and the other gpostles)
are ambassadors for Christ . . ." The gpostles were given their specid authority BEFORE the Baptism
of the Holy Spirit, therefore the Baptism of the Holy Spirit was NOT to establish the apostolate.

To Whom did the Baptism fall?

We find the Baptism of the Holy Spirit first occurring on the Day of Pentecost in Acts chapter two.
The firg thing we must establish in Acts 2 is upon WHO did the Baptiam of the Holy Spirit fal? Acts
2:1 says, "And when the Day of Pentecost had come, they were dl together in one place.” The question
is, who are "they"? In Acts 1:15 we read about a gathering of 120 people, and some wish to say that
the 120 are "they," but this bregks the rules of both Greek and English. When you have a pronoun such
as "they” it should most dways refer to the last noun mentioned. If we read the last verse of chapter one

2Romewasthe axe John refersto in Matthew. In Isaiah 10:34, Assyriawas the axe. Also see Jeremiah
46:22.

3Judgement by God is spoken of asfireis common: Deut. 32:19ff; Is. 33:13ff; Jer. 23:29; Amos 1:4ff; and
Mal. 3:2



we read, "And they (the 120) drew lots for them, and the lot fell to Matthias, and he was numbered with
the eleven gpostles.” The "they" of Acts 2:1 then, refers, not to the 120, but to Matthias and the eleven
gpostles. On the Day of Pentecost dl twelve gpostles gathered in one place.

And suddenly there came from heaven a noise like a violent, rushing wind, and it filled
the whole house where they were sitting. And there gppeared to them tongues as of fire
digtributing themsdlves, and they rested on each one of them. And they were dl filled
with the Holy Spirit and began to spesk with other tongues, as the Spirit was giving
them utterance. 4

Now there were Jews living in Jerusdlem, devout men, from every nation under
heaven. And when this sound occurred, the multitude came together, and were
bewildered, because they were each one hearing them spesk in his own language. And
they were amazed and marveled, saying, "Why, are not dl these who are spesking
Galileans?"And how isit that we each hear them in our own language to which we were
born?' Acts 2:2-8

The statement that most succinctly tells us it was only the twelve is in verse 7. The 120 were
certainly not al Gdileans.

Judgement is coming!

The passage goes on to say that Peter and the eleven others, after being accused of being drunk,
got up and began to preach. They began to preach in response to the question put before them in verse
12: "What does this mean?"

Peter begins his sermon by quoting a passage from Jodl that is pronouncing judgement upon nationa
Israel. Verses 19 & 20 of Acts chapter 2 read:

And | will grant wonders in the sky above, And signs on the earth benesth, Blood, and
fire, and vapor of smoke. The sun shdl be turned into darkness, And the moon into
blood, Before the great and glorious day of the Lord shal come.

Peter is quoting from Jod 2:28-32. He is not talking about some end-time event. He is answering
the question "what does this mean?' This kind of language is somewhat common in Scripture and it
aways refers to judgement being brought upon a nation by God. Jesus used smilar language in Matthew
24: 291t referring to the destruction of Jeruslem which occurred in 70 A.D. (which iswhat Peter, herein
Acts 2, dso refers). This kind of language is found in Isaiah 13:10 in which Babylon is the one being
judged. In Isaiah 34:4 & 5, Idumea is being judged and in Ezekid 32:7 & 8 Egypt is being judged and
the judgement spoken of isin thisvery kind of language.

In Matthew 3 the Baptism of the Holy Spirit isin the context of nationd judgement upon Isradl, and

4The Mosaic covenant began with similar signs. In Exodus 19:16ff we see fire, loud noises, and earthquakes all being
used by God to begin the covenant that was ending in Acts 2. Not only does the beginning of the New Covenant
occur at Pentecost, but also the end of the Old Covenant.



in Acts 2 our context has not changed. They were about to be judged for the desth of the Messiah and
the Baptism of the Holy Spirit was the sign in which God used to @nvey this message of pending
judgement and that the New Covenant was beginning. In verse 40 Peter exhorts them to "Be saved
from this perverse generation!" Evidently they got the message for they asked in verse 37 "wha must we
do?' and Peter laid down the requirements of the New Covenant in verse 38.

The Baptism of the Holy Spirit was NOT to empower the gpostles. It was NOT to give miraculous
giftsto believers. It was NOT arecurring event as we will see below. It WAS asign of judgement upon
the Jewish nation for the ultimate nationa sin: the murder of the Son of God.

The Other Baptism of the Holy Spirit

The Baptism of the Holy Spirit occurred on the Day of Pentecost but the Scriptures record it
happening one other time. We read of that second time in Acts 10:44ff in the household of a Gentile
named Corndius.

While Peter was Hill spesking these words, the Holy Spirit fell upon al those who were
ligening to the message. And dl the circumcised believers who had come with Peter
were amazed, because the gift of the Holy Spirit had been poured out upon the Gentiles
aso. For they were hearing them spesking with tongues and exdting God. Then Peter
answered, "Surely no one can refuse the water for these to be baptized who have
received the Holy Spirit just aswe did, can he?' And he ordered them to be baptized in
the name of Jesus Chrigt. Then they asked him to stay on for afew days.

We need to redlize that this event took place about ten years after Pentecost. After ten years the
Church, with very few exceptions, was al Jewish. Whereas the Baptism of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost
was a Sgn of judgement againg the Jewish nation, the Baptism of the Holy Spirit at the household of
Cornelius was a Sgn of judgement againg the Jewish Church. This is exactly how Peter recounts the
event to the Jerusdlem Church in Acts 11:15ff:

And as | began to spesk, the Holy Spirit fell upon them, just as He did upon us at the
beginning. "And | remembered the word of the Lord, how He used to say, 'John
baptized with weter, but you shdl be baptized with the Holy Spirit." "If God therefore
gave to them the same gift as He gave to us d<o after bdieving in the Lord Jesus Chrig,
who was | that | could stand in God's way?' And when they heard this, they quieted
down, and glorified God, saying, "Wl then, God has granted to the Gentiles dso the
repentance that leadsto life."

Notice the surprise of the Jerusalem Church. Gentiles, uncircumcised Gentiles no less, could be a
part of the Church. It took an act of judgement that they had not seen since the first day of the ChurchP
to make them redlize their neglect of obeying Christ's commission to preach the Gospel to al the world.

The Baptism of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2 was a judgement againgt the Jewish nation. The Baptism of

5v. 15 "the Holy Spirit fell upon them, just as upon us at the beginning"



the Holy Spirit in Acts 10 was a judgement againg the Jewish Church. The Baptism of the Holy Spirit
occurred only TWICE in al of history. Approximately 30 years later Jerusalem was destroyed and the
Church was forced to spread out among the GentilesS.

Peter did NOT tel about what a great blessing it was to receive again the Baptism of the Holy
Spirit. Instead hetold of it as arebuke againgt the Jewish Church.

The Baptism of the Holy Spirit was asign of judgement upon the Jewish nation and then againg the
Jewish Church. Once that judgement took place, the sign was not needed nor used.

Speaking in Tongues

What about Spesking in "Tongues?' What is it? What does it mean? How was it done? Is it il
with us today? Why was it Sarted? These are al good questions that will be answvered if we are to
understand what the Bible says about it.

Thereis awide difference of opinion on the subject. To someit is an "ecdatic utterance” that is only
intdligible to God. Some clam it as a "prayer language." Others say it was actud earthly languages that
people understood and that it stopped long ago with the deeth of the apostles.

There is much confusion, it seems, on the topic of speaking in tongues, and since God is not the
author of confusion (I Cor. 14:33) we should be able to come to a clear understanding of "tongues.” |
believe we can, but it will probably not be the popular opinion found in best-sdlling books or televised
religious programming. Truth sddom is.

To answer the firgt question: What is it? is not a difficult thing to do. The first occurrence of
"Speeking in Tongues' is on the Day of Pentecost in Acts 2. In verse 4 we reed, "And they (the twelve
gpostles) were dl filled with the Holy Spirit and began to spesk with other tongues as the Spirit was
giving them utterance." Okay, that tells us it happened, but it still doesn't tell us what it was. We need to
keep reading, however. Luke, goes on to tdll us that there were Jews in Jerusalem from dl parts of the
world (v. 5-11).

From the commerts of these people from around the world we know exactly what it means to be
gpeeking in tongues. Acts 2:7-8:

And they were amazed and marveled, saying, "Why, are not al these men who are
gpesking Gdileans? And how is it that we hear them in our own language to which we
were born?'

Speaking in tongues was to speak in human languages that were understandable, at least to those
who spoke the language of the tongues speaker.

We dso know that spesking in tongues was not for communiceation. If the apostles smply wanted to
communicate, al they had to do was to spesk Greek. It was atime when the world was bi-lingud. One
would know his native tongue as well as Greek.

6The Baptism of the Holy Spirit was NOT redemptive, it was evidential. Ephesians 4 teaches that thereis only one
baptism. If someone insists that there is more than one baptism, one must also insist upon more than one Lord, more
than one faith and more than one God, thus making Eph. 4 afalsehood in Scripture. Notice that even after the Baptism
of the Holy Spirit, the household of Cornelius wasimmersed to be Christian.



It is not a Smple coincidence that the first occurrence of speaking in tongues took place immediatey
after the Baptism of the Holy Spirit. The Baptism of the Holy Spirit was a Sgn of judgement upon the
Jewish nation, so it seemslogica and rationd to think that speaking in tongues was associated with the
judgement of the Jewish nation, at least in some fashion.

The next time we read of anyone spegking in tongues is when the Baptism of the Holy Spirit fell
upon the household of Corndius (Acts 10:46). As we have seen, this too was a sign of judgement to the
Jewish Church.

The only other time we read about speaking in tongues in the book of Actsisin chapter 19, verse 6.
Paul had found some disciples of John (the immerser) and taught them about Jesus. He baptized them
and laid his hands upon them. This is when the disciples of John began to speak in tongues. Notice that
for someone, other than an gpostle, to speak in tongues the hands of an gpostle were to be laid upon
him; just like dl the other miraculous gifts of the Spirit.

Outside of the book of Acts, the ONLY place we read of speaking in tonguesis First Corinthians
chapters 12-14. It is interesting that with a subject that is so important to so many in the modern
religious world, it is bardly mentioned in the Scriptures.

Chapter 12 of | Corinthians mentions tongues but Paul doesn't really dedl with it there. We need to
dart in chapter 13 verses 8-13:

Love never fals, but if there are gifts of prophecy, they will be done away; if there are
tongues, they will cease if there is knowledge, it will be done away. For we know in
part, and we prophesy in part; but when the perfect comes, the partid will be done
away. When | was achild, | used to spesk as a child, think as a child, reason as a child;
when | became a man, | did away with childish things. For now we see in a mirror
dimly, but then face to face; now | know in part, but then | shal know fully just as1 dso
have been fully known. But now abide faith, hope, love, these three; but the greatest of
theseislove.

Notice that prophecy and knowledge will be done avay. The Greek word for "done awvay" hasthe
idea here that something will be done away in order to be replaced with something better, such as a
house being torn down to build a manson. It is the same word used in verse 11 when Paul mentions
doing away with childish things to be replaced by adult things. Tongues however, will just cease to exig.
They were not to be replaced. Prophecy, knowledge and speaking in tongues were dl imperfect, partia
and incomplete. They would be done away when the "perfect” comes.

We need to take a moment on this word "perfect.” The Greek language has three genders:
measculine, feminine, and neuter. Thisword isin the neuter, meaning thet the "perfect” isathing or an it.
The word aso means "complete’ just as a jigsaw puzzle is perfect or complete when finished. Some
would hold that when Paul uses the word "perfect” he is referring to the second coming of Jesus. This
cannot be for Paul would not refer to Jesus as a thing or an it. Also, verse 13 makes no sense
whatsoever if we are to believe the perfect is the second coming. For when the perfect thing comes,
these will abide: faith, hope, and love. Faith will be sght at the second coming. Hope will be fulfilled at
the second coming because "hope that is seen is not hope; for why does one adso hope for what he
sees?' (Rom. 8:24). When the perfect thing comes, faith, hope, and love will abide. The perfect thing
was the written New Testament that was in the process of being completed even as Paul wrote.



Understanding thiswill help us understand spesking in tongues
It isin | Corinthians 14 that we redly see the judgmenta dement of tongues-speaking. Verse 2
reads:

For one who speaks in a tongue does not speak to men, but to God; for no one
understands, but in his spirit he speaks mysteries.

This is what the Corinthians were doing. Paul is not telling them that this is what hgppens when one
gpeaks in tongues, this is what was happening dready a Corinth and Paul reprimanded them for it. All
gifts, whether miraculous or not, are to be used for the edification of the Church (v. 12). The manner in
which the Corinthians were using their gift was not edifying the Church, which iswhy Paul saysin verse
4: "One who spegks in atongue edifies himself; but one who prophecies edifies the church." Speaking in
tongues was of no profit to the church for no one was understanding what was being said. Thus Paul
givesthe anaogies of verses 7,8 & 9:

Y et even lifdess things, ether flute or harp, in producing a sound, if they do not produce
a diginction in the tones, how will it be known what is played on the flute or on the
harp? For if the bugle produces an indistinct sound, who will prepare himsdlf for battle?
So dso you, unless you utter by the tongue speech thet is clear, how will it be known
what is spoken? For you will be spegking into the air.

If no one interprets, no one knows what is being said, therefore you are just pesking into the air
and no one is being edified. Evidently there were some claming to pray in tongues, which Paul points
out isarather dlly idea (w. 13-17):

Therefore let one who speeks in a tongue pray that he may interpret. For if | pray in a
tongue, my spirit prays, but my mind is unfruitful. What is the outcome then? | shdl pray
with the spirit and | shdl pray with the mind dso; | shdl sng with the spirit and | shall

gng with the mind dso. Otherwise if you bless in the spirit only, how will the one who
fills the place of the ungifted say the "Amen" a your giving of thanks, since he does not
know what you are saying? For you are giving thanks well enough, but the other man is
not edified.

Why would someone pray in a tongue? Paul commands them to understand what they are saying.
One might pray in tongues having the right spirit or attitude, but their mind is left out for without an
interpreter, no one knew what was being said, and if that's the case, how can anyone say "Amen"? One
might have the right attitude but no oneis being edified.

In chapter 14 we have four basic rules for tongue speaking: (1) Only two may speek, three at the
most (v. 27), (2) Speaking wasto bein turn, not al a once (v. 27), (3) It must be trandated or else not
spoken at al (vv. 27,28), and (4) women are not to speak (v. 34).

So far in chapter 14 we've seen how tongues were supposed to be used and how the Corinthians
abused this gift but we have yet to see ajudgmenta aspect to speaking in tongues.

Inverse 21 it reads. "'Inthe Law it iswritten, '‘By men of strange tongues and by the lips of strangers



| will spesk to this people, and even so they will not listen to me,' saysthe Lord." Thisis a quotation of
Isaiah 28:11. Aswe turn back to Isaiah 28 lets begin with verse 9:

To whom would He teach knowledge? And to whom would He interpret the message?
Those just weaned from milk? Those just taken from the breast? For He says 'Order
on order, order on order, line on line, line on line, a little here, a little there.
Indeed, He will spesk to this people through stammering lips and a foreign tongue, He
who said to them "Here is redt, give rest to the weary," and, "Here is repose,” but they
would not listen. So the word of the Lord to them will be 'Order on order, order on
order, line on ling, line on line, a little here a little there," that they may go and
stumble backward, be broken, snared, and taken captive. Therefore hear the word of
the Lord, O scoffers, who rule this people who are in Jerusdlem, because you have
sad, "We have made a covenant with death, and with Sheol we have made a pact. The
overwhelming scourge will not reach us when it passes by, for we have made fasehood
our refuge and we have concealed ourselves with deception.

The words in italics should not be trandated. The words in Hebrew read "Sav lasav, sav |asav, kav
lakav, Kav lakav, Zeer sham, zeer sham.” These are sounds imitating the sounds a baby would make.
The English equivdent would be "goo goo gah gah." God is telling Israd that because they would not
lisen to His commands, He would use people of sammering lips and a foreign tongue to proclam His
message of judgement. Those with the sammering lips, i.e., a foragn tongue, were the Assyrians and
God used them to bring judgement upon Isradl.

When the Baptism of the Holy Spirit took place, it was not in Hebrew that the terms of the new
covenant were spoken, it was through about every other language except Hebrew (Acts 2:5-11). Just
as the Baptiam of the Holy Spirit was a Sgn of judgement upon nationd |sradl, speaking in tongues was
a conglant reminder that (1) the new covenant was for al, not only for the fleshly descendants of
Abraham and (2) judgement is coming upon nationd Isradl.

Paul then says in verse 22: "So then tongues are for a sign, not to those who bdieve, but to
unbelievers, but prophecy is for a sign, not to unbelievers, but to those who believe" Who were the
unbelievers? Primarily the Jaws. Signs were dways for unbelievers (Acts 8:6; 14:1-3; Heb. 2:1-4).

In 70 A.D. God brought forth His judgments againgt Isradl by usng Rome to come and utterly
dedtroy the city of Jerusdem. Isradl had committed the ultimate nationa sin: They crucified the Son of
God. The Baptism of the Holy Spirit as well as the gift of spesking in tongues were acdl to repentance
for the nation Isragl. When Jerusalem fell there was no longer a need for this Sgn of judgement therefore
it Smply ceased to exist just as Paul said it would in | Cor. 13:8.

Many have daimed that the gift of tongues is dill with ustoday. Thisis a serious clam that redefines
what the Holy Scriptures have to say about tongues. What is cdled "Tongues' today has little
resemblance to the Biblica record for it is either ecdtatic gibberish or some kind of secret prayer
language. Everyone from voodoo witch doctors to charismatic preachers clam this gift, but they make
the dlaim that it is some kind of heavenly or spiritud language that men cannot understand. Some of
these people love the Lord and are very sincere, others are not. However, sincerity has never been the
barometer of truth. Whatever the case may be, these modern day claims are NOT what the Bible calls

Spesking in tongues.




