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vieîvs, was not a connected discourse, nor an address adapted to the -%vants and
circumstances of othiers. Hie wvas wvholly occupied withi the relations of his owNV
soul to God. The soul wvas absorbed iit adoration and devotion. H-ence to tllis
condition are ascrib&l prayer, songs of praise to God, and thie attestation of Ilis
iniglity deeds. Stich au one prayedl ini spirit; thie hiigher life of the soul and
spirit predominiated iii hiini. \V'heni, therefore, in the nîidst of his peculiar
mîotions and contemplations lie forîned for himself a pecuiliar language lie wils
--anting in thie powver so to express ifinself as to be miderstood by the greatest
ilunîber."

With tItis v'îew. Meyer is in substantial agreemient. lie analyses thie
spiritual p)henomena of the Apustulic Chiurcli, and in su doing both indicates
his views of the nature of this partienlar gift, and ai3signs to iL what lie
judges Lu be its relation tu the uther chu rismat a. The following is, iii sub-
stance, hlis anaIysis :(1) First, t1e gift of teaeIîinr, the inost important of
ail, to which belong the apustulic, the l)rol)letie, and the teacing cha'ri.s-
uwta. (2) The grift of miracles, to wlnehi lelong pouers in te larger ses,
arnd the more limiited and specific grift of healing. (3) The gift of practiral
(1d>nmistration, Lo wvliiel belong te ''service of lhell," and the gift of goverrn-
muent ; and (4) the ecsta.tic ecarisntw, to which belongs the gift; of Longues.

Mr. Beet hiolds, iii the main, the saine view. -ie describes iL as a special
ndextraordinary gift of the Spirit, but denies that it ivas the faculty o>f

speaking une or more foreigii langiwtges, or that iL wvas a miraculous uitter-
.tnce iii moments of special insp)iration of prayer or praise in a human
langtiage unikii.wni Lu the speaker, and affirins ùhaL wurds s1 >oken " ivitli a
Lonmme" m ere evidently intelligible Lu others only whien interpreted. He
hiolds, indeed, that thiis (rift wvas profitable to te speaker liijmnseif, as iiidi-
cated by Paul's gratitude to Cyod thiat lie enjoyed iL iii an enent degree,
and that te words spoken iii this pretertiatural state of spiritual exaltation,
though uninteilligrible wi thout interpret;ati un, mnust have hiad a niieaingiç, else
Lhey would not have beemi susceptible of interpretation. This, iii meagre
outline, and rough,,Ily expressed, is the substance of wvhat, this exceptionally
aLble coinnentator says on this (-ift, as iL existed in the Chiurchi at Corinthl.
The only point, in fact, in which lie differs front Neander and Meyer is in
respect to the coniplete identity of this wvith that bestowed upon the dis-
ciples oit the day of Pentecost. Whiile adniitting, with these authorities,
that the grift of Longues, as it existed in the A.postolic Chiurch, wvas nuL
grenerally the iniraculous p)ower of spealkingr lainguagte3 which Lte speaker
ltad neyer learned, lite Llîinks that the gift bestowed upon te Ohiurch at
.Jeruselemn on the day of Pentecost %vas an exception to, the rule, aud
that tue apusties ivere actually enabled Lu address everyf one in the multitude
drawn Logether on that occasion ii itis oil iitother-Lougue. Titis, hie
th'niks Lo be the only way iii whici Liime narrative, Acts ii., can be x

1 ilained. Neander aud Meyer feel the difficulty just as keenly as lie <loos;
abuL they eut tite Gordian knot by assuming tjiat St. Luke, following tîte

prevailing tradition at t'le tinie thiat lie wrote, wvas unconsciously led to
attribute more Lu this îhenoineîom antd the effeet, which iL produccd( tha
reaily belomtged Lu it.


