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"HAVE YE RECEL VED THE IOLY GH;IOST?'"

BY THE REV. W. S. BLACIÇSTOCK.

Ii.

OWING tu the inexorable liitaitioni of the space at our- disposai, the pre-
ce *ding article closed rather abruptly, and a fewv explanatory sentences ivilZ
be necessary iii order to intelligibly ceirneet it witlh what is to follow. Our
object lias been, and stili is, to get as definite a conception as possible of the
nature of the gift of the Holy Gliost, in the pentecostal sense, and the
sense of the question wvhich stands at the lead of these articles ; but ili
order te this it was niecessary to exclude froin titis conception everytiig
which did not properly belong te it. The Iaat point wvhich has been reached
i th)is process is expressed in the proposition, tQuat thiis grift cloes not consist
of the power to wolrk miracles. This existed iii the Ohurch in quite as
einiiient a degree before Pentecost as it did afterwvard. Besides, there was
nieyer a tiime, either before or since the inauguration of the dispensation of
the Spirit, wh1eîî the miracle-working power wvas not exceptional and extra-
ordinary, ivhereas the gift of the Holy Ghiost is thie cojmon lieribige cf ail
the peopile cf God.

The only tlîing that; aflbrds even a colourable sùppert te the theory thiat
titis gift consisted in thc power te work miracles, or even that tîtat par-
ticular formi cf supernaturail endowmient wvas <me cf its invariable attendants.,
is the fact thiat in two or three instances that are described iii the Acta9 of
the Apostles, the glsoaior gift; cf tongues, is referred te as amngn its
eflècts. But even tItis is expressly excluded front the category of miracles
by apost>lic authority. It would, indeed, have beeni the power te work, a
miracle, and that, toc, of one cf the inost extraordinary character, if it hlad
consisted of tlhe ability te speak one or more fereigu languages wvhicli the
possessor cf it hiad neyer leariied ; but beyend question tiis n'as net the
nature of it as it existed iii the Ciurcli at Corinth. It is, howvever, *&
question upofl ihichi there is difference of opinion amioiig the learnled,
%viethier the gift of tongues in that Churcli was precisel3' identical with thiat
which ivas bestowed uponi the disciples ait Jerusaleni on the day of Peintecost.
Mr. Beet, wlîile ;tdmitting, as we have scen that the tlîeery of titis gift
wvhicli makes it consist of the power te speak languages wvhich the spleak-er

hiad neyer learned, is entirely untenable, iii view cf what the Aponstie says cf
it ixx 2 Cor. xii. anîd xiv., is, nevertlieless, of the opinion, thiat the phienintenen
of Pentecust was ai exception te its gencral character, and that those uplonl
%vhcm thu Spirit was poured out on that occasion %vere actually endowed
ivith the pcwer to speak a great nuniber and variety cf i.anguages of whiicli
upl tc that time they hand heemi ignorant. Neander and Meyer. linwvevcr-,
taike, a different view ; while adnîittingr tîxat the acetnt givezi Ily St. Lulcc'
(Acta il.), if infallibly correct and literally interpreted, wnifl lead tat titis
coniclusion, cvade the difficulty by assuining that St. Luke, fnllowinig the
tradition wliich was current in the Chiurcli at the tinue that lie wrote, was
unintcntiunally led te invest titis gifi ivitit attributes îvhich dlid nr.-t il,
reality belongr to it.


