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In the last post, "What About Tongues?", we took up the question of the gift of tongues in the NT. We took
some time to trace out two bad presuppositions about tongues that, while widely assumed by many, are in
fact not consistent with the NT data. That is, first, that tongues was not given for the purpose of
evangelism, either as a tool to reach the lost, or sign to the lost in general or the Jews in particular. Second,
that Tongues in the NT is not presented primarily as horizontal language (a human speaker speaking to
other human listeners), but rather as vertical language. It is the language of Spirit-prompted praise, prayer,
and thanksgiving to God. 

Once we have set aside those bad assumptions, then what can we make of the remaining biblical data?
What does the Bible teach about this gift?

What Can We Then Make of the Gift?
If we come back to the text, now grounded with a more biblical understanding of the gift, what can we
conclude? Recognizing that tongues is never intended for evangelism, and that it is always God-directed
speech, that is, prayer to God of thanksgiving, praise, and intercession, how then do we understand the
gift? 

Tongues In Private Devotional Life
It becomes clear almost immediately that the primary function of this gift is in private devotional life.
Paul’s constant attempts to curb tongues in the assembly without an interpreter don’t go so far as to
forbid tongues in the assembly (in fact he refuses to allow them to be forbidden). Though they do demand
that tongues not be allowed in the assembly without interpretation.

But he seems regularly to be saying, “just do it at home by yourself.” He seems over and again to draw the
distinction between tongues in the assembly, and tongues in private use. But his answer is never, “so no
tongues” but rather, “so not in the assembly.” These all make it clear (once we set aside the above
unbiblical presuppositions) that he is encouraging instead the private devotional use of tongues in prayer
to God. Paul is adamant that he speaks tongues more than all the tongues happy Corinthians, yet would
rather trade 10,000 of his words in tongues speech for just five mere words of intelligible speech (clear
rhetoric) when in the assembly (I Cor. 14:18-19). What can we make of this? Paul clearly had a
longstanding, regular practice of tongues in his own life. Yet you won’t catch him dead speaking tongues in
the assembly!

Many have suggested that this means that Paul regularly used tongues on the mission field as a tool to
address the lost. How else do we get around this text? (And that’s what they’re doing - trying to get
around it). But there are two huge problems with this. First, not a single word anywhere in the NT, or in
any extra-biblical historical data about Paul’s life, ever even remotely suggests this. Paul’s point is to say
that he does this often. But we don’t have a single example in the Bible or history of Paul using tongues as
a missions tool. More to the point, as we noted above, the biblical data uniformly makes clear that tongues
wasn’t a tool of evangelism. It is a means of prayer to God, not speech to people. We don’t have a single
example anywhere in the Bible or history of Paul using tongues in any way in the assembly even one time.
So what does he mean? Where does he do this? The only possible alternative is that Paul means that
tongues is a regular and constant part of his private devotional prayer life. For Paul, this is the primary use
of the gift of tongues. This is what is looks like. This is how the gift works. 

What Does Tongues Look Like?
So what does it look like at work? I would suggest the following are our only real options;

1. Paul in his private devotions finds himself inspired by the Spirit to speak a known human language
he has not previously learned, such a German, etc. He understands what he says, but is empowered to
say it in a language he doesn’t know, which God understands, and anyone overhearing who knows
that language will understand. 

2. Paul in his private devotions finds himself inspired by the Spirit to speak a known human language
that he has not previously learned, such as German, etc. He doesn’t understand the words he speaks,
(he doesn’t know German after all!). But God knows and understands what he says. 

3.  Paul is his private devotion finds himself inspired by the Spirit to speak a language that is not
always a known human language. He doesn’t understand the words that he speaks, but they contain
real cognitive content. What is he speaking? We could offer some utterly speculative possibilities;

a. This is a language that was once known (say in a long lost tribe), but has now vanished from
the face of the earth and is no longer known, but is a dead language which God revives just for
him. 

b. This is a brand new language that God has created uniquely just for him. This is the claim of
many tongues speakers. And it fits with the character of a God who grants us each our own
special name that no one else knows (Rev. 2:17) and counts the very hairs of our head (Luke 12:7;
Matt. 10:30), and gives everywhere special and unique attention to each of his children. It should
also be noted in passing, if one happens to accept the ending of Mark as authentic, this
conclusion seems almost demanded, since the ending expressly says that they will speak in "new
tongues" (16:17), and the word not only does not have "new to me" in its range of meaning, but is
in fact the same word that describes the "new name" of Rev. 2:17.

c. This is an angelic langue that is normally only spoken by angels (you didn’t think they all spoke
English did you?). Desire to speak angelic language is attested in second temple literature, and
might well have been a desire the Corinthians harbored. Many think such a desire stands behind
Paul’s words in I Cor. 13:1, while others contend that what Paul envisions there is simply a
hypothetical way to say “with great eloquence.” As Gordon Fee notes, if the sentence occurred
elsewhere in Paul, by itself alone somewhere, such a claim would make sense. But it doesn’t occur
by itself in another context. It occurs in a context where Paul is about to take up the gift of
tongues on what is literally the largest scale in all of the biblical material, to a church who had
made tongues speech a misplaced ideal, and mistakenly took it as a judge of spiritual maturity. In
that context, between the two options, it is far more likely that he has in mind actual angelic
speech, and it clear in any case that he has in mind the spiritual gift in some way.

d. I don’t mean this as a real possibility, but to illustrate a point. Paul could end up speaking
binary, or the same kind of code that my phone speaks when communicating with my computer.
Or any other such code. The point is, Paul doesn’t understand what he is saying, no one listening
understands what he is saying, but there is nonetheless real, cognitive content to what is spoken.
More on this below. 

The Lexicons
BDAG explains that the gift of tongues refers to "an utterance outside the normal patterns of intelligible
speech and therefore requiring special interpretation, ecstatic language, ecstatic speech, tongues." Silva in
the NIDNTTE explains that, "It is apparent that members of the congregation in Corinth felt impelled by
the Holy Spirit to utter prayer and praise that could not be understood by others and thus could not,
without proper interpretation, contribute to the edification of the community (1 Cor 14:2, 5, 13, 16–17,
28)." Behm in the TNDT explains that, "The peculiar phenomenon of [speaking in a tongue/tongues] (1 C.
12–14; Ac. 10:46; 19:6), with which we should link the ["speak in new tongues"] of Mk. 16:17 and the ["speak
in other tongues"] of Ac. 2:4, may be understood only in the light of the vivid depiction in 1 C. 14:2 ff.
Speaking with tongues, like [prophecy] is a [spiritual gift], a spiritually effected speaking (14:2f.), 14 f.),
37ff.; cf. 12:10, 28, 30), not to men, but to God (14:2, 28), in the form of a prayer, possibly of praise and
thanksgiving and possibly sung (14:2, 14–17; cf. Ac. 10:46); its value is for the individual concerned rather
than for the community as a whole (14:4f.), 16 f., 28). In this inspired utterance the [the mind] is
swallowed up (14:14, 19), so that mysterious words, obscure both to the speaker and to the hearers, are
spoken in the void (14:2, 9, 11, 15f.)." In fact, while this may be slightly exaggerated, Robert Graves cites C.
R. Smith as asserting that "Every Greek lexicon, or dictionary, states that the the word [tongues] is also
used for unintelligible ecstatic utterances. All of the standard lexical authorities have so understood
tongues. It just is not true that when the word does not refer to the physical organ it must refer to a
language spoken by some group of [human] individuals." 

I think there are some minor faults in many such lexical treatments. Many (myself included) would argue
that it is not an ecstatic experience in the technical sense (certainly not in the sense that the speaker
would lose control - I Cor. 14:28). Further, contrary to common older suggestions that it might have
parallels in pagan or hellenistic backgrounds, Forbes has shown conclusively that the primary sources do
not support this background. BDAG's other suggestion of background in Jewish heavenly speech of the
second temple literature makes more sense to me (though it isn't essential in any way to understanding
the gift). But in any case, standard academic lexical sources regularly accept that it is not always normal
human language. The important thing to note is that it doesn’t really matter. Whichever of the above were
true, the gift would work virtually the same way, and would have the same purposes, and fall prey to the
same difficulties of being analyzed by anyone outside the experience. I think that the biblical data inclines
us heavily to the third option, as I’ll explain below. 

Carson provides a helpful, hypothetical example of how a language can still bear cognitive content, even if
it is not subject to analysis by linguists, then explains; 

It appears, then, that tongues may bear cognitive information even though they are not known human
languages—just as a computer program is a “language” that conveys a great deal of information, even
though it is not a “language” that anyone actually speaks. You have to know the code to be able to
understand it. Such a pattern of verbalization could not be legitimately dismissed as gibberish. It is as
capable of conveying propositional and cognitive content as any known human language. “Tongue”
and “language” still seem eminently reasonable words to describe the phenomenon. This does not
mean that all modern tongues phenomena are therefore biblically authentic. It does mean there is a
category of linguistic phenomenon that conveys cognitive content, may be interpreted, and seems to
meet the constraints of the biblical descriptions, even though it is no known human language. 
 (Showing the Spirit, pg.  86)

The Church's Hangup
The question of what is being spoken is where huge sectors of the church get hung up. What is it? A dead
language? A personally crafted language? An Angelic language? Some other possibility we can’t fathom? I
just want to say, Who cares! It is at exactly this point that so many want to, on the one hand, fight
earnestly in defense of their own understanding of their own personal experience, or, on the other
hand, fight earnestly to judge illegitimate all of the experiences of millions of others (to which they have
not been party). Why? 

Here as much as anywhere else the Bible doesn’t provide us definitive answers, and it is the constant
temptation of the church to want to speak most strongly and most specifically where the Bible has been
most ambiguous. Why not just admit that it doesn’t matter? Why not allow that all kinds of possibilities
could obtain? And they are not exclusive. As Barrett notes in vol. 1 of the ICC commentary on Acts, pg. 116,
"It would however be a mistake to suppose that glossolalia was a single uniform phenomenon which
wherever it occurred occurred in the same form." We can see clearly that the xenolalia of Acts 2, while
exactly the same gift, looks quite different than the gift at Corinth. Why not allow that there can be all
different kinds of expressions (c.f. I Cor. 12:10, 28 - Thiselton argues at length that no approach that
demands all tongues in the Bible must fit into one pattern can really make sense of the biblical data, and I
concur.)?

What we should contend for passionately is what the Bible says clearly. But it is here at this point that we
must admit that the Bible simply doesn’t answer all of our questions, and so it is precisely here that we
should be more humble and tentative before we demand a pattern to which all the claimed experiences of
millions of others must conform.

Why Don't I Demand That Tongues Always Be A
Known Human Language?
Why do I think the third of these options above is most likely? While admittedly less clear than the data
sketched out in the last post, I think the Bible leans towards understanding Paul as speaking what is not
known human language, and regardless of which variant of this we accept, I think that it’s clear that
neither the tongues speaker nor anyone else present would understand what is being said unless there was
a divinely given gift of interpretation. What is being spoken (in inspired prayer to God) is decidedly not
gibberish, though it would likely be perceived as such by anyone who overheard it. In fact, they might think
the tongues speaker to be drunk, insane, or possessed.

And this is precisely what the biblical text envisions on the occasions where we can see the reaction of
those present who either don’t know the language spoken, or don’t have a divinely given gift of
interpretation, or both. In Paul’s envisioned scenario of a lost person coming into the assembly where
tongues is taking place but not interpreted, he assumes that the whole church is insane or possessed (I
Cor. 14:23). 

On a few occasions I have been in foreign settings where people were speaking known human languages
that I didn’t know (sometimes, multiple people speaking multiple languages at once). I don’t mean the gift
of tongues, just normal human langue. Not one time have I concluded that everyone present was insane.
Not even close. It seems hard to me to make sense of Paul saying what he does if he simply meant that
some people would be speaking German, some French, etc. It seems far more likely to me that he
envisions something like what we see in modern glossolalia, and that’s why he is adamant that it not be
practiced in the assembly unless there is a gift of interpretation present. 

Sam Storms sets out a firm case with nine
arguments for why tongues in the Bible is not always
the speaking of known human languages. I refer
readers to his book, which I summarized here. But I
mention here just a few thoughts that incline me to
accept this, noting again that it really matters very
little. 

Because The Tongues-Speaker

Doesn't Understand What He Says
First, it seems clear that the speaker himself doesn’t
understand what he says. Paul says that one who
speaks in a tongue should pray that he may interpret
(I Cor. 14:13). If he knew what he just said, why would
he need to pray for God to grant a miraculous gift of
interpretation? He could just tell us what he said!
The noted Pauline scholar, C.E. B. Cranfield, who
wrote what many consider the greatest commentary
every written on Romans (and which some consider
the best commentary ever written on any biblical book) explained that this is in fact the most important
distinguishing factor between tongues and prophecy (I would argue that it is clearly not the only
distinguishing factor). He noted that the tongues-speaker's mind is not engaged when he explained,
"Though he was dependent on special revelations, the prophet’s mind—unlike that of the speaker in
tongues—was fully engaged; and his message was addressed to the church’s understanding" (Romans Vo.
2, ICC, pg. 620).

Stop and think through the implications of this in light of what we’ve seen in the last post. The point of
tongues is not to let him communicate to the lost, and is not to let him communicate with others. This is
abundantly clear in Scripture. Tongues is prayer to God. But it now becomes clear that tongues is also not
understood by the speaker. The mind of the one who prays is "unfruitful" (I Cor. 14:14). However it
functions, and why, it does not matter that the tongues speaker understand what he has said. So why
demand that this must be known human language? Who cares? Who can see all the ineffable mysteries of
how God might work, and even less, who could demand without biblical warrant that God is only allowed
to work in one certain way? As Paul presents it, the speaker doesn’t understand, and no one else
understands. This is prayer to God which, unless a gift of interpretation is present, only God
understands, regardless of who the tongues speaker is, or how multilingual. 

Because Paul Says No One Understands The Tongues-Speaker
Second, notice Paul’s important claim that when one speaks in a tongue, without an interpreter, he speaks
to God, “for no one understands him” (1 Co 14:2). Paul, this is cosmopolitan Corinth! One of the most
linguistically diverse spots on the planet at the time! If the tongues speaker is speaking some known
human dialect, and even one person happens to be there who happens to speak that langue, then Paul is
flatly wrong. Maybe most don’t understand him, but that person would! Further, Paul envisions people
regularly visiting the Corinthian assembly who are lost (I Cor. 14:23-25), but never one time assumes that
they might understand the language spoken in a tongue. That’s why they will think them mad/possessed,
remember? Paul seems to envision the tongues speaker speaking something which it is not possible that
anyone present could ever understand. If someone ever did, in even one instance, then Paul is wrong to
say definitely and with such confidence that “no one understands.” Sam Storms teases out an example; 

Try to imagine a scenario in which a person with the gift of tongues in Corinth stands up and uses his
Spirit-empowered ability to speak, let’s say, in the language of the Parthians. (See Acts 2:9.) Paul
might then take advantage of the situation to teach on the subject. “What you’ve just heard,” says
Paul, “is one expression of the gift of tongues. And since what he just said is mysterious and
incoherent in the absence of interpretation, he obviously was not speaking to you and me but to God
alone.” At this point a visitor to the service might stand up and say: “Wait a minute, Paul. With all due
respect, you are wrong. What he said was not mysterious or incoherent. I understood perfectly what he
said. He was, after all, speaking my own native language!”

This hypothetical scenario is not all that hypothetical. In fact, if tongues in Corinth were always a
known human language, it could conceivably happen again and again anytime a person who spoke
that particular language was present. My point is simply that Paul would be repeatedly wrong in
saying that “no one understands” the person speaking in tongues. Conceivably, and not hypothetically,
numerous individuals would understand what was being said, just as they did on the day of Pentecost.
Clearly, then, the tongues Paul envisioned being given to Christians in Corinth (or any other city of
that day and time) was not identical to the tongues given at Pentecost. They were in fact a different
species or kind of tongues, namely, the sort that cannot be understood by any human being unless
supernaturally enabled to understand by means of the spiritual gift of interpretation.
(The Language of Heaven, pg. 64)

Because Understanding Requires Not Multi-Lingualism, But A

Supernatural Gift Of The Spirit
Third, the very existence of the gift of interpretation almost demands that tongues are not always (or even
normally) a known human language. What is this gift? It is not a great facility with learning languages, this
much is clear. And it doesn’t simply mean, “have a translator present if you plan to have foreign languages
in the service," which would go without saying. Paul identifies these as supernaturally endowed gifts. Not
something learned by careful and diligent study. It takes no special moving of the Spirit to learn another
language. In fact, lost people who don’t have the Spirit are often greater at it than Christians are! Sam
Storms again teases this out; 

Again, try to envision this not-unlikely scenario in first-century Corinth. At a corporate meeting of the
church a person stands up and begins to speak in tongues. Upon that person finishing, another person
stands up and provides a clear and intelligible interpretation or rendering of the meaning of what was
said. One of the elders at Corinth then might respond by saying, “Let us praise God for the way His
Holy Spirit has imparted a supernatural and miraculous gift of interpretation so we might benefit and
be built up by what was said in tongues.” At that moment the man who provided the interpretation
could conceivably stand up and say: “Well, not exactly. I can speak several languages. I’ve studied them
intently and have lived in a variety of places. So when I heard the brother speak in a tongue, I instantly
recognized what he was saying by virtue of my exceptional education.”

But is this what we read in 1 Corinthians regarding interpretation? It would appear that Paul believed
this to be a miraculous gift by which a man or woman is enabled by the Holy Spirit to understand and
communicate the truth of an utterance that otherwise they would not comprehend. However, if all
tongues-speech is some human language spoken somewhere in the world, a great many people who
hear it would be capable of making sense of what is said without any help or gifting from the Spirit
at all. In addition, if tongues-speech is always a human language, it makes no sense for Paul to suggest
that interpretation should be prayed for (1 Cor. 14:13) since the ability to translate a foreign language
comes through instruction and rote practice, not prayer.
(The Language of Heaven, pg. 67-68)

Further, Paul clearly envisions a situation where the gift of interpretation could be granted spontaneously,
in an instant. He says if one speaks in a tongue, he should pray to ask God if he might grant the gift of
interpretation to the speaker, who doesn’t know what he just said (I Cor. 14:13). Why didn’t he just ask
them to find a translator? And learning a langue doesn't happen in an instant! Paul seems to demand that
the content of what is spoken is known to no one but God; not the speaker, and not those who overhear,
unless God grants the supernatural gift of interpretation. I think all of this makes it clear that we cannot
demand that what is spoken is always (or even normally) a known human language, at which point there
would be no need for God or his gifts in the equation at all; there is only a need for a more multi-lingual
congregation. 

I won’t take up the full case Sam makes here. Get his book. He mounts some nine compelling arguments
for why tongues sometimes can be, but is not always, and not normally, a known human language. I’d
simply note that I think the biblical data makes it quite likely that tongues is not always a known human
language. While it surprises some, this is the conclusion reached by a great many notable NT scholars, like
C. K. Barrett, F. F. Bruce, Craig Blomberg (NIVAC), David Garland (BECNT), Plummer and Robertson (ICC),
Anthony Thiselton (NIGTC), and others (Robert Graves also lists Henry Alford, Hanz Conzelmann, F. C.
Cook, T. C. Edwards, C. R. Erdman, G. C. Findlay, F. L. Godet, H. L. Goudge, F. W. Grosheide, Richard B. Hays,
Alan F. Johnson, H. A. W. Meyer, James Moffatt, Leon Morris, Alan Redpath, Bernard Weiss, and we might
note also, the lexical sources mentioned earlier, like BDAG, NIDNTTE, and TDNT). 

I would argue that once we set aside some very common but very clearly misguided and unbiblical notions
about the gift, (which we've seen last time) the exercise of the gift as sometimes being something other
than known human languages makes perfect sense of all of the data. And at the very least, the data leaves
us unable to demand that every exercise of the gift must be a use of known human language, a point Vern
Poythress makes quite well in his article here. As Gordon Fee concludes; 

Whether Paul also understood [tongues] to be an actual earthly language is a moot point, but the
overall evidence suggests not. He certainly does not envisage the likelihood of someone’s being
present who might understand without interpretation; and the analogy of earthly language in 14:10–12
implies that it is not an earthly language (a thing is not usually identical with that to which it is
analogous). Our most likely entree into Paul’s understanding is to be found in his description of the
phenomenon in 1 Cor 13:1 as “the tongues of angels.” The context virtually demands that this phrase
refers to glossolalia.
(God's Empowering Presence, 890).

Wayne Grudem explains; 

It seems, therefore, that at times speaking in tongues may involve speech in actual human languages,
sometimes even languages that are understood by some of those who hear. But at other times—and
Paul assumes that this will ordinarily be the case—the speech will be in a language that “no one
understands” (1 Cor. 14:2).

Some have objected that speaking in tongues must always consist of speech in known human
languages, since that is what happened at Pentecost. But the fact that speaking in tongues occurred in
known human languages once in Scripture does not require that it always happen with known
languages, especially when another description of speaking in tongues (1 Cor. 14) indicates exactly the
opposite. Paul does not say that foreign visitors to Corinth will understand the speaker, but he says
that when someone speaks in tongues “no one” will understand and the outsider will not know what
the person is saying (1 Cor. 14:2, 16). In fact, Paul explicitly says that quite the opposite of the
phenomenon at Pentecost will happen in the ordinary conduct of church life: if “all speak in tongues”
and “outsiders or unbelievers enter,” far from understanding the message, they will say “that you are
mad” (1 Cor. 14:23).

Moreover, we must realize that 1 Corinthians 14 is Paul’s general instruction based on a wide
experience of tongues-speaking in many different churches, whereas Acts 2 simply describes one
unique event at a significant turning point in the history of redemption (Acts 2 is historical narrative
while 1 Cor. 14 is doctrinal instruction). Therefore it would seem appropriate to take 1 Corinthians 14
as the passage that most closely describes the ordinary experience of New Testament churches, and to
take Paul’s instructions there as the standard by which God intends churches to regulate the use of
this gift.

Are tongues known human languages then? Sometimes this gift may result in speaking in a human
language that the speaker has not learned, but ordinarily it seems that it will involve speech in a
language that no one understands, whether that be a human language or not.
(Systematic Theology, pg. 1072)

Putting All The Pieces Together
I once simply couldn’t make all the data fit. There were always pieces that didn’t make sense. But once I set
aside a lot or presuppositions that simply don’t match with the biblical data, I came to understand that
tongues is the Spirit-prompted ability to speak to God in prayer, praise, and thanksgiving, in a language
not known to or understood by the speaker. It might sometimes be a known human language but is more
often not a known human language. It may be an angelic dialect, it may be a uniquely created language
created just for that person, or it may be something else entirely. It may be each of these at different
times. After all, Paul does say there are “various kinds” or “different species” of tongues (I Cor. 12:10, 28, c.f.
Thiselton's demand that we take this word seriously as denoting "species" of tongues, not just different
human languages). But it really doesn’t matter that much, and we shouldn’t get hung up at the point of
trying to determine exactly what is spoken. Even less should we presume to judge all others as wrong by
our personal experience or lack of it. The Bible grants more liberty here. As Poythress explains, in the
midsts of his own cessationist framework (which works hard to make allowance for a genuine work of the
Spirit in the modern tongues-speaker); 

For practical purposes, from the point of view of a naive listener, anything that sounded like speaking
in tongues was speaking in tongues. “Speaking in tongues” is a loose category that easily covers every
kind of language-like utterance in the church service that does not belong to any of the major
languages spoken in the church. It might seem natural to infer that every instance at Corinth belonged
to some natural human language. But that inference does not reckon fully with the flexibility that
belongs to ordinary human use of terms. 
(The Boundaries of The Gift of Tongues)

One need not accept Poythress' own understanding of either the biblical gift or the modern experience (I
disagree at minor points with both) to still hear his basic point. That is, it really doesn't matter much what
exactly kind of language was or is being spoken. On the understanding that I have come to - that tongues
is the Spirit-prompted ability to speak to God in prayer, praise, and thanksgiving, in a language not known
to or understood by the speaker - I can now make sense of the whole of the biblical data in a way I never
could before. When I take this understanding, and it run back over the data, I can (for the first time in my
life) make sense of all of the pieces. I don’t mean I no longer have questions. I just mean that no matter
how I saw the gift before, there were always some texts that didn’t fit; texts that I had to virtually cut out
of my Bible by extreme hermeneutical gymnastics. On the understanding sketched out above, I think I can
make sense of every single piece of the biblical data, and can affirm that no piece of it contradicts any
other. And that is, after all, what we are seeking to do when we read and interpret the inspired words of
Scripture - come to understand what its Author intended, and make full sense of every part that he wrote,
that we might conform our practice to his will. 

However much some are made uncomfortable by this phenomenon, it is addressed, described, and
encouraged, in inspired Scripture, as part of God's word to his people. As Max Turner notes, 

Paul is the apostle who more than any other New Testament writer seeks fully to articulate his faith,
and to undergird it with persuasive argument. Yet it is precisely this same Paul who also celebrates
and commends speaking in tongues, thereby bringing it before us as an object for careful and
respectful consideration.
(Speaking in Tongues: Multi-Disciplinary Perspectives, pg 33)
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