Floyd Chappelear / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Baptizing People In Unscriptural Marriages
Article 2 – Chappelear’s First Negative
Liberals have always tried to prove their concepts right by firing off a

two-stage rocket. This is as right as that. Then proof for that will be

offered because none for this exists. Is this disingenuous? To be sure.

Establishing authority is not a two-stage rocket. Each thing needs to be

established on its own. Pat needs to prove what apostles did, not what new

converts need to do. His proof is two-stage and sadly lacking. Now, what he

needs to do is find a single example of an apostle refusing to baptize a

remarried person and I will concede. Pat's approach will please partisans

but not truth seekers. Frankly, I've probably refused to baptize far more

because of improper marriages than Pat will ever do. But he agreed to prove

that the apostles followed my lead by also refusing to baptize remarried

people. He may be right, but he can't prove it. Arguing what the apostles

should have done is not proof of what they actually did.

 There are two ways to establish Biblical authority. One is to provide a

direct statement such as a command (DS)  and the other is to provide an

apostolic approved example (EX), accompanied by some necessary inferences

(NI) taken from what is said. Pat's entire argument consists of appealing

for NI's reached from thin air by arguing from unrelated passages. You can

draw no "inferences" from thin air as it is defined as "drawing conclusions

from facts already introduced." Necessary inference as an independent means

of establishing authority is the refuge of scoundrels. Not once does he give

an EX of an apostle refusing to baptize. No proof supplied!

 Pat shows his dependence on unwarranted NI by appealing to my refusing to

baptize babies. Yes, I would refuse to baptize them because the scriptures

teach that faith is necessary. But I started with a DS (Mk. 16:16) and then

drew a conclusion. Where is the DS or EX of an apostle refusing to baptize?

"But," we are urged to consider, "they haven't repented." That has nothing

whatever to do with what the apostles might have done. Pat pledged to prove

what the apostles did not what the candidate for baptism ought to do. For

Pat to have proven his case based solely on what the convert needed to do he

would have to prove that the apostles always did the right thing. Does he

believe that Judas betrayed Christ or that Peter refused to eat with

Gentiles (see; Matt. 26:25; Gal. 2:12)? Apostles erred. Yet, Donahue insists

that the scriptures teach that they did not. Frankly, they may have refused

(I don't know), but I do know that the scriptures do not teach that they

did. That is the pretty package from Pat.

 Would John have been willing? By this question Pat shows he understood what

his burden was. He needed an example of apostles refusing to baptize

another. If John were consistent we would assume he wouldn't baptize Herod.

But, did Herod ask to be baptized of John? Did John refuse? We don't know.

John wasn't perfect. John announced "the lamb of God" but later in a state

of despair sought to learn if Jesus was the Christ or "do we look for

another?" (John 1:29; Matt. 11:3).  However, John doesn't help Pat's case

anyway. John would have baptized  people in second marriages whose divorce

was for some cause other than fornication. Such marriages were scriptural

under the law of Moses (Matt. 19:8). His "proof" proves him wrong. Besides,

Herod married his brother's wife, a sin even under the OT (Lev. 20:21).

 What marriages are scriptural? Bro. Donahue raises this question as if it

were relevant to the issue. It is not. The issue is what did the apostles

do, not what marriages are scriptural. Besides, this is a red herring put

forth by Bro. Donahue. Pat believes that a put away fornicator has the right

to remarry and be baptized without repenting and quitting the second

marriage. Consider: Joe marries Sue and divorces her without cause and

marries Jane. Joe learns the truth and knows that he and Jane are

"committing adultery" (Matt. 5:32) so he puts her away. Pat believes that

Jane ("a put away fornicator") has the right to remarry without repentance.

He will justify this on the assertion that everyone has the right to one

marriage and her first one was "unscriptural." Jesus said she was married,

Pat defines it otherwise. But Pat believes that Jesus taught that a put away

fornicator may marry. Pat needs to prove -- he merely asserts. But if all

marriages are invalid which aren't according to God's will, then an

atheist's marriage entered into in defiance of God is "unscriptural" and may

thus be dissolved with impunity according to Pat. Such "unscriptural"

marriages may be dissolved at will and be followed by a real one. B/C/V?

 Correction and reconciliation. Acts 2:38 is a strange verse for Pat to use.

Does he believe that of the 3,000 baptized on Pentecost that not one was

divorced and remarried? Does he further assert that background checks were

done on each one? This is what he must prove to es- tablish that the

apostles refused to baptize some of them. "Go ye into all the world and make

background checks." Besides, I can grant his entire premise that the

candidates had some correcting to do and that says nothing about his

affirmative declaration that the apostles refused to baptize. Pat refuses to

baptize; Pat may make background checks, but he is not an apostle. He agreed

to prove what the apostles did. Furthermore, he requires the man to do what

God said was an abomination -- return to a put away spouse after having

married another (Deut. 24:4).

 1 Cor. 6:9-11. His appeal to repentance is also fruitless. He affirms that

the apostles refused to baptize remarried people. He affirmed nothing about

whether or not they repented. His talk about repentance is another red

herring. Besides, he is arguing that true repentance can occur only with

perfect knowledge. Does he not know that some idolaters in the first century

repented and became Christians even though they did not know that idols were

nothing (1 Cor. 8:11)? All of Pat's argumentation is based on what Pat would

do. None mentions what the apostles did. Why did he affirm what he knew he

could not prove? Pat wanted a debate in the worst way; and that is the way

he conducted it. When one signs his name to affirm what he knows God's word

does not say then he makes a mockery of all that is holy and right. Such

mindless wrangling is sin! (See; Rom. 1:29-30). I printed it in the hope

that others would profit from Pat's false assumption.

