Floyd Chappelear / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Baptizing People In Unscriptural Marriages
Article 3 – Donahue’s Second Affirmative
Floyd is right that when I agreed to the proposition, I thought I was to prove we shouldn’t baptize people in unscriptural marriages. I never would have imagined any Christian thinking there is a difference in what we should do, and what the apostles did. To refute this (Floyd’s) sidetrack from the real issue, all I need to do is prove what we should do is the same as what the apostles did. We should refuse to baptize those in unscriptural marriages (proven in 1st article); what we should do is the same as what the apostles did, I Cor 11:1, Phil 4:9 (remember “approved apostolic examples”?); therefore what the apostles did is refuse to baptize those in unscriptural marriages. It can also be proven the apostles refused to baptize the unscripturally married by showing that the apostles practiced what they preached. My 1st article established that the apostles taught “repentance required before baptism.” Passages like II Tim 4:7, Rom 3:8b, and I Cor 4:4a teach they practiced what they taught. Therefore the apostles practiced “repentance required before baptism.” By the way, showing that the apostles practiced what they preached also answers Floyd’s quibble/distinction in “what the apostles should have done,” and “what they actually did.” Elaborating further on I Cor 6:9-11 also proves the apostles refused to baptize the unscripturally married. The contrast word “but” in I Cor 6:11 (“And such WERE some of you: but ye were washed” [ASV]) proves aliens changed their lives before they were washed (baptized, Acts 22:16). That leads to the following point: either the apostles refused to baptize people until they quit their homosexuality/adultery, or it was just sheer coincidence that they quit their sin at the same time as they were baptized (washed). Which was it Floyd? Floyd’s quibble then is refuted with 3 independent arguments.


Floyd asks for an example of an apostle refusing to baptize someone in an unscriptural marriage, but he admits he “would refuse to baptize [babies] because the scriptures teach that faith is necessary,” even though there is no proactive example of such. Floyd says he “started with a direct statement (Mk. 16:16) and then drew a conclusion.” I do the same with Acts 2:38.


Yes, Jane can remarry in the case Floyd presents. My 1st article used Rom 7:2-3 to rule out such cases from consideration through the delineation of my proposition. Though Jane was married, she was never bound (scripturally married), therefore she can remarry without committing adultery (Rom 7:2-3). What I am affirming is that we should refuse to baptize those who won’t get out of unscriptural marriages, not scriptural marriages. The same goes for those baptized in Acts 2:38 who were divorced and remarried scripturally according to Deut 24:1-4 while that law was still in effect. Since they had not committed sexual sin, they had no sexual sin to repent of. But those who were guilty of sexual sin on the day of Pentecost (and today) did need to repent. We have no business baptizing a person who refuses to change his life.


It is not important to this debate as to why Herodís marriage was “not lawful” (Mk 6:18). What is important is Herodís needed to repent before baptism (Mk 1:4). John told Herod in effect that he needed to get out of his marriage, something Floyd admits he will not tell people (“I do not hesitate to tell people that they have entered into a marriage that I believe should not have been made. I will not tell someone to break that covenant,” Sentry, 3-31-96).


Perhaps the following quote from the same issue explains why Floyd failed to respond to any of my arguments concerning the need of homosexuals to repent before baptism: “However if two males make a ‘covenant” to financially care for one another forever, then they should honor that agreement. Under the law a second marriage ‘covenant’ was to be honored although God did not approve of the second marriage.” Neither did Floyd respond to my point about withdrawing from adulterers. According to Floyd’s position, if the apostles did not refuse to baptize unrepentant homosexuals/adulterers, then we are left to conclude that the apostles baptized such people, but immediately threatened withdrawal (I Cor 5:11) the moment they came up out of the water.

I Cor 6:9-11 clearly establishes that “since God specifically required repentance then it is specifically implied that a separation took place,” a quote Floyd disputes in Sentry, 6-30-91. This and my other quotes from Floyd, show the difference between us is like night and day on the real issue in this debate: what constitutes repenting of adultery, and how do we deal with those who refuse to repent of adultery. Not to demand repentance on the part of the baptismal candidate is not only to compromise on this issue, but also serves to encourage adultery.

