Floyd Chappelear / Patrick Donahue Exchange – Baptizing People In Unscriptural Marriages
Article 4 – Chappelear’s Second Negative
Please read the proposition to determine what we are debating. Now, note that we aren't debating the nature of repentance or the behavior of homosexuals. Pat and I differ little on these topics. We are debating what the apostles did. What did Pat need to do? He needed to give an example of the apostles refusing to baptize someone. Pat knew his burden in this, that is why he referred to John who did refuse to baptize some (Lk 3:8). However, when it was shown that John's example didn't fit his requirements he suddenly felt that John's case wasn't needed. Too, he reminded us of the

benefit of "approved apostolic examples" (1Cor. 11:1; Ph. 4:9). Each passage requires us to do "what they did." Pat, needed to give us the verse that shows they refused to baptize anyone, for any reason. Please note: I am not denying that the apostles refused to baptize some, I am denying that Pat can prove it from scripture. There is no proof sans example.

Now, read every verse Pat used. Did a single one of them tell us of an apostle refusing to baptize anyone in a second marriage? On the contrary, Pat admits that on Pentecost they probably did the very thing he said the scriptures teach they did not do. His caveat was that the MDR occurred before the cross. Jesus, however, argued that his teaching was predicated on what was true from the beginning (Mt 19:8; Mk 10:6). Pat needs to do better than merely assert. He needs to give an example of refusal. After Pentecost an honorable man would have admitted I am right.

Pat declares that Jane may remarry. How can he do this? By changing definitions. In this he is like  the President who denied  having sex with that woman, Monica L. Did he use the word "sex" as God would use it?  Did he use the word "marry" the way Jesus did? Jesus said the man "married."  Pat changes it to mean "bound." Pat takes the Roman Catholic view on annulment. The marriage did not exist. Would he change all divorces to annulments when he wants to do so?

Smoke and mirrors is the substance of his argument on "repentance." He insists that one has not repented unless he fully comprehends the nature of his sin and what constitutes proper conduct. His fulminations on this are truly more noise than light. I gave an example of saints who believed, repented, & were baptized who did not know that idols were nothing (1 Cor.8). Pat dismisses God's word as "quibbling." Repentance, generally, means turning from Satan to God, from darkness to light (Acts 26:18). With the exception of the Apocalypse it is used only twice to require "repent of." On Pentecost the only sin noted was they crucified Christ. Could they turn to God without knowing every other sin? Of course. Does Pat believe this? Yes, I am sure. Consider: Would Pat refuse to baptize a woman with short hair or a man with long? Would he baptize one who smokes? If an "uncovered" woman responded, would Pat baptize her? How about one in the military? I remind the readers that Peter did what Pat would not do (Cornelius). If his arguments are to be believed, he would have to refuse to baptize everyone -- for nobody comes to Christ perfect. Hence, without repentance, as he deigns to define it with the MDR folk. Of course, he may immerse the others and immediately withdraw from them. Sauce for the goose?

Did the apostles always do the right thing? Did Judas betray Christ? Was Peter accused of dissimulation? Yes, to both. Proving what the apostles should have done is deficient. Pat needs to prove the apostles always did the right thing! We know better. Pat thinks otherwise.

Why introduce a quote from me, taken out of context? Because I had shown that God allowed a people to repent without breaking a sinfully contrived covenant. Pat thinks God was wrong in so doing, because his cunningly devised view argues otherwise (2 P. 1:16). Pat need not quote me, he needs to argue this with God. Remember: Israel sinned in making a covenant with the Gibeonites. Joshua (and Pat?) wanted them to break that covenant. God did not permit it!

Pat's circumlocutionary reasoning led him to advance a view which would not permit a deaf-mute to become a Christian (F&F, V.23, N.1). He is truly a victim of his own inspiration. He ardently believes whatever he conceives. Frankly, Pat is so Pharisaical that he unhesitatingly advances requirements that God never proffered. Both God and I teach that one needs to advance in the knowledge of Christ. Pat argued that if one has imperfection in his performance he has not repented. I prefer God's views to Pat's (2 Pet. 3:18). Why did I accommodate Pat when I knew he would make no effort to prove that the apostles refused to baptize the MDR? Because I felt it would give a good opportunity to show what lengths one would go to ride his hobby. Now, Pat, quit arrogating to yourself God's right to judge. The difference between us? I speak where the Bible speaks and Pat yammers like an ankle-biting dog where it is silent. Next time, give scripture.

