Pat Donahue/Tom Bright Debate on the Holy Spirit

Pat Donahue –Side A Tape 2 -- Tom said that Pat said I was making that mistake taking stuff out of context basically that was intended for them at a different time and applying it today.  He said I didn’t understand his point. Well I may not have pronounced the word correctly or know what that means but I understood exactly your point Tom. And the way I responded to was by trying to show by the context, and I did this in both speeches.  In my first I tried to show by the context in each case that it was universal to all those Christians and then it even extended, remember how I did that for Acts 2:39. So I tried to prove from the context that it was universal and that it extended to all Christians throughout this dispensation.  Now it won’t do any good to come up here and assert that it’s dispensational and that Pat’s got to prove that. No I did labor to prove it, you need to respond to my point.  You can’t just assert that something is dispensational just because you want it to be.  You must prove it.  Please prove that these passages were dispensational, meaning they only applied during that time.  Give us some proof for it. Don’t just assert it.  He said repentance and  baptism was universal then and now.  He said Ephesians 2:8 “For by grace are ye saved through faith;” is the universal.  How did you know that Tom? Just because you wanted it to be or you asserted it? No because the Bible teaches that it was universal.  The way you prove that it was universal is exactly the same I proved my passages were universal.  Not just because we assumed it, it’s because we can prove it.  We go to the context and find out who it’s for. We can look at 1 Cor 13 and see that time shall cease.  We can look at Acts 2:38,39 and see that the gift of the Holy Spirit will go to you and your children, and to all those that are afar off and as many as the Lord God shall call. That’s totally different than 1 Cor 13, time shall cease, that’s the very opposite of it, Tom, the very opposite. Turn to Ephesians 1:14. I’m fixing to show you and, Tom I believe is a very nice man, but just to show you how Tom operates.  I’ve used Ephesians 1:13,14 to show you that this Holy Spirit was an earnest or seal.  It says the Holy Spirit of promise, then in verse 14, which is the earnest of our inheritance, okay. Now what would you think that that which is the earnest of our inheritance, which is referring there to the Holy Spirit right before it, or back up to the word which is at the very first of verse 13? He just asserted that it referred back to the word, way back up at the first of verse 13.  He didn’t give any proof of that, he just asserted that, and that’s how he operates. Anybody can get up here and just say Pat’s wrong. That doesn’t do anything.  You must show why I’m wrong, Tom. That’s all you did was got up here and you just said, Pat said the Holy Spirit is the earnest of our inheritance and he’s wrong, which refers back to the word. You gave no evidence whatsoever. Now if anybody just looked at that which one would you think he is referring to? Which is the earnest of our inheritance. It would refer back to the last noun, okay.  Also Mr. A. T. Robertson, who knows the Greek here, here’s what he said about it. Okay I don’t know the Greek very well but here’s what Mr. Robertson commenting upon the Greek says about this passage.  “God’s gift of the Holy Spirit is the pledge and first payment for the final inheritance in Christ.” Now that’s what he said about the Greek.  Evidently he thought, and he knows the Greek, he thought which referred back to the Holy Spirit.  Do you know the Greek better than Mr. Robertson? If so, give us some evidence why you think it must go back to the word. Now that’s what Mr. Robertson said about it.  Now, there’s one other thing, we don’t actually have to take Mr. Robertson’s word for it even though he knows the Greek about ten times better than Tom Bright and me put together, we don’t have to take his word for it.  Do you remember I showed some other passages that are talking about the same thing? If Ephesians 1:13,14 is not clear to you that the earnest is the Holy Spirit but you think it might be the word, then we’ll find a passage that is clear to you. 2 Corinthians 1:22 leaves no doubt “who hath also sealed us, and given the earnest of the Spirit in our hearts”, as a deposit.  Now what is the deposit and what did he seal it with, the word of God? Or was it the Spirit? Which one, it names it, it’s specific, it leaves no doubt.  Now if he thinks Ephesians 1:13,14 is ambiguous, but I say it’s not, but if it were ambiguous, this makes it clear. 2 Corinthians 5:5 says “….who also hath given unto us the earnest of the Spirit”, or he should have said the word of God is the guarantee.  Now the word of God could be a guarantee and it wouldn’t be any problem with it being a guarantee because it does guarantee a lot of things, but it says who also hath given unto us the Spirit as a guarantee.  There it is, the deposit, the down payment, the pledge, whatever you want to call it, the earnest as the KJV calls it, the guarantee, the deposit NKJV, these verses show that Ephesians 1:13,14 that the KJV is right there.  And that Mr. Robertson is right about the Greek. God inspired, told us the right answer and that is that the Holy Spirit is the earnest. And then he said about Romans 8:26,27 and that’s where it talks about the Holy Spirit being an interceptor for us, an interceding for us with groanings which cannot be uttered.  He said it could be done in heaven, and I don’t have a problem with that. I said that in the last debate that it is possible that this interceding could come from heaven.  This doesn’t prove the personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit. I didn’t intend to use this passage to prove that. The interceding could come from heaven or from inside my body as a personal indwelling, either one. That’s not why I brought up this passage, Tom. I brought up this passage to prove this – you said in your speech that the danger of our position is that somebody might think that the Holy Spirit would do something separate and apart from the Word.  I said I know one thing he does separate and apart from the Word and this is it – whether he does it in heaven, from Hawaii or from within my body, this is something he does separate and apart from the Word. The Word does not intercede for me with groanings which cannot be understood.  He said basically that this talking about the human spirit interceding for myself. Tom that doesn’t even make good sense. The human spirit intercedes for my myself. Look at verse 26. Likewise the human spirit also helpeth our infirmities; for we (who is that, that’s us, that’s the spirit, it’s in our bodies, it’s something we know, that’s our spirit) for we know not what we should pray for as we ought, so the spirit helps us. So my spirit doesn’t know what I should pray for so my spirit helps me? No. My spirit doesn’t know what I ought to pray for or how to word it, so the Holy Spirit helps me.  It does not make any sense to say this the human spirit. Again, respectfully, Tom, nobody would ever come up with this interpretation unless they had to set out to try to prove that the Holy Spirit does nothing for the Christian separate and apart from the Word. They came up with that conclusion first and then they saw this passage – and boy it sure does look like on the surface he does at least one thing separate and apart from the Word. We are going to have to try to get around the plain meaning of that. Now I say that respectfully but I’ve got to believe that’s what happened. How could you come up with an interpretation from this verse that this is talking about the human spirit interceding for itself? For the human spirit interceding for the body? It does not make any sense. Instead of coming to a conclusion and then trying to fit every passage to prove our conclusion, why not just look at the verses and accept what they say? It’s easier and simpler that way Tom. And then he said well in Acts 2:38, if the gift of the Holy Spirit there is the Holy Spirit himself what about John 4:10 where it talks about the gift of God? Well in John 4- and Tom you would have known the answer to that before that already because I said when we went over Acts 2:38 that gifts of something can go either way. If you find gift of God and it’s talking about from God, I already admit that you are going to find that.  When talking about the living water in verse 4, he’s talking about salvation, that’s what it represents, salvation.  And the gift of God then in John 4:10 is salvation.  If you drink this water, the living water, that’s take advantage of the death of Christ -- that’s what that’s talking about.  Sure that’s a gift from God. I admit that it occurs in the Bible that way but I also show other places in the Bible where you have the gift of something and it names the thing that is given, not the giver – gifts of money –that an everyday illustration, gifts of inheritance—the inheritance is the gift, gifts of righteousness, gifts of prophecy, gift of the grace of God – the grace is the gift that comes from God.  So it can go either way.  That’s why in the Bible it can go either way.  That’s why I show about 6 or 8 passages like Acts 5:32 where it says from the Bible that God gives the Holy Spirit to them that obey him. It doesn’t say that when you obey him you get a gift from the Holy Spirit or a gift of the Holy Spirit. It says the Holy Spirit is given.  You see that – that’s how I prove what Acts 2:38 was talking about.  You do admit that they are parallel – they are talking about the same thing – don’t you?  I certainly think that you do. Now here are some of the passages I gave and I spent a lot of time on this Tom. Yeah it could go either way. Give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him. Is that a gift from the Holy Spirit or is it the Holy Spirit is the gift? Which one? Spirit which they that believe on him shall receive. What are we to receive? Something from the Holy Spirit or is it the Holy Spirit itself.  You make up your own mind. Remember Bob said that we confidently believe our position. I may not convince Tom tonight but you can make up your own mind. It’s easy. If you can read English you can see that. Holy Ghost whom God has given to them that obey him.  He doesn’t say from the Holy Ghost he says the Holy Ghost is the thing that was given. Now is that clear or is it ambiguous? I admit the English and the Greek I think from Acts 2:38 could go either way but these can’t.  Holy Ghost which is given unto us. It can’t go either way there Tom. Passage 1 Thes 4:8 Has also given unto us his Holy Spirit. Now is the Holy Spirit the thing that gives or is a gift from the Holy Spirit or is it the Holy Spirit the thing that is given? Very easy to see. Now if we didn’t have something here that we just were holding on to for dear life so that we have to try to change all of these passages what they plainly say—nobody would think a thing about believing his position. This is easy. The Spirit which he has given us. Is the Holy Spirit the gift or the thing that gives? Or is it a gift from the Holy Spirit? Very easy. Acts 2:17 Now this is a little off the subject but it’s okay. It’s sort of on the subject. “And it shall come to pass in the last days, saith God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh: (a quote from Joel 2) and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your young men shall see visions, and your old men shall dream dreams.” He says there’s something here called abblacat. Now the abblacat is here and it can mean that something is the source and as a matter of fact the KJV does a good job of letting you know that an abblacat is there – usually has the word of. I believe 1 John 4:24 has that word to show you that it is an abblacat. Instead of his saying I will pour out my Spirit it says I will pour out of my Spirit to let you know of the abblacat which sometimes means source is there. Now actually it does not mean the source necessarily. Now that’s where Tom is messing up. Sometimes it can mean source but I want you to notice the passage Tom, where the abblacat is used exactly the same way – apo. Luke 22:18 talking about the Lord’s supper “For I say unto you I will not drink of (that’s the abblacat – apo) the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God shall come.” Now if you notice this the fruit of the vine is the source and the element, the thing that is drunk, the element. I will not drink of – what’s the source? The fruit of the vine. What’s the element they are drinking? The fruit of vine. Notice I asked Bob Waldron whom many of you know and he knows a lot about the Greek. The reason I asked him is because we are going to Joel 2. I said the Greek New Testament uses apo – from or of the Spirit because they were making, this is his comment, they were making the point that God would not exhaust the Spirit he poured out. In other words it’s not meaning because it’s the source of the element because when you take this element, the Holy Spirit, it does not exhaust it. There’s still some left you might say in the best language I could use, for other folks to also get it, not just one person. Thayer – a separation of a part from the whole; where of a whole, some part is taken. Here’s some other examples. Here’s examples of apo where source and element are used like Acts 2:17.  I will not drink of this fruit of the vine……All of these places here meaning many of them are source and element. Here’s an example of element not source. Now here’s what we are going to do to nail this down, in Acts 2:17, we have a quote from Joel 2 again. It’s always good to be able to go somewhere else if something is ambiguous because this could mean source.  Joel 2:28 “And it shall come to pass afterward, that I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh;” Now there is no abblacat there. I asked Mr. Waldron about the Hebrew here. A. T. Roberts said on Acts 2:17 -- Of my Spirit but the Hebrew has it -- I will pour out my Spirit, no abblacat there, no idea of source there. Bob Waldron’s explanation – here’s my question for Mr. Waldron, who’s a Greek- Hebrew expert. The Greek in Acts 2:17 could be that the Holy Spirit was the  source not the element of what was poured out. Would the Hebrew, not the Septuagent but the Hebrew allow this? The abblacat the fact that the Holy Spirit was the thing that was poured out. The Hebrew of the statement I will pour forth of my Spirit is ‘esh osh’ – I will pour, whatever that says, my Spirit. The esh that I left untranslated is the key to answer your question. It is called the sign of a definite object. It does nail down the fact that the Holy Spirit was the thing that was poured out. In Acts 2:17 it could be that the Holy Spirit is the source or could be that he was the source and the element. But when you see where it was quoted from in Joel 2:28 it does not have that, it’s not ambiguous. It says “I will pour out my Spirit”. It is the element. Now this is talking about the miraculous measure of the Spirit not the personal indwelling that we are talking about tonight. The personal indwelling is the non-miraculous measure or type. But the same kind of language is used over in Titus 3:5,6 “…..and renewing of the Holy Ghost; which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour;”. Poured? No ablacat there. Poured on us. The Holy Spirit is the element. Joel 1:3. “Tell ye your children of it, and let your children tell their children, and their children another generation.” He says well if children means your posterity, all through generations. It would be tell your posterity about it and then their posterity and etc. That doesn’t make any sense. You are right. You are right on that Tom but you know Acts 2:39 is not a quote of Joel 1:3. It’s not. Acts 2:39 is like Acts 7:23, “And when he was full forty years old, it came into his heart to visit his brethren the children of Israel.” Yes children can be just the first generation. My children, I have four, that’s the first generation. That’s all I mean by that. But what does children of Israel in Acts 7:23 mean? Does that mean just one generation? Or does that mean all the posterity of the man Israel Jacob? Children of Israel, that’s Jacob. Does that mean just his twelve or thirteen children – he had more than that, he had some daughters, or does that mean all of his posterity, all the Jews? We know children can go either way in the Bible, first generation or down throughout.  That why we go to look in Joel 2:32 and showed that the deliverance the thing we’re being called  “And it shall come to pass, that whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be delivered: for in mount Zion and Jerusalem shall be deliverance, as the Lord hath said, and in the remnant whom the Lord shall call.” Now is that talking about miraculous offices or gifts or is that talking about deliverance from sin. Which one Tom? It is talking about deliverance, it has nothing to do with the miraculous. Go back to Act 2:39  “For the promise is unto you, and to your children, and to all that are afar off” He didn’t comment on that. Please tell us in Ephe 2:13,17 where it talks about afar off, is that all the Gentiles or just one or two of them? And then after you answer that tell us then what ‘all that are afar off’ would mean in Acts 2:39? The audience knows what it is talking about. We all know that it’s talking about all the Gentiles throughout history. Okay but I want you to tell us what it means. And then it said “as many as the Lord our God shall call” and he said that expresses limitation. Sometimes it does but the very verse you gave to prove that it does, proves otherwise, the opposite. Gal 3:27 is not limitation but all.  Now he’s talking to Christians here in Gal 3:27, he’s talking to Christians, that’s who the book is written to, “For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ.” Every single one of them had been baptized into Christ. As many as doesn’t necessarily mean a limited number, it just means as many of you. If I said as many of you who have ridden a bike, that’s what it would mean. If all of you had ridden a bike that would mean all of you. If two of you had ridden a bike it would mean two of you. It doesn’t necessarily mean limitation, it means as many of you.  In Gal 3, it means all of them, all the Christians had been baptized into Christ.  As many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ. That’s everyone that he’s speaking to, writing to. Now in Acts 2:39, even as many as the Lord our God shall call. Well, he says it’s a different word, there, than in 2 Thes 2:14. He admitted really that it’s the same word, just a different preposition, a preposition added. Here’s one word calleo,( I’m not sure I’m pronouncing it right), to call, summon advice.  Here’s profcalleo, to call, to summon.  What’s the difference there? There’s the two words, they are really the same word, one has a prefix on it. They mean the same thing don’t they? The words are identical except one has the preposition prof prefixed to it. Turn to James 5:13,14,16,17,18 we have profechomia, Mr. Sutton, and then echomia, one time. We have this four times there in the five verses, and one time this. Every time it’s translated prayer, they are used interchangeably. I want you to look at that and tell me from the English, which one is the one without the preposition and which one is. You won’t be able to tell. You know why, because they both mean to pray. There’s not enough difference there to make any difference. The difference in profcalleo and calleo in Acts 2:39 and 2 Thes 2:14 is no significant difference. As many as the Lord our God shall call means exactly what you always thought it meant just by reading it without a biased mind. It means all these people that repent and are baptized who will receive remission of sins and they shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost and the promise is not just to you, but it’s to you and your children, children of Israel, Acts 7:23, to all those that are afar off, those that afar off in Ephe 2:13,17 are all the Gentiles, and this says all that are afar off, and the word all is not even in Ephe 2.  As many as the Lord our God shall call, that’s all of them. It’s like God anticipated that Tom would be making this argument and so he decided to elaborate over and over and over to underscore that Acts 2:38, the promise is to everybody down through the centuries. He put that down there ahead of time as if he was trying to anticipate your argument. Underline it is what God is doing there.

Mr. Tom Bright – Tape 2 – Side A  It is a joy for me to be before you for the third and final time this evening. Being in the negative, bro Donahue and I have agreed that every night that the last speech for the negative that he cannot introduce any more arguments. And in dealing with some of the things that bro Pat dealt with, I did not get to respond in any way to some of the arguments that he made. And so I refuse to deal with that again tonight because it will be introducing new material on my part. I want to deal with the last argument that bro Pat made, my friends, because he seemed in some way or another to slight the idea of the original language in which the Bible was written. At least the New Testament. I want you to notice in this particular chart when he challenged me to look at James 5:13- and to look at the different English translations of the word prayer or pray that is used there. He mentioned the idea that some of these words were some with a pronoun and three of them were just from the regular verb itself.  Here’s the point, my friends, that if we do not have the ability to express the various nuances that are found in the original language by the English language. Indeed we understand that that might be a shortcoming but that’s a part of the situation. I want you to notice here what Mr. Summers says in his grammar concerning the addition of supposition. The meaning of a verb may be altered through many shades by the use of prepositions. Now if you desire that we get other quotes from other individuals who are Greek grammarians, at least recognized, you and I need to understand that the challenge that he gave to me to show the difference in the Greek words in James 5 is no part at all. Ladies and gentlemen, the Holy Spirit inspired James in the Greek language, not English.  He wrote it in the original language, not English. And they read it in the original language, not English. And so I would suggest for your consideration, notice here is a translation of a Greek preposition and the word filleo that we are going to be dealing with more in this debate. This is the verb to call.  Notice here, it just simply means the verb itself to call. Notice this is a form of the Greek preposition  e. Notice here how it is translated – I Paul said shall answer for myself for things whereof I am accused of the Jews, Acts 26:4.  Now here is the word calleomi, you remember I made an argument on prasalleomi.  All right here is another proposition that prefixes this. The Greeks would take propositions they would stick them before verbs and they would give a meaning. Notice here, I appeal unto Ceasar. Yes there is the basic idea of call. We see the different slant the different idea the different nuance that is given here with the addition of prepositions. In fact as some people have said as they’ve studied the original language, that the Greeks were proposition loving people and certainly they used them in a different way than you and I use them tonight. And so this argument here, my friend, seems to me to reflect upon the verbal inspiration of the scriptures. He is somewhat using the idea that these propositions the Holy Spirit chose to use really doesn’t mean all that much. And so he gets up here and he challenges me to read some things and are a passage of scripture in the English text and says now tell the difference in the Greek words.  Well I have to admit I couldn’t if I didn’t know what they were. That’s not the point, friends. The point is did the Holy Spirit use these various many other verbs prefixed by a proposition? Did he do that just to have something to do? Just to confuse his readers? Why did he do that? I think it’s clear that this argument that bro Pat has made is really no argument, my friends. But it’s just simply something to try to divert the attention of what we have said here. He mentioned the idea of universal and how did I know that Ephe 2:8 was universal? Friends, my argument here that there are many statements that are made in this special time period – you remember anachronism? Taking things out of the proper time. Bro Donauhe has done that in all of the charts he has used relative to the promise of the Spirit. He has taken them out of a first century context and he has placed them and given a twenty-first century definition. And thus, it applies to us as a personal or as the Holy Spirit himself.  I propose for your consideration then, the reason that I knew Ephe 2:8 was universal –because we understand it was universal then and it is universal now. But the point is that in the same book sometimes things were given, they were universal in the first century but they are not now. Ephe 4:7 and the next few verses that mention the miraculous gifts have no application tonight. You don’t have it, no Pentecostal has it, no body else has it, and that’s the point that we are going to make. Anachronism, friends, I want you to remember that because I’m going to use that word. This is what my good friend is doing on this particular occasion. He presented the idea –‘Tom you made an argument’, turn over to Ephe 1:13,14, I made the argument that the Holy Spirit in that particular passage was indeed not the earnest that is under consideration, and understand, friends, that earnest is simply a guarantee, it is something that is given as to guarantee, to prove beyond a shadow of a doubt.  And he said Tom how do you know that, you assert that.  Well I’ll tell you how I know it. Notice, if you will please, and I can read many Greek grammar that says a relative pronoun agrees with its antecedent in gender and number but not in kind.  Now friends you can look at the word spirit and you can find that it is masculine singular in the Greek. Now if you look back and find the antecedent of that pronoun, well Pat, what is it? What is the antecedent of the pronoun? He knows what it is. It has to be a noun that is in the masculine singular and that is the word word. So I didn’t assert it.  Now I am assuming he is going to bring up an argument tomorrow night attraction. I’m assuming he’s going to do that, he may not, I hope so. Let’s look at some thoughts he presented here concerning the thoughts of A. T. Robertson. Who was A. T. Robertson? Mr. Robertson was recognized as a Greek grammarian. He was also a member of a denominational group. There are many errors that he theologically speaking held. But what bro Pat read here was comments, not the meaning of the word. Now he argues that this is how the word is used, and that’s fine, we don’t have any problem with that. But we need to understand that is there something in the word, in the context that demands that conclusion? You can look at Mr. Thayer who is another lexicographer, a lexicon is just simply a Greek dictionary. Many times they will give a definition of the word and then say this is how the word is used. That’s okay but we need to understand that that is their interpretation. That is how they feel that it ought to be used. It ought to be used in this way in this particular verse because of this and that and those and them. Well that’s what Mr. Robertson is doing here. He is just simply giving his denominational concept that the idea of what he thinks. What we want is proof that that conclusion is demanded by the very thing that is under consideration. Turn to Romans 8:26,27. Notice again that it is the intercession of the Spirit that is under consideration here. Now keep in mind as we look at this according to what my friend here is arguing it is the basic idea that the Holy Spirit has to do the groanings. Now if I am misrepresenting you, bro Pat, be sure and let me know, but that is your basic view that it is the Holy Spirit who is doing the groaning according to your view. He is shaking his head in the affirmative. He agrees that it is the Holy Spirit that is doing the groanings with unutterable words or the idea of that which is inexplicable. I personally cannot conceive that the Holy Spirit can have a certain situation, that is – I can’t explain what I’m saying. Even if it is referring to what he is the idea of the individual for whom he was interceding. It would still be the idea – the Spirit could take these inexplicable things and he could translate them to the Father.  I don’t believe that’s the Spirit, I believe it’s Christ. And it is the unutterable groaning of the individual that is under consideration. And it is Christ who is our intercessor sitting at the right hand of the throne of the Father on high who is making intercession for us according to the rule of the Father. Friends, Jesus Christ lived here in the flesh. He suffered in all points like as we are, yet without sin. He know what it is to be tempted with sin. He know what it is to have to bear the burdens in such things as man has to bear in this life.  And certainly we do understand that as our intercessor that he can take these things that sometimes, not all the time, but I am convinced that it is things that we ourselves do not have the ability to express. Have you ever prayed for someone that you desire to hear the gospel and believe? Have you ever prayed for that and you prayed that they would hear the truth? And yet you don’t know how to pray for the fulfillment of that. Friends this is just a very poor excuse on my part of trying to give an example of what we are talking about. And so the thought that is presented here is simply that it is groaning, it is the human spirit that is doing the groaning and it is the Christ himself, look at verse 34, who is our intercessor. If that’s not the case, then we have two divine intercessors. We have to have two divine intercessors because I know verse 34 says that Christ is our intercessor.  And so if you think about this. Look at the idea if you would please, at his argument on apo. You remember he said –turn to Luke 22:18 – and what he is saying, friends, I made the argument that apo refers to that origin or source and it was based upon the argument that I made and based upon Acts 2:17 that it was the Holy Spirit who was to do the pouring, that it was not the Spirit himself.  And so he comes along and he says well look at Luke 22:18 and it is an example of an ablacat preposition that is used to show it is the source from which the pouring comes and the element poured out. So what we’ve got friends, according to that interpretation, is the Holy Spirit poured out himself. Now that is what he is contending, at least that’s the implication of his doctrine. But furthermore, good people, his illustration does not illustrate. Look at Luke 22:18 “For I say unto you, I will not drink of the fruit of the vine, until the kingdom of God shall come.” Friends what he is talking about is indeed is that drinking of the fruit of the vine. When people drink of the fruit of the vine, there is less there than before they drank. Is it the idea then, that the Holy Spirit enters, according to his doctrine, the body of the Christian? That there’s less of the Spirit than there was, is it less of the totality than there was before the person was baptized? I don’t think he would agree with that, but that’s certainly demanded by the very idea that he has presented. Friends, it was the power that was poured out in Acts 2. Jesus presented the idea and the promise that the Spirit was going to do this, that they were going to receive the Holy Spirit. And Acts 2 is the fulfillment. It is a very special day, a very special occasion and it is a very special time.  We have never seen anything like it. There never has been before, there is not since that time. It is a unique, it is a one of a kind situation. And Acts 2 is definitely fulfilling that.  Notice if you would, the basic idea that he says the children. I made an argument based on Joel 1:3 concerning the children. Now the reason I referred back to that friends, was that Joel himself, the prophecy that he gave, is the background of Acts 2.  Now how do I know that? How do I know that Joel, his prophecy, is the background of Acts 2? Because Peter said that he was. Peter says, this is that which was spoken of by the prophet Joel, and it shall come to pass in the last days that I will pour out of my Spirit, literally pour out from, upon all flesh, and your sons and daughters shall prophesy. It is the power of the Spirit and it is the miraculous power that is under consideration on this particular occasion. Friends, I ask you to look very closely at that and turn with me again to Joel 1. Let’s look again at what bro Donahue is saying here if you would. Joel is the background. Joel uses the word children. Peter uses it, I’m like him, I don’t think it’s a quotation of that but Joel defines what is meant by children, doesn’t he? Or are we just to completely separate what Peter said in Acts 2:38,39 from Joel’s prophecy? Are we just to discontinue that, to just remove it.  Again notice he says “Tell it to your children, and let your children tell their children, and their children unto another generation.” And that’s what he is promising in Acts 2. Repent and be baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ. That is universal. It was then, it is now. So is for by grace are you saved through faith. It was universal then, it is now.  But then we come to something else, that is special in its emphasis, and it refers to that which to that particular time. Ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. Well, in Ephe 4 the apostle Paul referred to the same thing. Yes, it was universal, but bro Pat wants to make everything that it said, and I’m saying here in general terms, that it’s found in that particular period of time and he wants to apply it to this particular period of time. Oh he’s going to say the miraculous manifestations are not applicable today.  But friends, that’s the thrust of what he is arguing. That’s the conclusion that we have to come to. Let’s put these particular thoughts in their particular place. I want you again to turn with me please to 1 Cor 14 and notice if you would Paul’s statement in verse 39, “Wherefore, brethren, covet to prophesy,…”  Yes this was miraculous gifts, but dear people, this is not the only statement that is made in all of the New Testament. In that particular time, that applies to the miraculous manifestation. It is not the only reference to the idea of in some way or another the Holy Spirit and his miraculous work being manifested. And so as he says here, yes, that was universal then, but is it universal tonight? Well again I want you to turn to Luke 11:13. Notice here it is the Holy Spirit that is given. Let’s look at that. I’ve already presented the fact. Notice if you would that the other passage that says basically the same thing, it refers to the idea of things, not as the Holy Spirit. And bro Pat said well the Holy Spirit is some of the things, the good things that is presented. Well is that what he’s saying. Oh no my friends, the good things here refer to that which the Holy Spirit is going to pour out. And it is that which the Holy Spirit and it refers to things of inspiration.  You remember in John 16, we’ve already presented this idea that Jesus says the Spirit is going to show you things to come. Paul in 1 Cor 2:9 and following, refers to the things, things of inspiration.  And so in one passage he referred to the Holy Spirit, in another passage he referred to the good things that was going to come from the Holy Spirit. And so as we look at this I would ask you to consider very closely this particular idea. Notice that he says, ‘the promise is unto you’, I’m back in Acts 2:39, ‘and your children, and all them that are afar off.’ My friends, that’s the things of Matt 7:11.  That’s what the Holy Spirit…(time up) 

Pat Donahue – Tape 2  --  Side B

I’m going to spend the first few minutes trying to review some of the things that I went through last night simply because there are some here tonight that weren’t here last night, but I’m not going to spend my whole speech just repeating that because probably most of you were here last night.  But I want to start with Acts 2:38 chart. That chart summarized what I said last night. First of all you remember in Acts 2:38 Peter said repent and be baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sin and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. And I would maintain and I don’t think there’s any way to successfully contradict that, that there are two commands given and each and every person here that obeyed those two commands, repent and be baptized, received both blessings that were promised.  Remission of sins and the gift of the Holy Ghost. So remission of sins, let me say it this way, the gift of the Holy Ghost, Tom, and the remission of sins are exactly the same universally, meaning that one is not universal and the other not.  They are both universal. If the remission of sins was to go to everybody then, who repented and was baptized, so would the gift of the Holy Ghost. Now the reason this is important is because he believes in Acts 2:38, the gift of the Holy Ghost is the miraculous, he doesn’t think that this is universal. He would agree with me that if I can prove that it’s universal it cannot be the miraculous. So I spend a lot of my time proving these passages are not referring to the miraculous. And the way I do that is by showing that it’s universal. Now, simply put as I did yesterday, the gift of the Holy Ghost, that phrase, could mean a gift from the Holy Ghost, or that the Holy Ghost himself is the gift. In the English and the Greek by the way, it could go either way. For example in Ephe 2, we have the gift of salvation is a gift of God, that means God gives the gift of salvation. But here’s some examples going the other way. For example, in 1 Cor 13:2, you have the gift of prophesy.  Prophesy is not the one doing the giving of the gift, it is the gift itself.  So gift of, can name the gift. And I maintain that’s the way it is in Acts 2:38 and now I will prove it. And again this will be a summary of what I did last night. How am I going to prove that? I’m going to look at other passages that are not ambiguous in this way, that show that the Holy Spirit is the gift itself or himself, not the one who gives the gift. For example, in Luke 11:13, “If ye  then, being evil, know how to give good gifts unto your children; how much more shall your heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him?”, you see at the bottom of the chart, the Bible says that God will give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him. See, it’s clear there. That’s not ambiguous. The Holy Spirit is the gift. Not a gift from the Holy Spirit. John 7:39, “(But this spake he of the Spirit, which they that believe on him should receive: for the Holy Ghost was not yet given; because that Jesus was not yet glorified.)”. What is actually going to be received according to that passage? The Holy Spirit, not something from the Holy Spirit, but the Holy Spirit himself. A good one is Acts 5:32, “And we are his witnesses of these things; and so is also the Holy Ghost, whom God hath given to them that obey him.” Those that obey God will be given the Holy Spirit, the Holy Ghost, not a gift from the Holy Ghost, as you might could interpret Acts 2:38, but the Holy Ghost is the gift itself. Rom 5:5 “and hope maketh not ashamed; because the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given unto us.” By the way we will show in the context later on, that’s all Christians. 1 Thes 4:8 “He therefore that despiseth, despiseth not man, but God, who hath also given unto us his Holy Spirit.” 1 John 3:23,24 “And this is his commandment, That we should believe on the name of his Son Jesus Christ, and love one another, as he gave us commandment. And he that keepeth his commandments dwelleth in him, and he in him. And hereby we know that he abideth in us, by the Spirit which he hath given us.” It’s clear from all of those passages, they are not ambiguous, that the Holy Ghost is the thing that is given. So that is the thing that is given in Acts 2:38. So Acts 2:38 then becomes crystal clear. By the way, Tom, before I move on, I want to mention to you, that – we try to take copious notes and had others help me take notes – by my notes I gave 15 passages as proof text for my proposition last night. And you referred to, I won’t say you answered them, you referred to six of them. Nine of them you did not even refer to. What I will expect you to do tonight is to go through all of these passages, and if you don’t think they are universal, you show from the context of each and every one why they are not universal. Okay, that’s the point of contention between us, isn’t it? So I will go to the passages and try to show they are universal and you tell us why I’m wrong. Okay, don’t just fail to respond to all of them, that’s not the way debates ought to be, that’s why we have three speeches apiece, so that I can say something and you can respond then I will respond to that and then you will respond. We need you to respond to the passages so then we can develop a discussion about the context of each passage, okay? And so now my next chart is I want to show you a summary of why all these passages can’t be miraculous. And I’m going to do that two ways. Now the first way is found in what I call column 2 here and I’ve already started to do that. There’s a question there that I asked Marion Fox back on this day and I guess I could read that – ‘Would you agree, Marion, that if I can prove that a passage promising the Holy Ghost like Luke 11 or the gift of the Holy Ghost Acts 2:38 applies to all individual Christians and not just to a select few then I have proven that the passage cannot refer to the miraculous. In other words, he agreed that if I can prove that the passage applied to all Christians, then, universally, that it was not the miraculous. And I believe that Tom has agreed to that tonight. I asked him, ‘Considering passages like Rom 1:11 and 1 Cor 12:29,30 did all the Christians during the miraculous age receive or have the gift of the Holy Ghost mentioned in Acts 2:38?’ He said no. Now what he’s saying is, not all the Christians then, even during the miraculous age, received the gift of the Holy Ghost that’s mentioned in Acts 2:38. Now that means and implies, Tom, you correct me if I’m wrong, that if I can prove these passages were universal to all Christians at that time, it can’t be the miraculous, because you agree with me that not all the Christians even at that time received the miraculous. Some of them did, and perhaps most, I don’t know, but not all of them. And you agree with that. So if I can show that these passages are universal to even all the Christians during the miraculous age, then I’ve proven that this is not the miraculous. Now for those of you tonight who think that Acts 2:38 or some of these other passages may be referring to the indwelling through the word, Tom and I agree that they are not. Okay. And if you want to talk to me about that, because if you take that position, talk to me after the service tonight and we’ll talk about it. But because Tom agrees with me on that and he thinks all of these are talking about the miraculous, that’s where I’m going to spend the time in the debate talking about. And so what I’m going to do next is I’m going to go down through – here we have a thing on column 2 I will show in all these passages that they are universal to each and every saint. And when I do that, since he has admitted even at that time not all the Christians received the miraculous, then I will have proven that these passages don’t refer to the miraculous gift. If I can show they’re universal. Okay so we are going to put up chart number 2 and let’s look at Luke 11:13. Now everybody just look at Luke 11 and we are going to look as we did last night at the context of Luke 11:13b and that’s where the Bible says the Father gives the Holy Ghost to them that ask him. And by the way we showed last night that the way you ask for the Holy Ghost is by obeying the gospel. Just like in Acts 22:16 Ananius told Saul to arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord. So how do you call upon the name of the Lord? The Bible says in Roms 10:13 whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved. How do you do that? Is it by prayer? No, Acts 22:16 shows it is by obeying the gospel to ask God to be saved. The way you ask God for the Holy Spirit is by doing what Acts 2:38 told you to do to receive the Holy Ghost, repent and be baptized. And if you compare Matt 7:7-11 you will see it’s the same as Luke 11:9-13.  I think you will notice that it is a context of the non-miraculous. For example, in Luke 11:9 and Matt 7:7, the Bible says ask and it shall be given you, seek and ye shall find. Now I asked Tom—I brought this up last night—and I asked Tom in a question tonight ‘would it be a misapplication to use Matt 7:7 and Luke 11:9, seek and ye shall find to explain how a person in China or another such country where the preaching of the gospel has been minimal through the years, to explain that they will be given a chance to hear the gospel if they are a true seeker. He said no that would not be a misapplication. He is saying this phrase in these passages, seek and ye shall find, can be applied today and it not be a misapplication. It would be right to say if somebody were to come up to you like Eddie Garrett, Sr and say what about all those folks in China, they’re going to be lost, they’ve never had a chance to hear the gospel? If I were to say, Eddie, Matt 7:7 says seek and ye shall find, and so if they are a true seeker they will find.  God will send somebody to preach the truth to them like he did Cornelius. He was a true seeker. Tom agrees with me that is a proper way to use this passage. So he agrees with me that Matt 7:7 and Luke 11:9 have application today. Well have you noticed then that Luke 11:10-13 are simply an elaboration upon verse 9 of Luke 11? He says ask and it shall be given you, seek and ye shall find. And it then he talks about that in verse 10, everyone that asketh receiveth, he that seeketh findeth, to him that knocketh it shall be opened. He’s just talking about that. He says if a son asks bread of any of you that is a father he gives illustration.  If my son asks for bread from me am I going to give him a stone? Or if he asks for an egg am I going to give him a scorpion? He’s just elaborating upon verse 9 that says ask and it shall be given unto you seek and ye shall find. In verse 13 it just continues the elaboration and so does verse 11 of Matt 7. It says if you then being evil know how to give good gifts unto your children, he’s just illustrating – says a father in this world would know how to give good gifts to his physical children.  If you can do that certainly the heavenly Father will do that. How much more will the heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him. So that is just an elaboration of that. And so since Tom has admitted that Luke 11:9 applies today and since verses 10-13 are just an elaboration of verse 9 then verse 13 would have to apply today. How much more your heavenly Father will give them the Holy Spirit to those that ask. I don’t see any way to get around that. Now before you put that next chart up, Bright said there was a metonymy going on here.  Now Tom please prove there was a metonymy. You know with the one container brethren we talk about a metonymy. We look at 1 Cor 11:27 “Whosoever shall drink this cup”. We realize the cup can’t  be the container there, because you don’t drink the container. So we prove there’s a metonymy. Now you said there was a metonymy going on here. Please prove it. Okay. Now let’s go to John 7:38,39. This is another passage that I used last night. I don’t think you responded to it if I remember. But the Bible says in 38,39 “He that believeth on me as the scripture hath said, out of his belly shall flow rivers of living water. But this spake he of the Spirit which they that believe on him should receive for the Holy Ghost was not yet given because that Jesus was not yet glorified.” Now we have this phrase here that is used many times in the book of John about believers. And it says if you believe you will receive the Holy Ghost. Now is this universal, does this apply today, or was it universal to all the Christians back then? Well it certainly was and so that shows it cannot be the miraculous. Let’s look at this phrase in John 3:18 about the believers “He that believeth on him is not condemned:” Does that apply to all the Christians then and us today. Certainly. John 3:36 “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life: and he that believeth not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him.” John 5:24 “…He that heareth my word, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not come into condemnation; but is passed from death unto life.” John 6:35 “…and he that believeth on me shall never thirst.” John 6:47 “…He that believeth on me hath everlasting life.” John 11:25 “ …he that believeth in me, though he were dead, yet shall he live:” A passage very similar in Rom 3:26 “…the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus”.  All of those applied to everybody back then and they apply today. So why wouldn’t the exact same phrase apply to everybody back then including us today. He that believeth on me out of his belly shall flow rivers of living water but this spake ye of the Sprit which they that believe on him should receive. Do you get the point? Why would you look at this phrase and think it only applied to a select few when that same phrase all the way through the book of John applied to everybody universally? Then we went to Acts 2:39 and we’ll be repeating some that we did last night. In Acts 2:38 where it says repent and be baptized for the remission of sins and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost – verse 39 makes it very clear that it’s a universal promise. The promise is unto you and to your children to all that are afar off even as many as the Lord our God shall call. To you – that would be the Jews standing there; to your children – that would be to their posterity like Acts 7:23, the children of Israel; then to all those that are afar off – we mentioned last night Ephe 2:13-17. I’m sure Tom will agree that afar off there means all the Gentiles – afar off, and this says all that are afar off. Now that would have to be all the Gentiles. And then he nails it down by saying as many as the Lord our God shall call. Well he says, Tom said last night that this word for call proscalleo is different than the word calleo in 2 Thes 2:14.  Well the definitions don’t look very different. Here’s calleo, 2 Thes 2:14, the Bible says we are called by the gospel – to call, summon or invite. Proscalleo means to call to or summon.  The words are identical except one has the preposition pros prefixed to it.  Now to illustrate that this does not, this prefixed preposition does not change necessarily the meaning significantly. We notice that prosecomei is in James 5:13,14,16,17,18. There are five cases where you see the word pray or prayed. Four of those times is prosecomei, one time ecomei. But they are used interchangeably. They mean pray every time. You see there is no difference in the meaning of those words even though the preposition is put there. Okay now put up Tom Bright’s summary chart. Tom this quote agreed exactly with what I already said.  I said that the prefixed preposition does not necessarily affect the meaning significantly. That’s what this says. The meaning of the verb may – I don’t see why you could put this quote up and think that helps your case because it says may.  That’s exactly what I’m trying to say. The meaning does not necessarily affect the definition significantly. It’s significantly in shade of meaning, you see that? That’s saying that’s exactly what I think about it. Many times in the Greek the preposition added does not affect the meaning significantly. Even then, it says it may do that. And so you know what that means Tom, if you want 2 Thes 2:14 and Acts 2:39 to mean something different simply because the preposition there is prefixed in Acts 2 you are going to have to prove that, because your quote said that it may. Well that means that it may not. Kittle’s theological dictionary of the New Testament says this – in defining these words he said in one verse Acts 2:39 it is plain that proscalleo has here the significance of calleo. Now I can show you that if you want but in Kittle’s dictionary – that’s where they define words – he says in Acts 2:39 proscalleo has the same significance as calleo. Okay. So he didn’t think there was any difference in defining the words. And then I asked Tom a question. I said is the calling by the gospel of  2 Thes 2:14, a call to deliverance? And I define that word as salvation. That’s how my Randomhouse College English dictionary defined deliverance – salvation. Okay. I said is the calling by the gospel of  2 Thes 2:14 a call to deliverance? He said yes. So if he knows that the call, when it says I have called you by the gospel, that’s the call to salvation or deliverance. But here’s where we can prove this and it doesn’t matter anything about the Greek, he can prove it with the English in the Bible beyond any shadow of a doubt. Acts 2:39 is a quote from Joel 2:32. At the very end of that verse and we did this last night with no response, Joel 2:32 explains the call. When it says in Acts 2:39 even as many as the Lord our God shall call that’s from the end of Joel 2:32. It says “And it shall come to pass, that whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be delivered: for in mount Zion and in Jerusalem shall be deliverance, as the Lord hath said, and in the remnant whom the Lord shall call.” The call is to deliverance…for salvation. He said that’s exactly the same thing as 2 Thes 2:14, it’s a call to deliverance or salvation. That’s what it is in Joel 2:32. And Acts 2:39 quotes Joel 2:32. So that proves that Acts 2:39, the call, it has to be a call to deliverance, because it’s quoting Joel 2:32 and that’s what it says. Not a call to miraculous offices. And since you’ve admitted that 2 Thes 2:14 is a call to deliverance, that means that 2:39 has to be the same as 2 Thes 2:14. And that’s what you would have thought if you had just read it and he hadn’t explained it away, wouldn’t you? You’d think that’s talking about the call to salvation, wouldn’t you, and the people accepting that call. Because that was mentioned right there in Acts 2:38, wasn’t it? Repent and be baptized for the remission of sins. Didn’t say anything about the miraculous offices in there. The remission of sins. As many people that will repent and be baptized and get the remission of sins, that is the call. And God’s answer to that call is he gives them the remission of sins and he gives them the gift of the Holy Ghost, and that promise is to you and to your children, that’s the posterity of the Jews, all of them down throughout history, to all that are afar off – by the way you haven’t replied to that phrase – that’s all the Gentiles, as many as the Lord our God shall call. That’s the call to deliverance, same as 2 Thes 2;14. You know last night, Tom, you defined proscalleo. One of your definitions was called to one’s service. That’s exactly what I think it is in Acts 2:39. It means a call to God’s service and that gets everybody, not just those who receive miraculous gifts. In Acts 5:32, we want to show that it is universal. Acts 5:32, the Bible says that God gives the Holy Ghost to them that obey him. Okay. Who were the ones obeying him at that time? Well you remember in Acts 2:41, you had three thousand obeyed. Then in Acts 4:4, it says either five thousand more or the number was up to five thousand, you can’t tell for sure. But at least five thousand were Christians and obeying at that time. And then in chapter 5:14 it says the believers were the more added to the Lord. So even more than five thousand were obeying God presently at that time. Okay. And in this verse says that God gave them, past tense, the Holy Ghost those that were obeying him, present tense. That would be over five thousand people at that time. Not just the apostles and a few more who got the miraculous but all of those obeying him, present tense, that would be all the Christians, universal, which will show then that it’s not the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. It has to be the personal indwelling – what Acts 2:38 is talking about. Does everybody see that? You know if you look and compare Acts 5:32 and Heb 5:9, the Bible says Jesus became the author of eternal salvation, past tense, to all those that obey him, present tense. That is exactly like Acts 5:32. It’s particular participle, dative, uses indirect object and plural. Now is Heb 5:9 just the apostles or is it everybody. It’s everybody. So is Acts 5:32. Now remember I didn’t get through with my speech.  But remember why am I trying to show that all these passages are universal? Because he admits that even then the gift of the Holy Ghost miraculous was not universal. So if I can prove that it was universal to the Christians at that time which I’ve done, indisputably then it can’t be the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. It must be the nonmiraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. And that applies to us today. That’s obvious. Thank you very much for your time.

Tom Bright – Tape 2 Side B

Bro Donahue, gentleman moderators, ladies and gentlemen, it is a joy for me to stand before you for the first of three negative speeches that I will give in response to the things that bro Donahue deals with as the time permits. I want to commend you for being here tonight. Certainly it honors him and me likewise because we are in this discussion of something that we think is very important. Although I think we both agree that it is not a matter of doctrine or that which would cause a rift in fellowship. Before I get into responding to the things that bro Donahue has said, I would like to bring something to your attention that transpired last night. And I think that it needs to be dealt with and I want to deal with it as kindly as I possibly can. And bro Pat, I’m old enough to be your father, and I hope that you will take this not in a condescending way. I do not in any way mean to speak down to you but you have done something last night in two of your three speeches, you impugned my motives. You set forth the idea of why that I was teaching this particular doctrine relative to the miraculous manifestations of the Holy Spirit, and you led people to believe that the reason I was simply doing this was that I wanted to respond in some way or another to the Pentecostals. He has, friends, violated the very basic concept of public debating. And I’m going to ask Pat in a very kind way not to do that any longer because whatever my motives might be, and I’m going to explain those in just a few moments, certainly it is not because I’m afraid of what a Pentecostal preacher might preach or what he might say, because I have debated Pentecostalism publicly relative to the duration of miracles with me taking the position that they ceased in the first century. All you have to do is go to our website on the online Academy of Biblical Studies Website and look at that debate and I think you will see that certainly it was not anything that damaged me at all. So I’m going to call upon Pat in a very kind way not to do this. I may not agree with him and I’m not asking Pat – don’t press your point – you disagree with me and that’s fine, that’s why we are here. But certainly let’s don’t be doing this. Many people don’t like debates because they think it’s wrong. We are in a society that thinks you ought not take a stand on anything. And so let’s not do anything in our demeanor that would reflect upon that. Now concerning the motives, ladies and gentlemen, of why I teach and advocate what I’m teaching and advocate, I’m going to go through this very slowly again. I drew an idea last night  that in the first century there was a special period of time that had never been realized up until that particular moment. And after the cessation of the miraculous, and it did cease in the first century, that there has never been a time like that since. Now I have presented the facts of brother Pat as he has taken some of these things and he has drawn them forward to the twenty-first century and I have used the word anachronism. And that’s simply taking something out of its proper time frame and applying it to something else. Now I’m advocating that is what he is doing in these passages that he is using to prove his particular position, that they were referring to a specific period of time. And I would suggest that as we look at this I am going to show this. Now brother Pat has come back to Acts 2:38,39 and he introduced that in his first speech last night. And I think that we understand that this is indeed a good passage to discuss the differences that brother Pat and I have. Now friends, this is his foundation stone and all of these other passages that he has introduced has simply been used to show that this is confirmation of his basic argument. But the fact is, friends, if you can show that his foundation stone does not teach what he says that it teaches, then you have overturned the very argument that he has dealt with. I do not have time to deal with every single argument and every single passage but as the time permits I am gong to. I want you to consider that Joel 2 is the background of Acts 2. Now the reason I know this is because the apostle Peter quotes Joel 2:38 and following in Acts 2:16 and verses following. And so we know Joel is the background of Acts 2. And certainly Joel was speaking of certain things that were going to happen – your sons and daughters shall prophesy, your old men dream dreams, etc. And so as we look at this, we know that it is a miraculous thing that Joel had under consideration. And the apostle Peter affirmed that that which you see right now is the very thing of which Joel was speaking, so there can be no doubt. Now friends as you look at Acts 2 and you see all of the various references to the Holy Spirit and or things that are pertaining to him on this particular occasion, every one of these have a reference to or indicated that which was miraculous in nature. And so as we look at this and we are going to say some things further about this, I would ask you with the descent of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2:1-4 that they were amazed, verse 7, and I think it also says that in verse 13, as the apostles were standing up and they were speaking in other tongues as the Spirit gave them utterance, and as they were miraculously guided to for the first time proclaim Jesus Christ as the Saviour of the world. When the apostle Peter came to Acts 2:38,39, mentioning repentance and baptism, Pat and I agree on this, and then promising the idea of the gift of the Holy Spirit, what do you think these people had in mind? Do you think that they had in their mind that this was a personal indwelling non-miraculous of the Holy Spirit? Friends, we can go back and we can show that the old testament prophets when they spoke of this that this was the basic idea. Now notice in Acts 2:38 he says ye shall receive. Let’s see our chart. Notice this particular idea of the word shall. Brother Pat last night dealt quite extensively with the idea of the English shall, in showing that it has to be and it can be no other way. I want to draw your attention to a very interesting statement, if you would please, and notice here this particular idea, notice that in Acts 2:38 ye shall receive. Now he’s emphasizing this particular word. Here is the Greek word whether we can pronounce it or not does not mean a thing. The exact same Greek word is found in John 5:43 and here Jesus says I am come in my Father’s name and ye receive me not, if another shall come in his own name, now watch, him ye will receive. Right there is the translation of that word. Now why in one passage did the translators use will and in another use shall? Well friends, the answer is very clear. Notice here shall, and this is copied off of the internet, after if and some verbs which express condition or supposition, notice the word, shall, that’s what we are looking at, in all persons simply foretells. Brother Pat was unaware of this particular exception. This was taken from Mr. Webster’s, the reprint of his 1828 edition. Now friends, they were much closer to the time of the translation of the KJV than you and I are today.  And so I suggest that there is no distinction that is to be made. The apostle Peter is just simply saying and he is foretelling something that they would receive. Now let’s look at the gift of the Holy Spirit and we are going to look at this in just a few moments. But there is another thing and I come back to this. Notice he says for the promise. Now the problem that brother Pat and I have, the disagreement is over what is the gift of the Holy Spirit? But let’s look at the context. The background, the prophetic background was miraculous. The events of that day were miraculous. Now Peter says ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. Now watch what he says. For the promise is unto you and your children. Let’s have chart 30 please. Notice here if you would please, the background of this is Joel 1:3. Now he presented the idea in his first affirmative speech concerning your children. And he says that is posterity. A good way to check the definition of anybody’s word that they are using is just to put that definition in the place of the word. And so Joel is saying, you tell it to your children of it and let your children tell their posterity and their posterity another generation. Friends the background of Acts 2 is Joel 2. Now notice here if you would in Luke 32:28, here is an occasion when Jesus is on his way to the place of crucifixion and he turns and he says to the daughters of Jerusalem, weep not for me, but weep for yourselves and your children. Of what is he speaking? Friends, looming on the horizon in a few years about forty years from this particular time was going to be the total rejection or destruction rather of these people, nation of Israel at this particular time. And so the basic idea as we look at this, is that indeed the promise is unto your children and it is referring to that specific generation of time. Now brother Pat last night when I made mention, and I mention this idea, show us one example where the phrase, group phrase in the New Testament ever refers to more than one generation. Now brother Pat came up with the idea, the children of Israel. And he says that shows posterity. Friends, that’s not what I asked. The word that is translated right here, your children, and in Acts 2:39 appears I believe 99 times in the New Testament. And that it does sometimes refer to posterity who is going to deny that? I accept that. But the fact is that the phrase that the apostle Peter used in Acts 2:39 where is it found that that is ever used to refer to more than one generation? And so as we look at this friends, ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit, it was promised to you, that is those people there, and to your children, one generation, and that is when the miraculous gifts, in my judgment at least, ceased to exist in one generation at the destruction of the city of Jerusalem. I’m not going to argue the time that they ceased. I know that they did. Notice he says the promise is unto you and your children and all them that are afar off. Brother Pat has made quite a to-do about why I haven’t dealt with it. I didn’t think it was necessary, friends. There is no doubt, all that are afar off are the Gentiles. And the miraculous gifts went to the Gentiles, Ephe 4:8-12. There the apostle Paul talks to the church at Ephesus which was a Gentile congregation and he refers to the spiritual gifts. 1 Cor 12, 13 and 14 chapters referred to the same idea. So yes those that are afar off - and the Gentiles received that. Notice he says all that are afar off - that’s all flesh. Back in Acts 2:17 as Peter begins to quote Joel 2, he says I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh, you, your children and all them that are afar off. That’s exactly what he did. For the promise is unto you and your children and all them that are afar off as many as. Now friends, I want you to look at that.  As many as. That very concept has the idea that indeed there is a natural built in limitation. Notice here in Romans 6:3 the apostle Paul, and there are other passages that we could look at, how many? He says as many as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into his death. As many as. That limits it. There is a totality but it is looking to as many as. And notice he says as many as the Lord our God shall call.  And certainly then, it is looking to those that call and the way that it is going to come. He says they will be called. He doesn’t tell us when they are going to be called. He doesn’t tell us how they are going to be called. That’s not in the passage. God shall call. And by the way my friends, he is talking here about the word proscalleo but the word we are looking at is the word proscalleomi. And he mentioned the idea called to one’s service. Well also notice the analytical Greek lexicon says to call to the performance of a thing. Call to a special task or office, so says Arndt and Gingrich. The Holy Spirit said separate me Saul and Barnabas, Acts 13:1,2 to the work that I have called them. Indeed the word proscalleomi is the word we are looking at friends. And so here the basic idea is shall call. Now let’s go to Luke 11:13. Here the Master presents the idea that they are going give the Holy Ghost to them that ask him. Now brother Pat says that that refers to obedience. But my friends, the Greek word that is found here, unless I have overlooked, is never used in the New Testament to refer to obedience. But he’s got it down there that the way that you do that is obeying that. Now he says those that ask, he shall give the Holy Spirit to them. Now remember the context. Remember the word anachronism. Lets puts these thoughts in the proper time frame. Turn to Acts 8:14,15. I’m going to show you exactly how the Holy Spirit was received, my friends. Philip had gone into the city of Samaria. There he had preached the gospel. There they had obeyed the gospel of Jesus Christ and the Bible says in Acts 8:14, When the apostles which were at Jerusalem heard that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent unto them Peter and John who when they cam down prayed for them that they might receive the Holy Ghost. Now friends Acts 11:13 says that he is going to give, God is going to give the Holy Spirit. We find that this is exactly how he did it. And I pointed out last night that the parallel passage as some would call it in Matthew 7:11, points out the idea of the things. And so we see the promise here of the gift of the Holy Spirit to your children and all them that are afar off. God is going to call them. How? To the work of the miraculous by the laying on of hands. He doesn’t say how in Acts 2 but he shows us how in Acts 8. Let’s turn if you would then to Acts 5:32. The apostles are on trial among the religious leaders on this particular occasion. In Acts 5:32 there is an interesting statement here where the apostle Peter is testifying or arguing as it were, that we have been with Christ, we have seen his death, we have seen his resurrection, and then he says we are witnesses of these things. And so also is the Holy Spirit whom God hath given to them. Now brother Pat that that is the Holy Spirit himself, to all that obey him. Well my friends, this is an argument relative to the idea of divine authority. The religious leaders told Peter and the apostles we told you to keep your mouth shut. Peter says in verse 29 and following, we must obey God, ought to obey God, rather than man. He then refers to these things that they were witnesses and he says we are witnesses of these things and so also is the Holy Ghost that God hath given to them that obey him. Picture in your mind if you would please, brother Pat and the apostle Peter standing up with each affirming what they affirm. What brother Pat affirms is the personal non-miraculous indwelling of the person of the Spirit himself. I wan to draw your attention to something that I think is very important. And consider what the apostle Peter said in Acts 5 and notice verse 32. Notice here that he says, concerning the witness, the Holy Spirit is a witness he says. Now watch what happens in verse 33. When they heard this they were cut to their heart, and took counsel to slay them. Do you think if Pat were standing there and said that’s just referring to the non-miraculous personal indwelling. You can’t feel it, there is no perception whatsoever, nobody can see it. And do you think the people would take umbrage with this? And they would say we are going to take counsel to kill you? No my friends, they understood the import of that particular statement. This is the Holy Spirit as Jesus said in John 14:25,26 when he says that ye shall testify and the Holy Spirit shall bear witness. The same Greek word. Now the apostle Peter, here is doing exactly what Jesus said they would do. They would bear witness and the Holy Spirit would by the miraculous manifestations of the Holy Spirit. Now friends that’s the background of Acts 2. That the very passage the brother Pat is arguing from. And certainly we understand that it is miraculous. Everything about it was miraculous in the sense of the time and the events at that particular time. Peter, in light of that, promised them the gift. Everyone of them? No, no more than John the Baptist promised to everyone of the Jews baptism with fire or baptism with the Holy Spirit, Matthew 3:11 and verses following. And so here the apostle Peter is simply saying concerning that they would by the laying on of the apostolic hands receive the miraculous manifestations of the Holy Spirit in order to confirm and reveal, etc.  End of Tape 2 Side B

Tape 3 Side A  I’m going to try to refer to that speech when  I get time but I’d like to get through with my first affirmative speech that I didn’t get to. I’m in the middle of trying to prove that the passages I brought up last night, I’m actually repeating some of what I said last night, trying to prove that these passages are universal.  Let’s go to Romans 5:5. There the Bible says “And hope maketh not ashamed; because the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given unto us.” And by the way Tom, I do feel Acts 2:38 is an important passage in this discussion, but I brought up 15 affirmative truth texts, and if you were to disprove one of them that it’s not talking about the personal indwelling, you would still have fourteen left. All of them stand upon their own merit. If one of them, only one proves my position that’s all it takes. All of them stand or fall by themselves, not together. Even if you take one of them away, even Acts 2:38, you’d still have the fourteen left. For example, this Romans 5:5 is very clear. It can’t be the indwelling through the word because it’s a promise to be received. God commanded to be obeyed. The Holy Ghost is given, not a power from the Holy Ghost which you would maintain.  Now is this just to a select few or to everybody?  Let’s look at the context. Let the context answer. We are talking about Romans 5:5, let’s go back to verse 1. Who is promised the Holy Ghost according to Rom 5:5?  The people that received the Holy Ghost according to Romans 5:5 are those who are justified by faith. That was just the apostles, of course, they were the only ones justified by faith…peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ: -- that’s going to the apostles and a few others….have access by faith into this grace – that’s probably the apostles and a few of the not all of them. Those who have hope maketh not ashamed         obviously we are talking about all the Christians those have love of God in their hearts, that’s all of them, those who are justified by their works—every Christian at that time and every Christian today those who will be saved by his life, not just the apostles and a few others that received the miraculous, those who are reconciled to God -- every Christian then and every Christian today, those who will be saved by his life—every Christian then and every Christian today.  Now what would I have to do to prove that Romans 5:5 is universal to all the Chrisitans then and now, if this isn’t the way we do it. Now isn’t that what we are supposed to do? Okay we have a dispute, is Romans 5:5 universal or just to a select few? Look at the context and find out from the context. Fortunately in this case the context in about seven or eight ways prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that it is universal to all the Christians then and all Christians now.  And you know     what that is.  The Holy Ghost was given to these people and all these saints, every one of them. That proves my proposition. And the reason it does is because it proves that it cannot be referring to the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. We agree that it was not universal then and to nobody now.  But this shows it was universal then to every Christian and it’s universal today. Gal 4:5-7.  I don’t have a chart that exactly shows in that same way the universality but I could have made one and should have made one before I came here. But remember Gal 4:6 “And because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.”  So we would see the Spirit of his Son.  Now if you think it was talking about the second person there are some other passages that show that its talking about the Holy Ghost, even though it says the Spirit of his Son. It’s talking about the third person of the Godhead. We can show that from other passages. I don’t think you will dispute that. Now let’s look at the context. Verse 5 “To redeem them that were under the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons.” Now is that just the apostles that receive the adoption of sons or is it all the Christians? I think we know. Verse 6 “And because ye are sons, --is he saying because ye are apostles an or prophets? – no because ye are sons. Everyone of them. Verse 7 “Wherefore thou art no more a servant, but a son; -- every Christian—“and if a son, then an heir of God through Christ.” That’s every one of them and every one of us. Tom whether you know it or not when you were baptized a Christian and I think you were you received the personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit. You don’t know it’s in there but you’ve got it. I believe the context shows conclusively that that’s every Christian. And then we looked at this last night 1 Thes 4:8. You remember there it says that the Holy Ghost is given to somebody. He was given to us. The Holy Spirit was given to us is what the writer Paul says. Who is that? Well verse 8 says it’s the people that were not to despise man. Was that just the apostles or a select few? For God hath not called us (there’s that same pronoun) unto uncleanness, but unto holiness. Now was it just to the apostles and just a few others. Next let’s go to Titus 3:5-7. Remember last night I brought this up. “Not by works of righteousness which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost; Which (referring back to the Holy Ghost), he shed on us (sometimes people think it would be better translated poured out) on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour; That being justified by his grace, we should be made heirs according to the hope of eternal life.” God poured out on us or shed on us the Holy Ghost. Now who is the us? Who is the us? Let’s look at the context. Well first of all let’s look at this question I asked Tom last night. I asked Tom who does that apply to? All, just a select few of the Christians, or other. Tom said  other, and wrote dispensational – to a special group. Now can you imagine that, that a gospel preacher who would  say that Titus 3:5 and 3:7 do not apply to everybody. It just applies to a special group, dispensational. What he means by that it doesn’t apply today. That’s what he means by dispensational. He thinks that verse 5 does not apply to all them men but applies to other, dispensational 
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