Tape #5, Mr. Bright/Mr. Donahue debate, Side A

Mr Bright:  It’s a joy for me to stand before you for the final time this evening. I’m grateful for your kind attention. I know that we’re a little slow getting exchanged but sometimes it takes just a moment or two to get all of this stuff squared away, so I hope you will bear with us if you would please. The first thing I want to do is look at his chart #45, on Eph 1:13,14. His chart #45. Now friends, I want you to look here and I want you to notice here. This is what Mr. Metcher(?) says. Now I will guarantee you that bro Pat does not agree with very much that this man believes. Now notice he says that it is difficult to decide whether a copiest offers hos or ho, this dealing with the pronoun, that we see in Eph 1:13,14, in order to make it agree with the gender of pneuma which is Holy Spirit or whether hos became ho by attraction to the gender. Well the first thing I want to ask you my friends, how do they have any idea that it is difficult to determine that anyway. How do they know that it does not refer to that? How do they know that it does not say exactly what it says in the text that we’re looking at? How do they know this? Notice it says, The majority thought. Now friends, you get into the field of  - - - -(?) if Pat wants to go that direction, I stand prepared to go that direction, because I know a little bit about it, maybe just about that much. But I do know something about it and I want to ask you to consider very carefully, I would ask you to look very closely at this idea. Look at the idea that they are really saying we don’t know, it’s just supposition and it is just something that we’re merely guessing at. That’s really what they’re saying. The only thing they know here is that it is changed, that at the end it did not come out like it should have been, or as it was literally written. Friends, this impugns the very nature of verbal inspiration. If we cannot be correct about this, if we have to wander around in a world of confusion all of the time, worrying about whether we really have the copies at least of the original word, where are we going to go? We are going to be like a rat in a maze, friends. And this idea here of casting doubt upon that is nothing more than going to indeed inject continually in these new versions those footnotes that constantly cast doubt upon we really have the Bible. And so this is really no argument, my friend. Now if they argue attraction, it’s just simply saying this doesn’t teach what my doctrine teaches and I’ve got to get around it, so I’ll conjure up various ideas. Now I want bro Pat to get up here and show us what are the rules for attraction. What are the rules that we can look at to know whether it is attraction? And that is that this particular pronoun was attracted to its antecedent. And it’s though it’s not in the case it ought to be and yet there is this concept. And so I reject that without hesitation, friends, because the idea is that we really can’t know what God wants us to know. There’s just doubt and confusion. Well, let’s go if you would, please, bro Ron to the next chart that he had which we called for. This is on Acts 5:32. Now friends, the fact of the matter is, and the statement the apostle Peter made, he made the statement that “we are witnesses and so is also the Holy Ghost,” but he says this idea of witness doesn’t have anything to do with this phrase. Friends, it has everything to do with it. Do you want to isolate that particular clause from the rest of the sentence? What was Peter’s argument? You, (the San Hedron council, you chief police), have told us don’t preach in his name. We ought to obey God rather than man, answered the apostles. They referred to the death of Christ, and the resurrection of Christ. And now remember within the context, here is a conflict of authority. Do I mind the Jewish leaders, or do I obey God? And the apostle Peter called upon something that was absolutely, undeniable, friends. We that is those apostles, and others who might have seen the resurrected Lord, we are witnesses of it, and so also is the Holy Spirit. That’s what Jesus said they would do in Jn 15:25,26, that you will testify and the Holy Spirit will testify. Peter is saying in essence that what Jesus said we would do in Jn 15:25,26 was exactly what we’re doing in Acts 5:32. Now bro Pat says this third clause here has nothing to with that. It has everything to do with that. Because Peter used this particular clause right here to show beyond a shadow of doubt, we, we, you can limit that to apostles or collectively as the New Testament church, it makes no difference. We have the miraculous powers. That’s what he is saying. And friends, that is a telling argument. They understood it. That’s why they took counsel to slay the apostles. I presented a while ago, consider bro Pat and the apostle Peter standing before this group, and they are arguing their case. Then bro Pat says, I’ve got the personal indwelling, I’ve got the person of the Holy Spirit in me, there is no sensory perception whatsoever, you can’t see anything outside that would prove this. All I have to do is accept it because God’s word has told it which is enough. But that’s all the Spirit does besides interceding which takes place in heaven according to bro Pat’s view. And can you imagine in your mind that these people would become so angry that they would want to kill bro Pat. Now here’s Peter saying, we’ve got the miracles, we’ve got everything, we’re showing it, you can’t deny it. And so as we look at that then we need to look very closely at that. So if you would let’s get that particular chart. Notice here if you would Acts 5:32 We are his witnesses, Jn 15:26,27 says that he shall testify of me. Who? The Spirit of truth. And ye also shall bear witness. That’s what Peter is arguing in Acts 5:32. He says no that is a personal indwelling, the person of the Holy Spirit -----the twenty-first century. Anachronism, my friends, don’t ever forget that. And Pat it’s not because you have problems stating that because I likewise do. Notice here in Heb 2:3,4 “How shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation; which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed (confirmed) unto us by them that heard him; God also bearing them witness, both with signs and wonders, and with (watch it please) divers miracles, and gifts of the Holy Ghost…” In Jn 15:26,27 Jesus says this is what ye will do, Heb 2 says this is what was done. And in Acts 5:32 the apostle Peter called upon that very concept of miraculous manifestations of the Holy Spirit limited to the first century. And they took counsel to kill them. I don’t know what kind of proof you need bro Pat, but this whole idea, I’ll guarantee you that if you would argue what they said, that they would not have taken counsel. Well I want to go to Acts 2:38. I want to notice this particular idea. Notice my friends, that he keeps presenting the idea that the gift of the Holy Spirit is the Holy Spirit himself. In fact any time you come across, and there might be exceptions to this, that the Holy Spirit was given, bro Pat thinks that refers to the personal indwelling. But I want you to notice, my friends, we pointed out last Monday and last Tuesday, that the background of Acts 2 is Joel 2. It is a great and fabulous day that was there at that particular time. All prophecies pointed forward to it and everything points back to it, because here Jesus Christ for the first time is proclaimed as the Saviour of the world. And as we look at this then we need to understand that Joel 2 is the background. Your sons and daughters shall prophecy, these men are not drunk as you think they are, but your sons and daughters shall prophecy. Your old men shall dream dreams. Now notice here he gets down in Acts 2:38 and he says, repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins. Pat wants to say that if I take that part, then I cannot say that the gift of the Holy Spirit is the Holy Spirit in his miraculous works. Well friends I could make the same argument in he as he would defend Mark 16:15,16 and following. Where there our Lord is recorded as saying Go preach the gospel and then in verse 17 he will say, and these signs shall follow them, the miraculous manifestations. A Pentecostal preacher is going to ask, Pat why do you stop reading right there? It seems that they are wanting to say what bro Pat is saying today, that they are all as it were universal, they all refer to the same thing. But friends, I’ll tell you what, the gift of the Holy Spirit, that phrase is found twice, and it is both found in  miraculous manifestations. The working of the Holy Spirit in his miracles. Furthermore as we think of this, I want you to notice, my friends, notice here if you would please, this idea of children. Now bro Pat has referred previously to this, now he goes back and he says, well Tom I found an additional Greek word that means posterity. Pat that’s not what I said. I didn’t say that. I said find that Greek term that is translated your children in Acts 2:39 and find it in something that refers to posterity. Notice here my friends, for the promise is unto you, that’s the Jews, that particular group of people as it were, and to your children. I have argued that your children refers to one generation. Joel my friends, is the background of Acts 2. And let us look at Joel and see what Joel has to say about the use of the children. Would that be too farfetched? Notice. Tell ye your children of it and let your children tell their children, and their children another generation. According to bro Pat’s argumentation, this would have to be tell your children of it and let your posterity tell their posterity and on down the line. Friends that’s not what he said. You tell it to your children, and let your children tell their children and theirs to another. Now he says the promise is unto you and your children and all that are afar off. Friends that’s the Gentile world. Now Pat says all. But Tom you are wanting to limit it. Well let’s look at the promise. For the promise is unto you and your children and all that are afar off, as many as, now friends he wants to say that refers to everybody that obeys the gospel has that promise. Anybody that can see anything understands that when you use the term as many as there is a limitation. There is a smaller group as compared to a bigger group. As many as, and he wants to say that refers to everyone who believes the gospel and who responds in an affirmative way. But friends, I’m asking you to look at this, notice, he said, I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh and your sons and your daughters, who is that, why it’s your children, there. Notice here Jesus turns to these ladies as he is on the way to the cross. And he says don’t weep for me weep for yourselves, and your children. There was a great calamity on the horizon, my friends, and as a nation, they were about to, as it were, pass away. Well, considering the idea then, that the miraculous background of Acts 2, the Holy Spirit descends, his power comes, there’s the tongues, there’s the speaking in tongues, the flame of fire, as it were, and then all of this, and then the apostle Peter told them, repent, and be baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ. I asked Pat the other night. I said, Pat, what in the sermon, recorded by Luke in Acts 2 would point one to the idea of the personal indwelling according to your view. And he said the whole chapter. Now friends there’s nothing mentioned in there. You shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit, the promise is unto you, your children all them that are afar off, there it goes to the Gentile. Every Gentile? No, not any more than to every single individual that was there. I keep bringing up the idea John the Baptist said, he, Christ will baptize you with the Holy Ghost and fire. Does that mean everyone of them was baptized with the Holy Ghost and with fire also. Well certainly not, it’s a synectady , a figure of speech, some would be baptized with fire, some would be baptized with the Holy Spirit. And so you, your children, and them that are afar off. Every single Gentle? Absolutely not. How much time do I have? Let’s look very hurriedly then, at this idea of Joel 2 and let’s look at verse 32. Notice here he says that’s salvation. I do not deny that salvation is under consideration in Acts 2, that is the whole theme. Repent and be baptized for the remission of sins. Look at Joel 2:32. 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. Who is the remnant? Whom the Lord shall call? Who is that? I believe my friends, notice the idea, as many as the Lord our God shall call, yes deliverance, salvation, I don’t deny that, I believe it. Friends, the question under consideration tonight is the manner of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Now bro Pat has brought up various passages as he has in previous times, and he affirms something that he overlooks the obvious, he admitted in the last speech that Luke 11 does contain some miraculous some that are dispensational in nature, thy kingdom come, but he says that is the rest of it. Friends, I want you to think, notice here, here it is, those that ask, think about that, those that ask. Now here we have corrected this, we apologize for this, that is we ask, there’s the same word, according to his will. I want to ask you a question, can an individual today ask for the miraculous manifestations of the Holy Spirit and be according to the will of God? Exactly not. And that’s why we say that it is dispensational. If ask here, and that’s his argument, means obedience, then ask there, means obedience likewise. Now notice the idea he presented, put his definition there friends. If we obey anything (?) according to his will. It doesn’t make sense. Pat, that is a dispensational passage, it refers to the Spirit that has been under consideration as he would reveal and confirm the gospel of Jesus Christ. Consider here thy kingdom come. There it is folks. There’s the problem that bro Pat has with all of this, is going to give the Holy Spirit unto them that ask him. We’ve already shown if we ask according to his will, they could in the first century, they did in Acts 8 and the Spirit came upon those Samaritans. And so here again we have this anachronism. Friends, he has not overturned my arguments. It is still true that the Holy Spirit dwells through the word. And we have shown in the various responses that we have given that it is not the person of the Holy Spirit himself, that indeed, that is a dispensational or all those dispensational passages and they refer to a special time period. And to take these promises of the Holy Spirit out of their miraculous context and to put them into the twenty-first century, my friends is an anachronism that certainly is not according to that which is right. Well let’s see if there is anything else. Luke 8. He says he didn’t bring that up. Pat the idea is that you argued that this showed there was a literal indwelling. Remember what we said relative  to Rev 2:13. Satan dwelled. How does he dwell? As a dominating force, as that which is the dominant power of that time. Well friends, if we turn that around and we see that it is God the Father, God the Son and God the Spirit who dwells in us as we allow the word of God to lead us to guide us and to direct us. That’s what we are looking at. That my friends is the way the Sprit of God dwells in us, not literally, not personally. I still say there is only one way my friends that deity, the Spirit of deity can dwell in the human body, and that’s through the miraculous. That’s the only way. And I would like for you to consider very, very seriously that particular thought One other thing, look at 1 Cor 14:39. My friends, passages are dispensational. In this miraculous context, dealing with the miraculous gifts ………time up.
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Sure wish we had a Bible verse that would give us the rule that Deity cannot dwell in the human body without a miracle. Sure wish we had that verse that gave that rule. Of course we already dealt with that, I guess that would prove if we found that rule he would prove that God cannot hear the prayers of a thousand Christians at one time. Because according to his view that would be a miracle because if he can’t do it therefore it must be a miracle. Let’s talk about what he said about Ephe 1:13,14. He said that what I said caused him to question the Bible. Not at all. Do you realize, Tom, that what I said and what was on the chart was about 50% of the manuscripts had hos, 50% had ho (?). So we can’t just carelessly accept one over the other without doing some study, can we Tom? That’s not having respect for the Bible, you have respect for the Bible when you try to determine what the original was. You just don’t accept something blindly. Which one are you going to accept, hos or ho, if about 50% of the manuscripts have one and 50% have the other, which one? There’s no doubt or confusion, those scholars, what they said is they didn’t know whether the original was hos or ho. And you don’t know either. You don’t know either. But you know according to Metcher (?), if I interpreted his what he said correctly, none of those guys, those scholars, who didn’t know which the original was, hos or ho, none of them thought which went back to word, only in the verse, not a one of them. They all said it either went to the Holy Spirit, ----- or it went to the word earnest, which is two or three words later. None of them thought what you thought was right. In other words, none of those scholars thought that you had the right thing grammatically. Some of them thought which went to Holy Spirit, some of them went to earnest. I don’t have a problem with either one of those. If it goes to either one of those it teaches my position. None of them thought what you thought. And then Acts 5:32. Everybody turn here. This illustrates, audience, the difference, I think, in Tom and I. Now in Acts 5:32, the Bible says at the end of that verse, “so is also the Holy Ghost, whom God hath given to them that obey him.” Here’s what he said, and this is the best quote I could give, he says that’s saying, that phrase is saying we have the miraculous gift. So he believes the Holy Ghost that God hath given to them that obey him, he says that is saying we have the miraculous gifts. You know what I think it’s saying? I believe that it’s saying the Holy Ghost whom God hath given to them who obey him. That’s what I think it’s saying. I believe it actually means that, that he gives the Holy Ghost to those that obey him. Not that he gives the miraculous gift, because it doesn’t say anything about that, not that he gives them the miraculous gift from the Holy Ghost, because it doesn’t say that either. It says that he gave them the Holy Ghost. Now if you want to let that decide the debate, let it decide the debate. He says the last part of Acts 5:32 that that is saying that God gives those folks the miraculous gifts. I believe it is saying that God gives the Holy Ghost to them that obey him. You choose who you want to believe. While we are on that subject, again let me repeat, he does think this is the miraculous gift, it can’t be. We’ve already pointed out, and he won’t answer the dilemma, we’ve already pointed out that this shows that you must obey God in order to receive the Holy Ghost, or as he calls it the miraculous gifts of the Holy Ghost.  But in Acts 10:45, Cornelius received the miraculous before he had obeyed, before he had completed his obedience. Now Tom, you are in the hands of a dilemma, either you are going to have to say that Cornelius obeyed the gospel in the sense that Acts 5:32 is talking about before he was baptized, or you are going to have to admit that Cornelius received something  different than what is referred to, the Holy Ghost in Acts 5:32. It’s got to be one or the other. And then he mentioned about Acts 5:33 again, which he did last night, and I responded to that, and you didn’t respond to my response. Now we have the total of six speeches each night, comes to 24 speeches. What we are supposed to do in a debate, while we have more than one speech each, is you say something and I respond, then you respond to my response. Instead, what you did is go back and repeat what you said before, and ignored my response. Now we could do that with just one speech a night. The reason we have three twenty minute speeches a night is so that you can respond to my response. That’s the point of it. Now what I said last night about his point on Acts 5:33, here’s his point. Why did those folks want to kill those people? Surely they wouldn’t want to kill Peter and the rest of the apostles because Peter said, “well if we obey the gospel we’ll get the personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit.” Surely they wouldn’t want to kill them for that. You were right, I agree with that Tom. They wouldn’t want to kill them for that. And they wouldn’t want to kill him either, if he just said you’ll get a miraculous manifestation of the Holy Spirit. Wouldn’t want to kill him for that either. Here’s what I said last night that you didn’t respond to, the reason they wanted to kill them is because they had told them in verse 29, didn’t we command you to quit preaching, and then you went right out and did it again. And not only did they go out and preach again after they’d been commanded not to, one of the things they said would be real troubling. He said in verse 30, you killed Jesus the Son of God. That’s why they got mad. Do you remember in Acts 2:37, when Peter said you murdered the Son of God? What happened to those folks? He said that in verse 36, it says they were cut to the heart. Now that’s not a whole lot of difference between that and Acts 5:33. Why were they cut and pricked to the heart in verse 37 in Acts 2? Because they said you murdered the Son of God. That would make my heart get pricked, wouldn’t it yours? And that’s exactly why they got mad in Acts 5:33. It has nothing to do with the dispute between you and me. And then he mentions that the background of Acts 2:38,39 is Joel 2. That’s exactly why I keep bringing up Joel 2:32 to prove my proposition. It is the background. Look at Joel 2:32. He’s had a few things to say about it for the first time in the debate and I’m glad that he did. But he missed it. And it will be easy to show that he missed it. He talked about Joel 2:32 and then he said, well deliverance, certainly that’s salvation, it’s talking about salvation. So he admitted that. ----my case. Because then he just said well look, and in the remnant whom the Lord shall call. Who’s that? Who’s that? Well it’s obvious who that is. The remnant. That’s Christians. The people who receive deliverance. You see that? And it shall come to pass, that whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be delivered. Who’s that? Christians. They’ll be delivered, saved. For in mount Zion and in Jerusalem shall be deliverance, salvation, as the Lord hath said, and in the remnant whom the Lord shall call. Call to what? Does it say miraculous gifts? No, he admits that it says salvation, deliverance. So the remnant are Christians. Well, certainly it’s not everybody, not everybody will receive deliverance. I have some family members that have never been saved, they hadn’t received deliverance. You told me you have a brother who’s fallen from grace. He had deliverance at one time. He fell away. He didn’t receive deliverance. It’s not everybody. And you know I think we can agree now that I know what we are talking about. You know as many as the Lord our God shall call in Acts 2:39, I think we agree. I see what you are saying and I think we agree. It is limited -----Just like Gal 3:27 is equal to all of them the ones that are baptized. This is limited –even as many as the Lord our God shall call. It’s that number, the ones as many as the Lord our God shall call. Now who does he call? Well he calls everybody in the sense of 2 Thes 2:14 in that he asks everybody to become a Christian. And then if you look at Rom 8:30 it refers to the same calling but it speaks of it in the sense of the successful call. Okay? Who does he call? Who is asked to repent and be baptized for the remission of sins and you will receive the gift of the Holy Ghost? Everybody. Who does he call successfully? Those who accept the call. Okay. So as many of those who accept that call, that is who repent and are baptized will receive the remission of sins and the gift of the Holy Ghost. That’s what the promise is. If I tell a fellow, if you will cut my grass and pick the weeds in my little garden over here, I’ll give you five dollars and a gift certificate to McDonalds. If he does both of those things he’ll expect to get both. I will ask him to do this, and if he chooses to do it he’ll get the benefits. And if he chooses not to he won’t receive the benefits. That’s easy. So back to Joel 2:32, who got the deliverance? All Christians. See. Well he thinks Acts 2:39 is talking about is just a select few Christians back then who received the miraculous. And nobody today. But what is Joel 2:32 talking about? Deliverance, salvation. Who was called to deliverance? Everybody, the remnant are the ones who accepted it. The successful calling mentioned in Rom 8:30. And then he said then well the gift of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2:38, that’s only found in one other place, Acts 10:45. But we’ve already proven that cannot be the same. In 10:45 Cornelius received that gift of the Holy Spirit before he was baptized. Acts 2:38 says you have to be baptized to get that gift. Sure they’re the same phrase. I might say, Ron and Tom, I’m going to give both of you a gift of money. And what if I gave Ron a thousand dollars but I gave you a penny, Tom. Well they’re both gifts of money, the same words will describe them. I don’t think you’d think you got the same thing, though, would you? He’s got the gift of the Holy Spirit, that’s the Holy Spirit himself, non miraculous measure in Acts 2:38. The gift of the Holy Spirit, that’s the Holy Spirit himself, it’s the miraculous measure in Acts 10:45. One you get as an earnest, Acts 2:38, says you can only get it if you obey the gospel. One you don’t get as an earnest. God can give that to anybody. In a sense he gave that to a donkey, and caused him to speak in the Old Testament. In a sense in 1 Sam 19 he gave the miraculous measure to Saul, 1 Sam 19 where Saul was laying naked, day and night, plotting to kill God’s anointed, David. He wasn’t in a faithful relationship with God but he got a miraculous measure. Didn’t prove anything. But the one in Acts 2:38 does. It’s an earnest, you can only get that if you obey the gospel and are faithful to God. And while I’m at it, on this point about how that they can’t be the same, you know Gal 4:6, it says that because you are sons God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts crying abba Father. That cannot be the miraculous gift mentioned in Acts 10:45 because that says you get it because you are a son, and Cornelia was not a son yet. Put up #68. 68. Now if he emphasized a point. Wes (?) you are not going to believe this. We brought up last night Titus 3. We brought it up both nights but I asked him a question last night, and the reason is for those of you who weren’t here, is Titus 3:6 talks about the Holy Spirit being shed on some people. And I believe that’s talking about the personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Now he thinks it’s talking about the miraculous gift of the Spirit. And so whenever he’s done this, in my affirmative I’ve tried to show from the context that we’re talking about something universal here. Since he’s admitted that the miraculous gifts weren’t universal, then if I could show that’s it’s universal I’d have proven to him that it’s not the miraculous, that it’s the non-miraculous. Okay. So I asked him a question trying to get the context of Titus 3, I asked him about Titus 3:5,7. I left 6 off because it’s ---- the question---. Titus 3:5,7 applies to all, just to a select few of the Christians, or other. You know what Tom checked there, he checked other, and wrote dispensational to a special group. Here’s, Wes, here’s what he’s saying, let’s read verse 5. 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. Mr. Bright, Tom, is saying that that is dispensational, just to a special group. What he means by that is only some of them back then does that apply to and nobody today. Now can you imagine cutting out of your Bibles, this is one of the, as I’ve said, one of the fundamental passages of the Bible showing we are saved by grace and that the works that we do have to do, or we can’t be saved, Heb 5:9, those works do not earn our salvation, no the blood of Christ does that. And then in verse 7 he says That being justified by his grace, that’s only a few Christians back then, nobody today, we should be made heirs according to the hope of eternal life. You see, he is in a dilemma. He has two choices. One he could say yeah verses 5 and 7, that’s universal, applies to everybody then and today. But if he did that then he would look pretty bad because right in the middle of it he would have to say, that one verse stuck right between those two, that’s dispensational. So that would put him in a hard position.  And so he didn’t choose that. But what you chose, Tom, and I’m not saying you did it for this reason, I believe you really believe this, the choice you chose is even worse. To get up here and tell these brethren that verse 5 and 7 doesn’t apply to all the Christians back then and none of us now. That puts your position in a very bad light. And I don’t mean that, that it doesn’t make sense so we ought not accept it. No God’s ways are higher than our ways. If God says it we ought to accept it, whether or not it makes sense to us. What it means is that you, anybody can look at the teaching of the Bible here and when they see that you deny that verses 5 and 7 don’t apply to us today, then they can easily conclude that you’re wrong about this subject in verse 6. So what does the passage teach? It teaches that people who are not saved by works of righteousness, meaning they don’t earn their salvation, but instead they are saved by grace, according to his mercy. People justified by his grace and made heirs according to the hope of eternal life. They can see from this passage that all folks like this, that God shed on them abundantly the Holy Spirit through Jesus Christ our Saviour. They can see that. That’s not hard to see. That should settle the discussion but I know that it won’t. Well for this same reason that I brought up, you remember when you kept saying that this is a different Greek word and then in my last speech I showed that afar off is the same Greek word and the word children in Mt 23:37 was the same Greek word, did it phase him at all? No, he didn’t accept it. I gave him the same Greek word and he still said it wasn’t the same. So it won’t do any good to give you the same Greek word, you’ll still say it’s different. So the next time I get up here and say something that’s just the same in English but not the Greek, and you say it’s a different Greek word, remember it wouldn’t of mattered if it was the same Greek word, he won’t believe it. If it doesn’t fit his system, he’s not going to believe it. Put up #3. John 5:38,39, 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, Now who’s going to receive the Spirit according to this? Those that believe ----- Does that include me, yeah. I’m a believer. So the Holy Spirit was not yet given because that Jesus was not yet glorified. Put up the next chart Mark. Now we want to show in John what this term he that believeth (how much time?) five and a half minutes – Let’s look at this phrase he that believeth in the book of John and see if we can tell what it’s talking about, if it’s just talking about a select few or it’s universal. John 3:18 He that believeth on him is not condemned. Select few, dispensational? Or universal then and now? He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life, that’s just the apostles and a few others, I guess. He that believeth on Him that sent me hath everlasting life, He that believeth on me shall never thirst, He that believeth on me hath everlasting life, John 11:25 He that believeth in me, yet he shall live. Consistency of language. Boy. Talk about consistency of language. John 7 He that believeth on me, 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 something from the Spirit, no, they would believe the Spirit, that’s what it says. Okay, next chart. I believe that’s #4, we’ve been through Acts 2:38 but raise it up. In Acts 2:38, we’ve been trying to show the last two nights that the gift of the Holy Ghost means the Holy Spirit as the gift, and not a gift from the Holy Spirit as he would like for it to mean, and we did that by comparing it to other passages. Luke 11:13 God will give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him. Notice it’s not something from the Holy Spirit but it’s the Holy Spirit himself. Then that shows it’s not the miraculous measure and it shows that it’s not the representative indwelling either because this is a promise to be received not a command to be obeyed. ----John 7 talking about the Holy Spirit, those who believed on him should receive, the Spirit himself. Acts 5:32, the Holy Ghost whom God hath given to them that obey him. Rom 5:5 the Holy Ghost which is given unto us. 1 Thes 4:8 has also given unto his Holy Spirit. 1 Jn 3:24 Spirit which he hath given us. Therefore Acts 2:38 becomes crystal clear the gift of the Holy Spirit is the gift, the Holy Ghost himself. That’s what’s being given. See that. That’s clear. Very clear. Next verse, next chart. Now let’s go to Rom 5:5. We’ve mentioned this about God sending forth the Spirit of his Son. Let’s talk about the context though. Rom 5:5. Mr. Sutton see if you can find the questions for tonight. Let’s begin with about verse 1 of Rom 5:5, Therefore being justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ, now who’s that talking about, who’s justified by faith and has peace with God through Jesus Christ? Is that everybody or just a select few back then? I asked him tonight—is the context of Rom 5:1-5 dispensational to a special group, universal then and now, he checked other, dispensational in nature, that means it doesn’t apply today. Okay. But let’s talk about that. These people who’re justified by faith have peace with God through Jesus Christ, is that talking about us today? Those who have access into grace, is that just a special group or does it apply to everybody today? Rejoice in hope, has hope that maketh not ashamed, have the love of God in their hearts, have been justified by  his blood, will be saved from wrath through him, will be reconciled to God, will be saved by his life. That’s the context, that’s who’s under consideration. That’s all Christians, and God says about all those Christians that he sent forth the love of God in their hearts, because the love of God is sent abroad in their hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given to us. And this is the us. That shows it’s universal. Now he’s admitted that if I can show universality, then it can’t be the miraculous gift. What more could I do Tom, than that to show the universality of that passage, what more can I do? Put up #8, 1 Cor 6:18-19, a passage we’ve only got to briefly, but I’d like for you to look at 1 Cor 6:18,19. Flee fornication. Every sin that a man doeth is without the body; but he that committeth fornication sinneth against his own body. Obviously he’s talking about the physical body that’s what we commit fornication with and we commit it against our body. What? Know ye not that your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye are not your own? See I believe that, I believe the Holy Ghost is in you, therefore you should not sin, you should flee fornication. He doesn’t believe the Holy Ghost is in you. And then don’t put up chart #70. Do not put it up, since I’ll just, Gal 4:5-7 says To redeem them that were under the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons. And because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father. Wherefore thou art no more a servant, but a son; and if a son, then an heir of God through Christ. I see I got a little mixed up a while ago. But notice here’s the place that said that God sends the Spirit of his Son into your hearts. We showed last night or night before last that’s talking about the third person in the Godhead, the Holy Spirit. Who’s under consideration? The adoption of sons because ye are sons verse 6, because thou art no more a servant but a son and if a son then an heir of God. What’s the context? Everybody, everybody receives this, not just a select few, like the miraculous. Which we mentioned all these points last night. In conclusion for tonight remember, Acts 2:38 is talking about a gift that is given, Holy Spirit that is given, not a gift from the Holy Spirit, since it’s a promise to be received, it can’t be the representative indwelling. And since it can’t be the gift of Acts 10:45 because that came before baptism, it must be the personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit. All 15 of my affirmative passages prove this and since only one of them is needed to show that your proposition is not true because you have only representatively. I agree with the representative indwelling but if I can show one passage that shows there’s a personal indwelling, then I have disproved your proposition.

Tape 5, Side B

Mr Bright:  Bro Donahue, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen, it’s a joy for me to be before you this evening for the first of three affirmative speeches that we are going to be presenting relative to the defense of the basic idea that a man has read in your hearing just a few moments ago. I’d like to take just a moment if I could to define very hurriedly the proposition as we are looking at. The speaking of the Holy Spirit which of course would be the third person of the Godhead. We’re talking about the indwelling of the Holy Spirit which of course means to inhabit. We’re talking about the idea that it is only through the word of God and I think the word only is where bro Pat and I have our disagreements. He thinks that the Holy Spirit comes into the body, the physical body, into the heart, I’m sure that’s what he would say, of the person who is being baptized for the remission of sins, and there deity resides either until death or until that particular person would turn and walk away from Jehovah God. Of course our affirmation is that the Bible is that which sustains that basic idea, that it imparts this knowledge. And by the Bible I simply mean the book that we refer to normally to as the English Bible and that of course would be the books of Genesis-Malachi and it would be in the New Testament the book of Matthew-Revelation. And so if we look at this, I think that that has defined it enough for us to understand exactly what I am saying this evening. But as I emphasized last night, that we are not emphasizing the fact or answering the question, does the Holy Spirit dwell in the New Testament Christian. I think we all will agree that this is certainly taught in the Bible so we are dealing with the manner or the mode. Two alternatives of how deity, the Spirit of deity can dwell in the human being, and that is either directly or indirectly. There is a direct impact of Holy Spirit upon human spirit or it is through a medium. As I stated last night, that I am convinced that the only way deity could dwell in the body of a physical Christian, the human being, is because of or as the result of a miracle. And so for this particular reason, I reject this basic idea. But furthermore, let me explain if I could somewhat in detail and yet not take all night. I want to see chart #46, if I could bro Ron. And notice here the idea that is presented. That by the word of God I’m simply conveying the thought that a word is a sign of an idea. It is a sound or a symbol which stands for an idea or concept. It is the idea or concept which is put within the mind by means of the sounds or symbol hence the word, that is the sound or symbol does not actually dwell there at all, but only the idea or the concept. Chart #42, if you would please. Notice here that according to MacKnight in his commentary, presented the thought, that the Hebrews expressed absolute rule or dominion by the figure of dwelling. And that’s the way that I am using it tonight. That as one allows himself to be led by the Spirit of God, as he allows himself to be guided, directed by the word of God, that it is in that sense then that the Holy Spirit dwells in the heart of the Christian. And then one is allowing the word of God to lead him, guide him direct him, is that which is dominating him. I t is the individual in whom the Spirit of God dwells. It is he in whom Christ dwells and it is he in whom the Father dwells. Let’s see the next chart, bro Ron, chart #105. And very hurriedly if I could please just to show here that in one passage he says that be filled with the Spirit. Here he says let the word of Christ dwell in you richly. Now please understand that the rest of this is indeed synonymous. It is my contention that here Paul comments on what he commands here. One is to let the word of Christ dwell in you richly, and the other is to be filled with the Spirit. It is my basic argument that that is exactly how one is filled with the Spirit, when I allow the Spirit of God to direct me. Chart #44, if you would please. Friends, the Bible is very clear that we do not have to have a literal indwelling in order for one to dwell in another. In Rev 2:13, we find there as John writes to the church at Pergamos, that he says I know thy works, and where thou dwellest, even where Satan’s throne or seat is, where Satan dwelleth. I think we all understand that basic idea, and I don’t think bro Pat is going to disagree with that basic idea at all. Now let’s see chart #1. We are going to be dealing now with an argument in sustaining the thoughts that I have presented in the brief introduction that we have given. The three nights prior to this, I have used this particular word because bro Pat in his argumentation, in trying to prove the literal personal indwelling of deity literally in this body, that I am affirming that he is guilty of this very thing of an error in chronology. My friends, he is going back 2000 years ago, he is lifting passages out of their first century miraculous context, and making every aspect of these particular things to apply, I guess I should say, to you and to me today. Now tonight I want to deal first of all with something that transpired in the closing minutes that bro Pat introduced from a question, and by the way that was new material. He presented the question, based upon that he had given me last night, and it was relative to the idea that in the context of Rom 5:1-5. And the question is, is the context of Rom 5:1-5 dispensational to a special group, is it universal then or now, and I think according to what I could gather from the tape, there was probably a third choice, whether I could check other. And I evidently checked other, and then I wrote dispensational in nature. Now you that have been here through the debate, or any other night of the debate, understand exactly what I meant. And he says, then I am arguing that it has no application at all. But friends, I would ask you to consider another aspect of this, because in the same context bro Pat made an argument based upon a question that he had asked me Monday night. And the question was the fifth question. I’ll have to go back to the previous question and he says, relative to Luke 11:9-13a, does it apply to all, just to a select few of the Christians, or others. I said it is dispensational to a special group. He then asked in the very next question, if you don’t mind please, answer the same question for Titus 3:5,7. Now notice in this, that he said Titus 3: 5,7. Now as I read that, and of course knowing the nature of the debate, knowing of his basic view of what verse 6 says in that particular passage, I am assuming, that I assume that he included verse 6. I did not notice, and I still don’t remember answering the question, there’s no doubt in my mind that I did, I’m not denying that, nor am I blaming bro Donahue. I’m just simply saying that I misread the question or the statement that was made. Friends, my basic idea concerning what is taught in Titus 3 that all of the blessings, not by works of righteousness which we have done, but by his own mercy he hath saved us. Now bro Pat made quite a, what he thought was a powerful argument, because I answered the question like I did, and because he in the question left out verse 6, he was making the argument that I was saying that all of these things do not apply to New Testament Christians at all. Well I want to show you an example of what bro Pat is doing here. Show me chart #110. Now this is a statement that is made, and notice at the top, and I know that I could have added some words at the end of each of these phrases or clauses, to make it a little clearer, but I did not want to jumble up the chart. Now notice, it is true that Jesus Christ, I then list ten conditions that are to be met. Notice that he existed in the beginning, John 1. Born in Bethlehem, #2. Was born of a virgin, he was placed in a manger after his birth, was physically wealthy according to the standard of the Jews in that day, he was crucified, he was resurrected from the dead, he ascended to the Father, he is the Saviour of the world, he is our high priest. In other words, as I am wording this I am saying it is true that Jesus Christ fits every one of these. But friends, you notice in verse number 5, I have placed there, that the condition that he was physically wealthy according to the standard of the Jews in that day and time. Now friends, nine of those statements that I’m sure everyone of us would agree with. But you see the question as it is asked, #5 makes that statement false. Now I want you to think on that. It is true that Jesus Christ ---these ten conditions, one of them make them wrong. It is false. That statement is false. Now when I say that, does that mean that I do not believe that Jesus was born of a virgin?  Does that mean that I do not believe that he is our high priest? Or #7, that he was resurrected from the dead? Is that what I am saying, when I say that statement, as it is given there is indeed false. Why certainly not. But you see bro Pat in this particular attempt here, is trying or tried to sway the idea of the people’s thinking, that I was doing this. But friends, I think you can see that indeed it was not. Yes I made a mistake when I read that question, I don’t deny that and I’m not blaming him and I’m not blaming anybody else. It was simply my mistake. Well, let’s go to some other things that bro Pat has presented. I want chart #30, if you would please. Notice the idea that is based upon Acts 2:38,39 which is going to be a pivotal passage in this discussion. Here after the miraculous events in Acts 2, the apostle Peter after these people were pricked in their heart, he told them to repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of your sins.  Well as we look at this, we notice that he says, for the promise is unto you and your children, and to all that are afar off. Our argument has been bro Pat, would you present for us a passage wherein that Greek phrase is used anywhere in the Bible. Notice I didn’t say the English word. The other night he presented Acts 7:23, the children of Israel. Notice right there, but it’s not even the same Greek word. Well then he comes up last night and he presents the fact of Math chapters 23 and 27. But now I want to notice here, we asked a question -- #2 I, Pat Donahue, have produced a New Testament passage where the exact same Greek phrase that is translated your children in Acts 2:39 means posterity. He says no, one is enough. And then he says Luke 23:28 is a possibility. No Pat it is not a possibility, it is not the same Greek phrase, and anybody who can understand that can see that he is admitting that he has not produced the passage. Friend, they are different. Yes, I admitted, and I have admitted that the original word found in Acts 2:39 can be found in the New Testament referring to posterity. I didn’t ask for the English word. I didn’t ask for the Greek word. I asked for the exact same phrase in the original language. He hasn’t produced it thus far. But notice in that particular statement, if your would, or that particular verse, as many as. I want you to look at that folks, as many as. Consider if you would please, this particular thought, as many as. Now bro Pat says that refers to all that are called by the gospel. Now friend if you read that phrase, as many as, there can be no doubt that there is, as it were, a built in limitation. It, of and by itself, suggests there is a group here, and there is another group. Now bro Pat says that it refers to the idea of the gospel call. Friends, if that is the case, the gospel call is indeed limited according to what he teaches. If it is limited my friends, this hints on the idea of Calvinism, of a limited atonement. Do I believe that Pat Donahue believes in Calvinism? No, I do not. I would not charge him with that for one instant. But my friends, this basic idea that indeed Acts 2:39 that the idea of as many as refers to the gospel call is indeed that which is applicable to everybody. Friends, he told them what to do. Repent and be baptized every one of you. Certainly they were to be baptized. Certainly they received the remission of sin. Now friends, don’t let him cloud the issue, because when he promised the gift of the Holy Spirit, as we have already stated, that indeed this idea refers to the miraculous. Now I ask you concerning this word, shall call, to produce a word or a passage wherein the Greek word that is translated shall call, is referring to the gospel call. Now friends, that word is a verb. Now Pat I didn’t ask for an adjective. I asked for a verb. And he has not produced it yet. Show us #111 if you would please, and consider here this basic idea. It is the thought that Peter said in Acts 2:39, as many as the Lord our God shall call successfully. Now he argued that last night. Now what he is saying is that this idea of as many as the Lord our God shall call, it refers to those who are responding. Well friends, that is understood. In the very context of what he is saying. That’s not what Peter said, notice, as many as. That is a limitation. And certainly he admitted last night in Gal 3:27, he says as many of you as were baptized into Jesus Christ. He admitted that in that phrase there was some sense of a limitation. But here he wants to say that it is the gospel call. And so as we look upon this friends, I would ask you to consider very hurriedly, or very closely as the time permits, this basic idea. Bro Ron, I want to skip on down to chart #106, if you would please, chart #106. Here is dealing with Acts 5:32, wherein bro Pat says, as Peter standing before the council, is giving his defense on behalf of the apostles, and he says, “And we are his witnesses of these things and so also is the Holy Ghost whom God hath given to them that obey him.” Last night bro Pat presented the idea that this last phrase, he says it doesn’t even mention the miraculous. Well, friends that’s understood. Because he said we are his witnesses and so also is the Holy Spirit. In John 15:26,27, Jesus promised that when the Comforter is come, he said of whom I will send unto you from the Father. Notice the Spirit of truth, that is the Spirit of God, that’s the Holy Spirit my friend. He says which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me and ye also shall bear witness. What does Peter say up here, we are his witnesses and then he says so also is the Holy Ghost. No it doesn’t mention the miraculous. What was he doing, how was the Holy Spirit witnessing, my friends, that’s what bro Pat has to answer. Look here if you would please, in Heb 2:3,4 “How shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation; which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them that heard him; now watch God also bearing them witness how? With signs and wonders, and with divers miracles, and gifts of the Holy Ghost, according to his own will.” Notice here if you would please, which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord and was confirmed, what does that mean? It was substantiated, there was the stamp of divine approval. Now pull that back down if you would bro Ron. Notice here friends, there were signs and wonders, and there’s gifts and divers miracles from the Holy Spirit. And here the Holy Ghost is one who is witnessing. Now he’s either standing up and talking or he is witnessing through the apostles that he says we are his witnesses and so also is the Holy Spirit. My friends in the first century, the miraculous manifestations of the Holy Spirit were over whelming. Those individuals, yes they were trying and they had been charged with killing Christ. But those individuals understood the power of Peter’s argument here. He said we are his witnesses and so also is the Holy Ghost whom God hath given to them, the obeying ones. The priests at this time, the council was saying we are God's spokesman, Peter is responding, no we have to obey God more than man. And then the idea in verse 33 is, yes they wanted to kill them. Why? Simply because, and I do not want to belittle this, please understand that, but bro Pat says it’s simply because they killed Jesus. Well friends, why then did not the apostle Peter just simply leave the idea that I have this personal indwelling, it’s not seeing, it’s not heard, it’s not manifested in any outward visible way as far as other human beings. No dear people, he was affirming the Spirit is working through us with the miraculous and it is being proven beyond a shadow of a doubt who were the obedient ones, the apostles, or was it those who were the Jews at that time in that particular situation. And so as we look at this . . . . thank you .. . .end of time

Mr Pat Donahue:  Everybody turn to Galatians 4:5-7. Now one of the methods I’ve been using in this whole discussion is showing my proof texts are universal because Tom has admitted in question #1 on June 26 that the miraculous was not universal even then to those people and certainly not now. So if I can show from the context that the passages that I am talking about where people received the Holy Ghost, not something from the Holy Ghost, but the Holy Ghost, were universal then, and are now, then I will have proven they are not the miraculous as he states. So what I’m going to do – you remember Gal 4:6 – I use this as a proof – it says Because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father. We can look at other passages and tell that this is talking about the Holy Spirit. Now who did he, I mean how do we know that this is universal or not? Well, why don’t we just go to the context like we normally do? In verse 5, it says that we might receive the adoption of sons. Then in verse 6 he sent the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, so he’s talking your, and he says we might receive the adoption of sons. Now is that just talking about the apostles and a select few or is that every Christian? Ask yourself, that’s the context, that’s how we determine something. Verse 6, because ye are sons, that’s every Christian isn’t it? Because ye are sons, God sent forth his Spirit into your hearts. Is that just the apostles, are they the only ones that are sons? Or a few others that got the miraculous? Of course not. No more a servant, but a son, that’s every Christian. An heir of God through Christ, that’s every Christian. And so the context shows that every Christian receives this Spirit into his heart. Okay Mark. And then while we’re on Gal 4:6, let me remind you, they received this Holy Spirit because they were sons. He claims that this is referring to the miraculous measure of the Holy Spirit, Rodney. As you read about in Acts 10:45 where Cornelia received a miraculous measure, sometimes called the baptismal measure, they spoke in tongues. But that can’t be so because Cornelia received that gift of the Holy Spirit before he became a son. It couldn’t have been because he was a son, he wasn’t a son yet. So again, this conclusively proves that Gal 4:6 cannot be talking about the miraculous measure of the Spirit. #68. Now I had this chart up here last night and I can provide where you answered this question, and I think I know what you are saying now, that you probably put 5, up there and it’s 5-7. Okay that’s fine. And so you answered this as dispensational. Raise it up a little bit Mark. Now Tom correct me if I’m wrong, what I think you are saying, now is that part of this was universal and part of it was dispensational. Right? It includes this part – not by works of righteousness, etc., but verse 6 would be dispensational and then verse 7 again would be universal, is that what you were saying? Tom is that how you would answer the question now? Okay. I think that’s what he is saying. First he said when he answered this question he said that it was all dispensational, but he said that he misread this and answered the question wrong, because he misread the question. I think what he tried to just now explain was, he meant that this was universal to all Christians but this part about the Holy Ghost being shed on us, that was the miraculous, dispensational, and then of course this part would be universal again. And I can understand that. I thought that’s how he would answer the question when I had asked him the first time. But he’s run into another problem here, but it’s not as bad as the problem he was in, I’ll admit. That’s what I said last night. Now look at this. We are going to do the same thing we just did with Galatians 4. What is the context here? We both see that it is, both verse  (Titus 3) 5 and 6, it says the Holy Ghost which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour. Who is the us? Is that just the apostles, Titus, and perhaps a few others like Marion Fox said, or is it everybody? Let’s look at the context and decide who the us is. Not by works of righteousness which we have done. Is that the apostles, Titus, and perhaps a few others, or is that all Christians? But according to these verses, he’s saying that’s everybody, isn’t it? By the washing of regeneration, that’s everybody. That by the way is the washing away of sins that happens when you are born again. That’s every Christian. That being justified by his grace, that’s every Christian. We, there’s the word we, we should be made heirs, that’s everybody. So when we try to learn from verse 6 who the us is, the context tells us it’s every Christian. Therefore this can’t be referring to the miraculous. It cannot, because it’s universal. Put up #28. Everybody turn to Acts 2:39. This has been a much discussed passage this week. In verse 38, Peter just got through saying, repent and be baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost; for 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. Now a question has been raised about your children. And he says, well find this phrase your children ( and that’s the whole thing, I’m supposed to find whole phrase somewhere else in the Greek. But of course the first time he asked that he just said the word children. So when I found that he added the word your children to it. That was a couple of nights ago when he asked for children. We found some examples so then he changed it to your children. Now he got up here, then we found one that was your children and suggested that as a possibility, Luke 23:28. He said it was different in the Greek than Acts 2:39. Tom when you get up here, tell us what the difference in the Greek between your children in Luke 23:28 and your children in Acts 2:39. Tell us what the difference is. Now – part was universal – part was dispensational – I don’t understand my own notes.  Now but that really wouldn’t matter. When it says your children, I went and found another Greek word, I mean the same Greek word in Math 23:37, where children he agrees refers to posterity. The word your on there Tom wouldn’t affect whether or not it’s first generation or posterity. It wouldn’t have anything to do with it. Children could either be first generation or posterity. Your just simply means belonging to the people he’s talking to. Second p--- person, plural, possessive. That’s all it means. Your, those Jews he was talking to, your children. Children could either mean first generation or posterity. Thayer defines this word children in this verse as posterity. And Mt 23:37 is the same Greek word and refers to posterity. Then let’s go to this expression of to all that are afar off. Now I found the same Greek term over in Eph 2:13,17. It’s far off, afar off, it’s the same in the Greek. There we agree that it’s referring to all the Gentiles. In question #1 on June 28 Tom admitted that afar off in Eph 2 refers to all the Gentiles not just to a representative few. Now we have the same exact Greek term here, all, except the only thing is you’ve added all, over here you have afar off then over here you added all that are afar off. Now over here where it just says afar he says it’s all the Gentiles. Now if that’s all the Gentiles and this over here is the same Greek word except it has all in front of it, that must mean all the Gentiles wouldn’t it? Again universal. He doesn’t think so. He thinks it’s just a select few of the Gentiles. You know you talk about his rule of consistency of language – he throws it right out the window as quick as a cat, when it won’t suit him. Consistency of language according to your rule would say it means the same as Eph 2 but you reject that. So you only use this consistency of language argument when it suits you. Anybody can read this and tell that all that are afar off here are all the Gentiles. He has to force a square peg into a round hole to make it mean only a few Gentiles. Now what this illustrates, here’s another thing this illustrates – a lot of times I’ll say well this means this – he’ll say well that’s a different Greek word. You know it illustrates what I said the other night, it wouldn’t do me any good if it was the same Greek word, because if these things were the same Greek word in cases he’s talking about . . . . . .

Mr Ron Patterson (?)  I’m going to have to call for an order. -------- now there’s basically times when you can call for an order and one is when you describe the motive of somebody or teaching. Now I want to say that any time that Pat presents something causes one to believe when he’s presented it and saying it is presented. Tom has asked for your children every night. It has been presented. That’s what Tom has presented in the first two. Now Pat may have the idea that Tom will not accept what is being taught, but Tom will. So let’s not try that thing, okay?  Someone said, Are you willing to go on?  Pat Donahue:  I’m not sure what he said. What did I do wrong?  Mr. Patterson (?): You said even if I presented it, the true thing, the facts thing, he’s not going to accept it anyway. Tom will accept the truth. Tom is obviously not going to reject Bible truth. Now he rejects your thinking maybe, but not Bible truth. And you said simply put, he’s not going to accept it.  Someone said:   Well what he’s done, he’s done that based on the fact that he’ presented clear cut things that he asked for without his accepting those. He doesn’t ------------ on the facts.  Mr. Ron Patterson (?) Okay, here’s what has been done in the past. Tom every night has put up the chart that has the phrase your children. He has never ever ask for the phrase or word children. Now Pat is using the word children, and Tom over and over and over has asked for your children, and that hasn’t been done. Now Pat presented thy children and presented children but he hasn’t presented your children and there’s a reason for that, and  we’re still waiting for it. Tom in fact even says he hasn’t presented one in the questions, therefore when he presents your children as it is in Acts over and over, you can go over the tape and you can hear Tom presenting your children, when you present your children and ---------  I guarantee you Tom will accept it.  Someone said (?): He’s presented it two or three times, your children, in Acts 2:39, and Mr. Thayer defines the word children as used in Acts 2:39 as posterity.  Mr. Ron Patterson (?): Okay now…..Someone said (?): Pat made that point again tonight.  Mr. Ron Patterson (?): Now were accepting Acts 2:39 so you can’t use 2:39 to present it because we know that all passages for your children help define 2:39. So we were asking for passages, not 2:39, but passages that show posterity here. There’s ------passages in the New Testament where the Greek word used in Acts 2:39 is translated your children -----translated posterity ------and that’s what Tom has been trying to get. -----------------  Someone said (?):  Well here’s one of the definitions for it. He said he accepted Mr. Thayer’s definition. -----------Mr. Thayer’s definition of the word there as children and you go on down to posterity and you define that posterity as ------------we introduced that. -----------------Mr. Ron Patterson:  Here’s what we will do, don’t you agree that Tom, if you presented what he’s asking for that he would accept Bible truth?   Someone said (?): I hope he would. Mr. Patterson: okay. Then he ought not be saying that. That’s what we’re asking. Don’t imply that Tom -----------------------he’s not going to accept it. Okay. Tom will accept it when he’s presented what he’s asked for. Do you agree to that?   Someone said(?): Well I will agree that Pat has presented things that he has not accepted in the past ---------what he was asking for. Now there’s the technicality like tonight, for example, here’s your children that Pat gave, I think he was asking in one of the questions that’s found in Luke 23:28. As far as I can determine based on what bro Hutto just told us the only difference in the Greek is the difference in case. It’s your in both cases and it’s children in both cases. Mr. Ron Patterson (?): ------------------------------------------------------------------------We’ve been using this Luke 23:28 to show that this does not refer to posterity. Now we have to decide, I know that Tom says that Luke 23:28 is not referring to posterity. ------------------So    ---------presented and instead of going to all these other passages, --------Luke 23:28, and we accept that passage so he has presented it okay?  Now when he presented Luke 23:28, then Tom will accept, and show why he is saying it is not posterity. Tom will accept the truth. When you agree that Tom will accept the truth when he sees Bible truth. Do you agree with that?  Someone said (?): I hope he would.  Mr. Patterson: Okay. Someone said (?) I have no reason.. . .  Mr. Patterson:  …  he may not be saying he is but he is implying that. Someone said:  -------------------

Mr. Patterson: -----------------Someone said:  That’s what you are saying ---------  Mr. Patterson: ----------------------------Tom would not accept Bible truth even if you decide ---------------------Now he will accept it. -------------------------------------------------------------------------------Someone said:--------------------------------Pat Donahue:  Ron let me state it again and see if you have a problem the way I thought….I wasn’t saying --- what I said was – alright just tell me if this is objectionable to you that you asked me for the same Greek phrase over here, and by the way I did present Luke 23:28 just a while ago so he can respond to it – the same Greek phrase --  but on afar off, what I was saying when you interrupted me was that afar off was the same Greek word as in Acts 2:39. But he didn’t think they were the same thing, so what good would it do me to fine your children the same in the Greek somewhere else because that wouldn’t necessarily prove to him that it was the same thing. He doesn’t do it with afar off. That’s what I was saying. Now do you object to that, to saying that? Mr. Ron Patterson: I object to just what I’ve heard that even if I presented it you wouldn’t accept it. Now if you present what he’s asking for, he will accept it. But he might not agree with your perspective --------------so if you want -----------------and Tom will respond to it, he will. Is that fair?  Pat Donahue  ( Ah, it’s not necessarily fair because what I think he’s asking for is really not even germane to the issue. I think he’s just trying to get me to chase rabbits as it were because it doesn’t prove anything if I go over there. Mr. Ron Patterson: I want you to know that Tom believes that that’s an important issue. Now you may not. But Tom does. We think other things that you presented are not important but that’s beside the point. Would you avoid saying about Tom, he wouldn’t accept the truth even if I presented it to him? That’s all I’m asking you to do, nothing more.  Someone said: I have a suggestion to make, that in a situation like this, if you say, I’m afraid you won’t accept it ---------to say he won’t.  Pat Donahue: Alright, here’s what I mean by he won’t accept it, not that he wouldn’t accept the truth, but that if we found the same Greek word over here, he still wouldn’t think that Acts 2:39 meant the same thing as that over there. Not that he would accept my position, but if I found the same Greek phrase, your children, he still would not think that your children in Acts 2:39 would refer to posterity. That’s what I said and that’s what I meant. Not that he wouldn’t accept the truth but that it would not help in this discussion. It would not prove to him, if I found your children, the same in the Greek somewhere else, where it definitely referred to posterity, it would not change his mind about what it referred to in Acts 2:39. Mr. Patterson: Do you understand that if you presented the truth to Tom, he’s ------------enough to receive the truth, is that agreed? Pat Donahue: As far as I know Mr. Patterson: okay. Pat Donahue: And so if it’s not objectionable the point I was making is, is that he’s asking for this Greek phrase over here, the same Greek phrase, for your children Acts 2:39. We’ve given him a possibility, Luke 23:28, and I asked him what’s the difference. Okay. But even if we found one with the same Greek phrase, he wouldn’t b----and necessarily concede the point and say Acts 2:39 your children is talking about posterity. We’ve already proven that because he went to afar off showing somewhere else in Eph 2, same Greek phrase, he agrees it’s all the Gentiles and it’s the same Greek word, yet he doesn’t think afar off in Acts 2:39 means all the Gentiles. So it won'’ do us any good to go over here and chase this rabbit every time and find the same Greek phrase, because he will not agree that Acts 2:39 is the same as that, even if I find the same Greek phrase. So really it amounts to being a waste of time and that’s why I said it’s really not germane to the issue. Now let’s mention as many as the Lord our God shall call. Now again let me go back to Joel 2:32, all of you now realize that this is a quote from Joel 2:32, and we got Tom to admit that deliverance in Joel 2:32 is talking about salvation. Alright? So the passage talks about salvation, whoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be delivered. Who is that? That is the call to salvation. Tom you can say it’s not the gospel call, if you want to reject that term for it, that’s fine. It is the call to deliverance, though. The call to salvation, that’s what it’s talking about. As many as the Lord our God shall call, shall be delivered. That’s found in Acts 2:21 in our immediate context, whosoever shall call shall be saved. I mean whoever calls upon the name of the Lord shall be saved. So the deliverance and the saved are the same thing. And then at the end of Joel 2:32 it says in the remnant whom the Lord shall call. So that’s the Lord calling us. And it’s a remnant. The Christian. And what is it a call to? Verse 32, it’s deliverance or salvation, which is proved by Acts 2:21, not the miraculous gifts. That’s what the end of Acts 2:39, you want to say as many as is limited to something, well it’s limited to even as many as the Lord our God shall call, it’s limiting to all those the Lord would call. What is that call? It’s the call to salvation, Joel 2:32 proves that. It is not the call to miraculous offices. It is the call to salvation, deliverance. And so that gets everybody. That means that God asks everybody to become a Christian. Some don’t. Those who repent and those who are baptized receive the remission of sins and the gift of the Holy Ghost. That is the problem. Promise, some take advantage of that and some do not. Oh by the way, and this is another example of asking for the same Greek term – Ron, he asks when does proskaleomi (?) which is found in Acts 2:39, would ever refer to the gospel call, I think is the way he said it, I guess I better not use that term lest you object to it but it refers to the call to salvation in Joel 2:32 in the Septuagint. If you use the word our God shall call in Joel 2:32, it is proskaleomi and you admitted that was salvation. So that’s the call to salvation in Joel 2:32 and it’s proskaleomi. Now let’s choose by the text, you’ve asked for this same Greek word, proskaleomi, where does it ever refer to this call, this call to salvation? I found it in the Septuagint, not in the New Testament, it may be in the New Testament, I hadn’t looked, but I heard on the tape when I was driving, Tom, Marion pointed out that proskaleomi was in Joel 2:32. So, and I got Bob to check it and it was. And so there it is, there’s your Greek word, for the call to salvation. And it happens to be in the Septuagint for Joel 2:32. Put up #69. And then we put up this chart last night about our common proof argument we use against the Baptist. We say we could be baptized for the remission of sins. They say that being baptized because of the remission of sins and we say wait a minute it says repent and be baptized for the remission of sins, so the remission of sins -------both therefore being baptized for the remission of sins means because remission of sins that you’ve already received then repent would mean, repent because of the remission of sins you’ve already received. Tom would agree 100% wholeheartedly with that argument. Now I want to make the same argument with this. In Acts 2:39 we are talking about the Lord calls, and you get the gift of the Holy Spirit. What is that call, what is the promise there I should say? What is the promise? We both agree that it has to do with the gift of the Holy Spirit. But you know it also has to do with the remission of sins. Don’t overlook that. Don’t overlook that because it says this promise is to you and to as many as the Lord our God shall call – when you tie that, the call, God’s call back to Joel 2:32, it’s the call to deliverance. So the promise has to at least include deliverance, salvation, and we mentioned the sins. Now let me just read it off my notes here. Joel 2:32 shows that the promise call of Acts 2:38 has to include salvation, the remission of sins, so if Acts 2:39 is only dispensational, then the dispensation of the Baptist is right, baptism for the remission of sins was true back then for some but not for us today. It’s the exact same argument. The promise is both of those things. If it’s dispensational on getting the Holy Ghost, it would need to be dispensational on the remission of sins. And so the guy I’m talking to over email right now, he would say if the baptism for the remission of sins is just for the Jews, back then, and not for anybody today, he would be right if we believe your reasoning. Put up #21. So what we’ve been through, is we’ve just shown from Acts 2:39, that Acts 2:38 is universal. It’s to you, those standing there, your generation, Thayer defines that as posterity, to all those that are afar off, all those that are afar off, the same Greek phrase in Eph 2, he says refers to all the Gentiles, even as many as the Lord our God shall call. That’s a quote from Joel 2:32 which is a call to deliverance, or salvation. Obviously that gets everybody. Acts 2:38,39 is universal. That’s promised and we’ve proved it. And then furthermore, Acts 2:38 cannot be the miraculous because Acts 2:38 conditions the gift of the Holy Spirit upon repenting and being baptized. Now Tom I think you agree with that. Because in Marion’s book on page 254, Marion makes a chart, and the only thing different is------the laying on of hands. But he says repent, confess and be baptized, you have to do all those to get the gift of the Holy Ghost. So according to Marion, to get the gift of the Holy Ghost, according to Acts 2:38, you have to repent and be baptized. You have to. Even during that special time as you call it, Marion says Acts 2:38 taught that you have to be baptized to get these gifts. But Cornelia received the miraculous gift before he was ever baptized. See. The miraculous gift of the Holy Ghost of Acts 10:45 was received by Cornelius and his household before they were baptized in water. Therefore the gift of the Holy Ghost in Acts 2:38 cannot be the same as the miraculous gift of the Holy Ghost in Acts 10:45. So it refers to the non-miraculous measure. Rodney, you hadn’t been here – do you understand that argument? I can repeat it if you need me to, you hadn’t been here, but that’s easy, Acts 2:38 says you have to be baptized to receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. Tom says that’s the says that’s the same as the gift of the Holy Ghost, the miraculous in 10:45, but Cornelius received that before he was baptized. Even during that special time, Peter said you had to be baptized to get that gift, so they can’t be the same. They cannot be the same – can’t be the miraculous. And so #24. You know, what Tom is teaching is a field day for the Baptist. And I don’t mean you should accept my position Tom, so it would make it easier to debate the Baptist, I just mean that if what we’ve been saying in debates against the Baptist is true then your position is wrong. When the Pentecostal finds out that Marion believes, or that Tom believes, excuse me, that the gift of the Holy Ghost refers to the miraculous, but that repent and be baptized for the remission of sins still applies today, what’s the first thing he’s going to say. The Pentecostal’s next thought would surely be that miraculous still applies today also because it’s right there in the same verse. And then the Baptist is also going to have a field day, the Baptist is sure to make the point --  if Cornelius could receive the miraculous gift of the Holy Ghost which is conditioned upon water baptism, in Acts 2:38, before water baptism, why couldn’t somebody receive the remission of sins which is conditioned before water baptism, in Acts 2:38, before water baptism? You know in Acts 2:38, both those, both benefits, the remission of sins and the gift of the Holy Ghost were conditioned upon baptism.  Well, it seems to me that if Cornelia could receive one of them without being baptized, why couldn’t he receive the other, the remission of sins? You’d never be able to answer that with the Baptist. Now put up #31. We want to show now that Acts 5:32 is universal. Why? Because he’s already committed that if anything is universal at that time, and even now, it cannot be part of the miraculous. Now, first of all, that’s the wrong chart. Just look at the verse and leave that up there. That’s the chart that I want but I didn’t get the other one. Let me say this again Tom  in response to what you said in your last speech. Verse 32 says, We are his witnesses of these things. Alright, they were witnesses. Alright. So was also the Holy Ghost – he was also a witness. Now the third clause does not mention about the witnesses. Clause a and b do, c does not mention about witnesses, nor the miraculous. It says, the Holy Ghost whom God hath given to them that obey him. That’s what I’m trying to prove in this discussion that God gives the Holy Spirit to them that obey him. And now, you remember from last night that I showed from Acts 2:41, 4:4, 5:41 that above 5,000 were obeying, present tense, this verse. I asked him tonight, in question #5, I said, Tom approximately how many people in the world were presently or currently at that time obeying God at the time Peter spoke Acts 5:32 (tape seemed to skip) over 5000 were obeying God. Now that’s ----------------my argument. That means that this verse proves that God gave the Holy Spirit, the Holy Ghost, to over 5000 people at that time. Because he said over 5000 were presently, present tense, obeying him at that time. And this verse says that God gave the Holy Ghost past tense to those that were presently currently obeying him, that shows a ---------- in the argument. Tight as a drum. But before we leave that, let’s compare this verse, you look at Acts 5:32 and I’m going to read Heb 5:9 for you. Heb 5:9 Jesus became the author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him. All them that obey him, that’s present tense, those that were currently obeying him. Now we would understand that that verse teaches that Jesus will save all those that obey him, then and now. Now, it’s the same is Acts 5:32 in the present tense, those that are obeying him. All of these Greek things are the same, then why wouldn’t we understand that in Acts 5:32, that God would give the Holy Ghost to all those then and now who are obeying him? Why would we interpret the Heb 5:9 differently, it’s the same? And so Acts 5:32 is universal, therefore it cannot be applied to the miraculous gifts. Put up #46. No, I’m sorry, I meant to go to #33. Before my time is up, the gift of the Holy Spirit in 5:32 is conditioned upon obedience, to them that obey him. But Cornelia and his household had not obeyed him. So Tom you have one of two choices, say that Cornelia had obeyed consistent with Acts 5:32, before he was baptized in water, or admit that Acts 5:32 is not referring to the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. You see the point? He had not obeyed God like Acts 5:32 is talking about, yet he received the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. Therefore Acts 5:32 can’t be talking about the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit. 
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