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PREFACE.

As a thorough consideration of the action and subjects
of baptism, the work of Dr. Carson is perhaps unequaled.
But it is too large for general use, not being read to any
great extent even in the denomination by which it is pub-
lished. Besides this, being confined to these two ideas, it

does not fully meet the wants of the present time.

And every work of this kind has a local interest. We
cannot deny that circumstances have much to do with the
success of a book. As error takes different forms at dif-
ferent timés, to meet it successfully books must be written
for the times. 'We have tried to hold this in view in writ-
ing this book.

In all the works which we have read, the relations and
order of baptism have been too much neglected. We

have therefore given these special attention.

It was not our intention, at first, to notice the subject
of trine immersion further than to offer proof that the
practice is inconsistent with Seripture. But it was urged
that they who practice trine immersion rely so largely
upon history that it was necessary to examine history on
that subject. We have very little of the literature of that
faith at hand, but have read some of it in years past.

(%)




vi PREFACE.

We consider the pamphlet of Mr. Moore, frequently no-
ticed, as strong as anything we have seen on that side.
Mr. Thurman’s book is larger, but it is characteristic of
its author : a very weak production, dealing in the wild-

est and most fanciful interpretations.

In speaking of Chrystal’s History of the Modes of Bap-
tism, we took it as it was presented by quotations by Mr.
Moore and others, not having the work at hand. We
have now, however, carefully read it, and think we can
show that testimony is therein given which will justify
our position in the sight of every one who prefers Bible
to traditional evidence. If deemed necessary we may

make this statement good at some future time.

We have aimed to be brief, and yet we trust that rea-
sons have been presented on the various points discussed,
sufficient to satisfy any candid person who wishes to be
guided by ‘“the Bible, and the Bible alone.” But be-
cause it is brief it does not follow that it is a work hastily
done. We have bestowed much time and thought and
labor upon its preparation, and we commit it to the
reader, hoping that the labor may not prove altogether
vain.

J. H. W.

Barrie CrEEK, MIOH,,
Sept. 1, 1878,
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THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

—_—ee

INTRODUCTION.

THE influences of association and education,
brought to bear upon us even from childhood,
are so many, so varied, and often so subtle, that
it seems impossible to find an investigator who
is entirely free from prepossession or prejudice.
But this should lead us, not to excuse this un-
happy state of things because so many are in-
volved in the same difficulty, but, rather, to dis-
trust our positions and always to be willing to
have them tested anew by the great detector—
the Bible.

Brought up under the influence of the Presby-
terian Chureh, I had no views of baptism which
I could call my own, that is, which were received
by conviction instead of tradition. At the age
of twenty-three I made a profession of faith, and
was then requested to read “ Dwight’s Theology.”
At that time I had never read a work or heard a
sermon on baptism which was opposed to the
faith of the church of my parents. By carefully
and prayerfully examining the arguments of Dr.
Dwight, and all the passages referred to by him,
together with their contexts, I became thor-
oughly convinced that his conclusions were not

Jjust.

On the mode of baptism (as it is improperly
expressed), a very extended argument seems
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hardly needed at this day. The Baptist authors,
Carson and others, though they have not ex-
hausted the subject, have well established the
principles from which safe conclusions may be
drawn. The Baptist denomination, as also the
“Christian,” is worthy of our high regards for
the service they have done to the cause of truth
on this subject, under reproach, opposition, and
often persecution, if not always open and vio-
lent, none the less keen and cutting to the con-
scientious and sensitive, when it comes from
those who ought to be friends, and to whom
Christian charity would indicate a different
course,

The “Disciples” also, led out by Alexander
Campbell, have shown an earnestness and ‘zeal
worthy of commendation in their efforts to ex-
tend the truth concerning the action and sub-
jects of baptism., But they have, unfortunately,
so related these to certain ‘errors, especially that
of antinomianism, as greatly to detract from the
value of their efforts on these important points.
Because of the prevalence of this “antinomian de.
lusion,” as Rev. Andrew Fuller aptly called it,
the relations of baptism need now to be spe-
cially considered,

Many are ready to Justify the differences of
opinion which exist in regard to Scripture truth,
while they deplore and condemn the controver.
sies which are the necessary result of such
differences. Every conscientious person will en-
deavor to spread the views which he holds, as
long as he considers them connected with the
will and glory of God, and the well-being of his
fellow-men. These differences show that error
prevails, and as it may be with ourselves, we
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i i the test
hould never refuse to bring our faith to
f)f %l;a,mina,tion by the lig]1€ of the word of God,
ever remembering that it is the truth alone
which can sanctify us. John 17:17.

CHAPTER L
WHAT IS BAPTISM?

is often claimed that words, When‘ used in
thgTSfri(;)tures, have a different meaning frorg
that which they have when used elsewherte, :3;01}11
this claim is especially made in .regardb Ot' e
word baptizein, the Greek infinitive to (cltp ‘lie.
Our understanding of language is gaine on't};
through our knowledge of the fmeanmgl of 1
terms. If these are not cleal"ly defined, then we
can have no clear understanding of the language.
If words in the Bible do not have the m(.za,nu}llg
which is established by usage and given in t‘e
lexicons of the languages in which they Weli
written, then it follows evidently that we czlmno
understand the things which are professedly re-
vealed unless we have a special lexicon té) g;]ve
these unusual meanings of the words. i uc fﬁa
claim really destroys the efficiency an suB-
ciency of the word of God as a revelat{gl‘l. y
connection with a certain doctrine or or 1n:?,ntce;-i
a term may come to have a technical or restric g
application, but its meaming is not thereby

nged.

Cha'i‘lﬁs is illustrated in the common use of th(ei
word millennium. Webster says, “ A thousan
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years ; used to denote the thousand years o
twentieth chapter of Revelation.” )17\10 paftizllll(f
lar thousand years can be indicated by the mean-
ing of the word; yet in all discussions of the
Seriptures it is at once understood that it refers
to that thousand years mentioned in the Script-
ures. While the word has acquired such a re-
stricted application as to direct the mind to that
particular period, its signification is not at all
changed by that use. True, by that use we have
been accustomed to associate with the word the
idea of peace, etc., but such ideas have no neces-
sary connection with the term. They are but
the result of a certain accepted description of the
thing specified. A millennium may be either of
Joy or of sorrow. Neither is indicated by the
word, and it is only by arbitrary association that
we attach the idea of joy and peace to the mil-
lennium, for the term itself could never conve
an_z; sgch idea to the mind. i
_And such is the case with the word bapti
When spoken in Christian lands, and espg;:xslrll;
in discussions of the Scriptures, the mind at once
turns to the ordinamce of Christian baptism.
But in the phrase, “ Christian baptism,” we have
added to the word baptism all that we have as-
sociated in our minds with the act or thing as a
Chr@stmn ordinance. Of course, much tiat is
foreign to the simple meaning of the term is at-
tached to it by association. When searching for
the meaning of a term we ought to free it from
all such associations or foreign elements, In
this case the word had an established meanin
before it was used to designate a Christian ordi.
nance. And if the ordinance was not made to
conform to the meaning of the word, then the
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word so used did not convey a correet idea to
the mind of the hearer or reader; and such a use
would be well calculated to create confusion.

We cannot suppose that the Institutor of the
ordinance designed to be obscure in his direc-
tions for the discharge of a gospel duty. Then
the question arises, Was there any word in use
in our Saviour’s time which would specify any
particular action in the administration of this
ordinance? We answer, There was ; and such a
word was chosen by him ; one having an estab-
lished and unmistakably definite signification.

It should be borne in mind that it is not safe
to trust to modern dictionaries for the meaning
of words adopted from other languages. They
aim to give the signification of words as they are
now used. And here it is proper to remark that
usage takes precedence of the lexicon as author-
ity. When use has established the meaning of a
term, the dictionary gives that meaning. A dic-
tionary cannot make meanings. It is astandard
only so far as it gives correctly the meaning es-
tablished by the best usage. If we wish to as-
certain the true meaning of words in other lan-
guages, we must resort to the usages and lexicons
of those languages. We have an illustration of
this in point. We have an old English diction-
ary published in Scotland in which the only defi-
nition given of baptize is “to christen.” That
was the idea attached to the word at the time
when, and the place where, the book was pub-

lished. But insert that definition in a Seripture
text, as Mark 16 or Acts 2, and it is found to be,
not only erroneous but, ridiculous.

Again, we should never try to settle the mean-
ing of the word by our ideas of the intention of
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the ordinance. The intention of ordinances is al-
Ways more or less a subject of controversy ; and
the occasion of controversy is increased by’ con-
fusion in regard to the meaning of the terms
used. We do not learn the meaning of words by
thle 1tni<}snti011lpf ordinances; but weblearn, rather
what the ordinance is b D i ’
words which define it, ot s o
2 There are eight words in the Greek of the New
Testament referring to the several actions which
are supposed to be admissible in the administra.
tion of the ordinance of baptism. These are—

L. Baptizo. This word is neyer tramslated, in
the Authorized Version, that is, in our Bible
commonly known as King James’ Translation.
g;z.jlwz‘zz\);s appef;]l*s‘ u?dcr its anglicized form, bap-

A e pass this for ie
ool ngm the present to briefly eon-

2. Ramtizo. This word is used siz times in
the New Testament and is translated sprinkle
?verﬁ t:,ml%I bItghas no other meaning. It is

ound in Heb. 9:13, 19, 21 .
ey 8,10,:211; 10:22; 12:24; 1

3. Proschusis. This occurs but once in the
New Testament, Heb, 11 : 28, rendered sprink-
ling. The lexicons give it the definitions of powr-
vng wpon, and sprinkling.

4. Ekeheo. This word is used eighteen times
and is translated pour out and shed forth. The
lexicons give this definition. Elchumno is consid-
e'red.a, f01.r1n of the same word, having the same
signification, and is rendered in the same manner
It occurs ten times. .
. 5. Epicheo is used but once, Luke 10 : 34, and
18 rendered pouring in, ' ’
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6. Katacheo occurs twice, Matt. 26:7; Mark
14.:3, and is rendered pour.

7. Kerannumyi (kerao) occurs three times, Rev.
14:10, and 18:6 twice. In the first-named text
it is rendered poured out, and in the latter is
used thus: “In the cup which she hath filled, fill
to her double.” The lexicons give it the defini-
tion, to mix, mingle, or pour out, as “from one
vessel to another.”

8. Ballo. This word has the definition of throw
or cast. It is used one hundred and twenty-five
times ; rendered cast, ninety times; pour out,
twice, Matt. 26:12, and John 13: 5.

Of the seven words last noticed, not one of
them is ever used in referring to the ordimance
of baptism. The word ekcheo is supposed to be
an exception, but it is not; for the ordinance is
a subject of commandment, but the baptism of
the Spirit, to which the word is applied, is not a
subject of precept. But this will be noticed
more particularly hereafter.

We come now to consider the word baptizo.
This is defined immerse in all the lexicons. We
say, in all, for we have never seen or even heard
of an exception. We might give authorities to
any length in justification of this statement, but
as it would only lengthen our remarks needlessly,
we forbear, contenting ourselves with some quo-
tations from Prof. Moses Stuart. We choose to
offer Prof. Stuart as authority, for several rea-
sons: 1. He ‘occupied a prominent position in
the Presbyterian denomination, and his admis-
sions will therefore carry more weight than the
claims of Baptist authors, though their testimony
may be in perfect agreement. 2. His ability
and learning were unquestioned ; he long stood
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as a distinguished teacher in a theological school.
3. His writings being of recent date, he was in
possession of all the advantages of the investiga-

tion on this subject, ancient and modern, Of
the Greek he says :—

“Bapto and baptizo mean to dip, plunge, or
mmerge into anything liquid. All lexicogra-
phers and critics of any note are agreed in this,
My proof of this position, then, need not neces-
sarily be protracted; but for the sake of ample
confirmation, I must beg the reader’s patience
while I lay before him, as briefly as may be, the
results of an investigation which seems to leave
no room for doubt.”

He then proceeds to quote Greek authors,
beginning with Homer, and gives thirty-seven
instances of the use of the original with this
signification. Giving five instances from Hip-
pocrates, he remarks :—

“And in the same way in all parts of his book,
in instances almost without number.”

Closing his list of citations, he adds :—

“It were easy to enlarge this list of testi-
monies to this use; but the reader will not de-
sire it.”

Leaving the classics, and coming to the records
of the church, he says:—

“The passages which refer to immersion are
50 numerous in the fathers, that it would take a
little volume merely to recite them.”

He gives no instance where it is used with any
other meaning than immerse.

The investigations of others, especially of Dr.
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(larson and Prof. Conant, were no less e,'Vhaust-
ive than that of Prof. Stuart, and all give the
same results. And while we cqnmder the vast
number of instances given where it refers unmis-
takably to immersion, there is no instance found
where the Greek word baptizo means anything
but immerse. Now, where the lexicons are
aoreed, and the usage is uniform and unvarying,
we think the question is settled beyond all
chance of reasonable dispute; baptism is immer-
ion, and that only. :
SloO,f the ﬁgurati};e use of the word baptizo,
Prof. Stuart says :—

“Inasmuch, now, as the more psual idea qf
baptizo is that of overwhelming, immerging, 1t
was very natural to employ it in designating
severe calamities and sufferings.

It is a great mistake, yet made by many, to
suppose that, because words are used in figures
of speech, therefore they have a figuratie mean-
ing. There is no such thing as the figurative
meaning of words. They must have a definite
and fixed meaning in order to an understanding
of the figures which they represent to us. The
use of a word in a figure of speech works no
change in its signification. ;

Having given such decided testimony from
Prof. Stuart in favor of immersion, we should
not do him justice did we not notice the reasons
he gave for deviating in his religious views a‘nd
practice from the meaning of the word.  The
paragraphs following contain the gist of his rea-
sonings on the subject :—

“For myself, then, I cheerfully admit that

Thoughts on Baptism, 2
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baptizo in the New Testament, when applied
the rite of baptism, does in all probalg{)ity irtl(3
volve the idea that this rite was usually per-
formed by immersion, but not always. 1 sa
usually, and not always; for to say more tha{
this, the tenor of some of the narratives, particu-
lartly Acts 10:47, 48; 16:32, 33; and 2:41
seem to me to forbid. I cannot read these ex-
amples without the distinet conviction that m-
mersion was not used on these occasions, but
washing or affusion.” ’

We must again commend the frankness of his
adml'SSI.On, but are constrained to express our
conviction that he viewed the texts  specified
rather in the light of his theology than of any
necessary construction, to find in them an argu-
ment for affusion. On Acts 2, he states Wiat
appears to him probable, but which every one
knows is not necessary, and adds —

“T concede that there are some poi

: ) oints her
Whlcht argd lelft undetermined, and I\)avhich ma;i
serve to aid those who differ from me i ing
to these remarks.” B RE

i I(S)n_ Acts 10, he thinks Peters words imply

“Can any one forbid that water

: ater should b

brought im, and these persons be baptized ?” :
And yet he is constrained to say :—

: : Tiah
I admit that another meaning is not necessa-

rily excluded which would accord with the
practice of immersion.”

; On Acts 16 : 33, he speaks more at length, and
1s more unfortunate in his statement — T
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“Fere it is said that the jailer, after the earth-
quake and other occurrences, and when brought
under deep convictions of sin, took Paul and
Silas at midnight and washed them from their
stripes, 4. e., washed off the blood which flowed
from the wounds made by their stripes; and
straightway (rapoyona, forthwith) he was bap-
tized, and ALL H1S. Where was this done? At
the jail, or in the jail, where he met Paul and
Silas; at any rate, within the precincts of the
prison ; for after the whole transaction was com-
pleted, he brought Paul and Silas to his house
and gave them refreshments.”

Yet here, also, he admits that there might
have been a bath in the jail wherein they were
immersed ; and so admits that his construction
of the text is not necessary. The order of the
events is not fully and correctly stated by him.
It is as follows :—

1. He brought them out of the prison. Verse 30.

2. They spake unto him the word of the Lord,
and to all that were im his house. Verse 32.

3. He washed their stripes, and he and all his
were baptized. Verse 33.

4 He brought them into his house, and set
meat before them. Verse 34.

Thus the record does not give countenance to
the idea that all this took place in the jail ; for
he brought them out, and they preached to all
that were in his house, before his baptism. And
after his baptism he brought them into his house
and gave them food. The baptism took place
neither in the prison nor in his house.

But we appeal to every candid, God-fearing
reader, against all such reasonings. While it is
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admitted that the meaning of the word is im-
merse, and it is admitted that the texts may be
explained in harmony with that meaning, genu-
ine reverence for the word of God should lead
every inquirer to search for that exposition
which is in harmony with the evident meaning
of the word used, and not to inquire if an expo:
sition. may not also be found mot im harmony
with the meaming of the word used. The latter
course is subversive of divine revelation, and is
calculated to engender strife and cause division.
For, it must be confessed, the nearer we keep to
the literal meaning of the text, the greater is the
probability of uniformity in our faith and
practice. And when we diverge from the true
meaning of the words of the revelation, and ad-
mit supposed meanings, confusion is the unavoid-
able result, for each one is equally authorized to
bring in his own supposition. But “ God is not
the author of confusion, but of peace.” We
ought, then, to pursue that course which will
shut out confusion, and bring peace and union to
the household of faith.

The import or design of baptism is the main
point, however, on which Prof. Stuart relied for
his argument in favor of sprinkling; and as he
expressed the view of a large class, which ought
to be noticed, we give at some length his remarks
on this point:—

“Is it essential, in order that baptism should
symbolize purification or purity, that it should
be performed by immersion? Plainly not; for
in ancient times it was the water which was
sprinkled upon the offending Jew, that was the
grand emblem of purification. So Paul considers
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it, when he gives us, as it were, a summary of the
whole ritnal of purification, by specifying the
most significant of all its usages, viz, that of the
ashes of a heifer mixed with water (Num. 19 :17),
with which the unclean are sprinkled. Heb. 9:
13. So, t0o, he decides, when he speaks of draw-
ing near to God, in the ‘full assurance of faith,
having our hearts sprinkled from an evil con-
science.” Heb 10:22.”

“Tt is then a perfectly clear case that the
sprimkling of water or of blood was altogether
the most significant mode of purification or atone-
ment, or of consecration to God, under the an-
cient dispensation.”

From this he infers that sprinkling is prefer-
able to imvmersion in the rite of Christian bap-
tism! But the whole argument is exceedingly
defective and the inference inadmissible. How
do we learn that the water of purification was to
be sprinkled on the unclean? By the use of a
word in the law which always means sprinkle—
never immerse. And how do we learn how the
ordinance of baptism is to be administered ? By
the use of a word in the law which always
means immerse—never sprinkle. If the terms of
the law are to be set aside, and speculations or
suppositions substituted for them, then we may
as well lay aside the Bible at once. In every
text and instance which he cites, the word
sprinkle is used, and the apostle shows that it is
a symbol of the application of the blood of
Christ, having no reference whatever to the or-
dinance of Christian baptism.

We insist, and none can deny, that if the
priest had immersed the unclean person in the
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water of purification, he would not have obeyed
the law of 'that ordinance, for the commandment
was to sprinkle. And we likewise insist that fo
sprinkle a person with water for Christian bap-
tism 18 not te fulfill the law of the ordinance, for
the commandment says immerse. Prof. Stuart
admitted that a word was used by our Saviour
which signifies immerse. Did Prof. Stuart, and
do all of like faith and practice, know the mind
of our divine Lord better than he knew it him-
self? Do they understand the import and sig-
nificance of his own ordinance better than he
understood it? Or, if sprinkling is preferable
why did Jesus and his apostles never use a word
signifying to sprinkle when they spoke of the
ordinance? They understood such words, for
they used them in reference to other things. "Or
if they wished to leave it indefinite, and to let
the rite cover every method of application of
water to the person, as many now teach, why
did they not use the various words which signify
sprinkle, pour, and immerse 2 This would bbe ab-
splutely necessary if it was designed to give the
rite so wide a range, for no one of these words ex-
pressed all these modes. Henee, to use, invari-
ably, fmc.wm'd, confines it definitely to one action.

These inquiries and statements may be better
appreciated when it is considered that the word
baptizo, in its various forms, is used one hundred
and twenty times in the New Testament. It is
used at least seventy-eight times in direct refer-
ence to the ordinance ; and if we add to that fif-
teen times in which it is applied to John as the
Baptizer, which title he received solely because
he administered the rite, we have ninety-three
times in which it refers to the ordinance. If

WASHING AND BAPTIZING.

sprinkling were the better method, it is amaz-
ingly strange that the speakers and writers of
the New Testament never once used a word
which signified to sprinkle, though referring to
the ovdinance so great a number of times. It
would certainly detract much from our respect
for the record as a divine revelation if it could
be shown that, in referring to the ordinance
nearly one hundred times, it always says im-
merse, and yet means sprinkle.

WASHING AND BAPTIZING.

It has been said, and often said, that Seripture
usage shows that wash is the equivalent of bap-
tize ; and as washing may be performed by vari-
ous methods, so may baptizing. The fallacy of
this is easily shown.

In 2 Kings we find the commandment of Eli-
sha, given to the Syrian, to “ wash in Jordan;”
and accordingly he “ dipped himself in Jordan.”
Where the preposition is thus used,—in Jordan,—-
the mind is naturally led to dipping as the method
of washing. But washing may be performed by
other methods, or without dipping; therefore
washing and dipping are not equivalents. Wash-
ing designates neither dipping nor pouring, but
may include both. Thus in signification it ma-
terially differs from either. Washing indicates an
action ; dipping or immersing indicates a method
of action. The latter is specific; the former is
not. The latter is always used in reference to
the gospel ordinance; the former is mever so
used. There is no necessity for mistake in this
matter.

But the objection is based chiefly on Mark 7 :
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4: “And when they come from the market, ex-
cept they wash [baptisontai], they eat not. And
many other things there be which they have
received to hold, as the washing [baptismous]
of cups, and pots, brazen vessels, and of tables,”
or couches.

; Here it is assumed that baptism is used where
immersion is, at least, improbable. The reader
will be interested in the following extracts from
Clarke’s comment on the text :—

& EMGpt th@y wash] or dlp, for Barricovra may
mean either. But instead of the word in the
text, the famous Codex Vaticanus, (B) eight oth-
ers, Euthymius, have pavrioovra, sprinkle. How-
ever, the Jews sometimes washed their hands
previously to their eating; at other times, they
simply dipped or plunged them into the water.”

“ And of tables) Beds, couches—ras ihwwv, This
is wanting in BL, two others, and the Coptic. It
is likely it means no more than the forms or
seats, on which they sat. A bed or couch was
defiled if any unclean person sat or leaned on it,
—a man with an issue, a leper, a woman with
child, ete. As the word Sarriuow, baptisms, is
applied to all these, and as it is contended that
tl:ns word, and the verb whence it is derived, sio-
nify dipping or immersion alone, its use in the
above cases refutes that opinion, and shows that
1t was used, not only to express dipping or im-
mersion, but also sprinkling and washing. The
eups and pots were washed ; the beds and forms

perhaps sprinkled ; and the hands dipped up to
the wrist.”

_ This is the most that can possibly be said on that
side of the question. It would have been well
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for his opinion if facts would have permitted him
to say more than “perhaps sprinkled.” More
than a “ perhaps ” should be inquired for by ev-
ery one who seeks a “full assurance of faith.”
Heb. 10:22. On this subject we have “ the law,”
which settles all controversies.

Lev. 6:28: “ And if it be sodden in a brazen
pot, it shall be both scoured, and rimsed in water.”

Chap. 11:32: “ And upon whatsoever any of
them, when they are dead, doth fall, it shall be
unclean ; whether it be any vessel of wood, or
raiment, or skin, or sack, whatsoever vessel it, be,
wherein any work is done, it must be put into
water, and 1t shall be unclean until the even.”

Chap. 15:12: “And the vessel of earth, that
he toucheth which hath the issue, shall be broken ;
and every vessel of wood shall be rinsed in wa-
ter.”

Here is the requirement for putting into wa-
ter, or baptizing, the very articles specified in
Mark 7:4. And not only those vessels, but rai-
ment, and “whatsoever” was rendered unclean
by contact. And thus every conjecture and “ per-
haps,” which is designed to obscure the plain
truth of this passage, is shown to be gratuitous.
No reason exists for giving baptizo any other
definition than immerse.

It should be noticed that the Saviour did not
say a word against the baptisms required in the
Levitical law ; but he spoke against their tradi-
tions in connection with them, or their making
void the commandment of God by their tradi-
tions.
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CHAPTER II.
DIP AND SPRINKLE IN THE OLD TESTAMENT.

InAsMUCH as the advocates of sprinkling en-
deavor to bring the Old Testament to their aid,
by citing to those passages which state that
water or blood was required to be sprinkled on
certain things, it may be of use, certainly it will
be of interest, to inquire whether the language
of the Old Testament is definite in its distine-
tions between the two actions; whether immenr-
sion and sprinkling are so separated that one
cannot, in its language, be mistaken for the
other. We affirm that the order to sprinkle the
blood on the mercy-seat would not have been
obeyed if the priest had immenrsed the mercy-seat
in blood. It was no mere chance by which the
apostle spoke of the blood of rhantismos, instead
of the blood of baptismos; for the former, or
sprinkling of blood, was required and practiced,
but the latter, baptism of blood, was unknown
to the Secriptures, both of the Old and the New
Testament, except in such cases as Lev. 4:6,
where the priest was required to dip his finger
in blood, and sprinkle the blood before the vail.
But here the two actions are clearly and neces-
sarily distinet. So, also, it is no mere chance,
but by evident design, that the rite of baptismos
is so often and so definitely enjoined in the gos-
pel, while that of rhantismos is never mentioned.
But to the Old Testament terms.
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Tah-val.

37:31 dipped. emolunan.
12 : 22 dip. bapsantes.
4: dip. . bapsei.
dip. bapsei.
9! dipped. ehapse.

14 : dip. bapsei.
dip. bapsei.
dip. bapsei.

um, 19 : dip. bapsei.
Deut. 33 : dip. bapsei.
Josh. 3: dipped. ebaphesan.
Ruth 2: dip. bapseis.
1 Sam. 14 : dipped. ebapsen.
2 Kin. 5: dipped. ebaptisato.
8: dipped. ebapsen.
Job 9: plunge. ebapsas.

Common Version.  Septuagint.

This embraces the entire use of the Hebrew
word tah-val in all its forms. In-the first in-
stance, emolunan is used in the Septuagint,
which, in the New Testament, is rendered defile.
This does not conflict with the meaning of the
terms, as it (Joseph’s coat) might be defiled with
the blood by being dipped in it. And so our
version renders it. And no objection can be
raised in that bapto is used instead of baptizo ;
for they both proceed from the same monosyl-
labic root, and the first meaning of bapto is to
dip, or immerse, and baptizo has no other mean-
ing. v

This last statement has been contradicted by
some authors, who have endeavored to make
baptizo carry the two definitions of bapto, name-
ly, to dip, or immenrse, and to dye. The method -
of the last of these meanings of bapto indicates
its relation to and derivation from the first
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meaning, as it was common to dye by dipping.
Dr. Carson has very clearly proved that baptizo
does not take this second meaning of bapto, but,
for obvious reasons, we prefer to quote the con-
clusions of Prof. Stuart on this point. In exam-
ining the inquiry “whether bapto and baptizo
are really synonymous, as they have often been
asserted to be,” Prof. Stuart says:—

“Let us now inquire whether, in actual usage,
baptizo has a different meaning from bapto. In
particular, is it distinguished from bapio by the
writers of the New Testament ?

“The answer to these questions will be fully
developed in the sequel. I have already inti-
mated that baptizo is distinguished from bapto
in its meaning. I now add, that it is not, like
this latter word, used to designate the idea of
coloring or dyeing ; while in some other respects,

it seems, in classical use, to be nearly or quite

synonymous with bapto. In the New Testa-
ment, however, there is one other marked dis-
tinction between the use of these verbs. Bap-
t1zo and its derivatives are exclusively employed
when the rite of baptism is to be designated in
any form whatever; and in this case bapto seems
to be purposely, as well as habitually, excluded.”

And in another paragraph he says :—

“The idea of plunging or immersing is com-
mon to both the words bapto and baptizo, while
that of dyeing or coloring belongs only to bapto.”

This is worthy of the most careful considera-
tion. Not only is every word which signifies
pour or sprinkle excluded from the texts in the
New Testament which speak of the rite of bap-
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tism, but a word which signifies dip or immenrse,
in common with baptizo, is also excluded be-
cause it has another meaning also; and a word
is chosen to designate the ordinance which has
the signification of immerse, and that only.
Such is the remarkable precision of the Greek
language used by our Saviour to designate the
duty of his followers in this rite. The foregoing
table plainly shows that the idea of sprin%liozy
is not contained in the Hebrew word tah-val.
There has much ado been made over the use
of bapto in Dan. 4 and 5, rendered in our ver-
sion, “wet with the dew of heaven.” But it is ;
admitted by all that bapto has acquired, or sec-
ondary, meanings, which baptizo has not. And

~ inasmuch as baptizo is always used for the ordi-

nance, from which, as Prof. Stuart remarks,
bapto is carefully excluded, we cannot see that
the opponents of immersion gain anything at all
on this scripture. It is scarcely an outpost of
the citadel of -baptism, which stands solely on
the use of the word baptizo. This is the only
case, however, in all the Scriptures in which
even bapto carries any other signification than
that of dip.

Dip is once derived, in the Old Testament
from the Hebrew VTR, mah-hhatz, which occurs
fourteen times, and is rendered wound, seven
times; smite, three times; pierce, twice ; strike,
once; and dip, once; viz, in Ps. 68 : 23, where
the Septuagint has baphe (bapto). Its use in
the latter text is peculiar, though it may stand
related to its signification, as pierce does to
smite. This is the entire use of the word dip in
the Old Testament.

Sprinkle is from two words only in the Old
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Testament, namely, nal-zak and zah-rak. The
first is quite uniformly rendered both in the Eng-
lish and Greek, as will be seen by the following
table —

3»'1:;3 Nah-zah, Common Version.

Ex. 29:21
Lev. 4: 6
17

bira9

6: 27

2%

8:11

Septuagint.

rhaneis.
prosrhanei.,
rhanei.
rhanei.
epirrhantisthe.
rhantisthe,
errhanen.
proserrhanen,
perirrhanei.
rhanei.
rhanel.
perirrhanei.
rhanel.
rhanei.
rhanei.
rhanei.
perirrhaneis.
rhanei.
perirrhanei.
perirrhanei.
perirrhainon.
errhantisthe.
thaumasontai.
kategagon.

sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkle,
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkleth.
sprinkled.
sprinkle.
sprinkled.

14 :

2 Kin. 9:¢
Isa.  B2:
63 :
Here we find the same definiteness, and nearly
the same uniformity, of rendering. In all the
instances except the last two, the Septuagint
uses the same word, or different forms of the
same root, while the English has the same word
throughout. As the idea of sprinkling is not
found in tah-val, so the idea of 1minersion is not
found in nah-zah.

The Hebrew word zah-rak occurs thirty-four
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times, as follows :—

3 l‘)j[
Exodus

Num.

2 Kin.
2 Chron.

24 :

29 .

36 :
43 .
7ok

: 16

11
12
1. 2b

2 scatter.

8  sprinkle.
10 sprinkled.
6  sprinkled.
8  sprinkled.
16 sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkleth.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkle.
sprinkle.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkle.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
strowed.
sprinkled.
sprinkled.
scatter,

25 sprinkle.
18  sprinkle.
9 here and there—mar,
sprinkled,

Zah-rak. Common Version. Septuagint.
9:

pasato.
epasen.
prosechee.
kateskedase.
proscheeis.
(wanting.)
proscheousi.
proscheousin.
proscheousin.
proscheousin.
proschecusin.
proscheei.
proscheonti.
prosechee.
prosecheen,
prosechee.
proscheei.
proscheeis.
perierrhantisthe.
perierrhantisthe.
prosechee.
ekcheeis.
prosechean,
prosechean.
periecheon.
edechonto.
errhipsen.
prosechean.
katapassamenoi.
speirel.
diaskorpison.
rhano.
proscheein.
exenthesan.

Q
(3]

1
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This word is somewhat more variously ren-
dered, both in the English and in the Septua-
gint; but the same idea obtains throughout.
Its signification, to scatter, hence, to sprinkle, ad-
mits of a variety of renderings; but in this, as in
nah-zah, the idea of dipping or immersing is not
found.

We think nothing more is required to show
that the language of the Seriptures admits of no
such ambiguity as to put baptizo for rhantizo,
or vmmerse for sprinkle. In Lev. 4:6, we find
both dip and sprinkle used, and it is easy to see
that they cannot be interchanged.

There are two texts in the Old Testament
which have been greatly misapprehended, and
from which unwarrantable inferences have been
drawn. Eze. 36 :25, reads thus :—

“Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you,
and ye shall be clean.”

On this, Dr. Scott remarks:—

“In allusion to the divers washings and
sprinklings of the ritual law, the Lord promised
to sprinkle clean water upon his people, and to
make them clean from all their filthiness and
idols.” This reference is correct, as may be seen
by examining a few passages. In Num. 8:7,
they were commanded to “sprinkle water of puri-
fying” upon the unclean. In chap.19:18, it is
commanded that, if any one touch the dead body
of a man, he shall be unclean ; “and a clean per-
son shall take hyssop and dip it in the water,
and sprinkle it upon the tent, and upon all the
vessels, and upon the’ persons that were there,
and upon him that touched a bone, or one slain,
or one dead, or a grave.”
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This was for what is denominated “ceremo-
nial uncleanness,” having no relation to moral
defilement. Paul refers to it in Heb. 9:13:
“For if the blood of bulls and of goats, and the
ashes of an heifer, sprinkling the unclean, sanc-
tifieth to the purifying of the flesh.” It was not
as an ablution to cleanse from filth, but it was
figurative, ceremonial, and typical ; and the gos-
pel fact which it prefigured is stated by the
apostle thus: “How much more shall the blood
of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered
himself without spot to God, purge your con-
science from dead works to serve the living
God ?” Verse 14. And for this reason Paul
speaks of “the blood of sprinkling,” and “hav-
ing our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience.”
Heb. 12:24; 10:22.

Thus it is seen that these sprinklings of the
ritual law, to which reference is. made in Eze.
36 : 25, have no relation to any New Testament
ordinance ; they looked to a different object.
And while that object is so definitely stated,
there can be no excuse for the error of applying
them to baptism in order to give countenance
to sprinkling for that ordinance. The sprink-
ling of the conscience by the blood of Christ is
declared to be their antitype, and a gospel duty
is as clearly shown in connection therewith :
“ Having our hearts sprinkled from an evil con-
science, and owr bodies washed with pure water.”
Heb. 10: 22.

Isa. 52 : 15, has been the ground of much spec-
ulation and the source of some very erroneous
conclusions. Even Dr. Clarke, who approves
the rendering of the Septuagint, which is quite

Thonghts on Baptism, 3
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different from our common version, asks, in
brackets, “[Does not sprinkling the nations re-
fer to the conversion and baptism of the Gen-
tiles 717  Scott, who lets the translation stand,
much more appropriately refers it to the blood
of sprinkling, the same as Eze. 36:25; to the
sacrifice of Christ, to which so plain reference is
made in the context. But the translation can-
not be defended.

It should be understood that there are differ-
ent forms or species of every Hebrew verb ; and
some of these have significations peculiar to
themselves, which do not belong to any other
species of the same word. Gesenius gives two
definitions to that form of nak-zakh here used:
1. To cause to leap for joy, to exult, to make re-
joice. 2. To sprinkle, e. g., water, blood, also oil,
with upon or towards. He accordingly renders
this text, “ So shall he cause many nations to
rejoice in himself.”

The Septuagint has thaumasontai from thau-
mazo, to wonder, marvel, or to admire. This
very well preserves the idea of the original, and
carries out the parallelism of the composition.
“ As many were astonished at thee, . . . so shall
he cause many to wonder or admire.” And this
parallel Gesenius notices and approves, thus: “Gr.,
Syr., Vulg., Luth.,, Eng., ‘So shall he sprinkle
many nations,’ see no. 2, 4. e., my servant the
Messiah shall make expiation for them ; but this
accords less with the parallel verb shah-mam.”
Shah-mam is the verb used in verse 14, and
means, to be astonished.

A translation of the Old Testament by Isaac
Leser, a Jew, gives this text as follows:—

“Just as many were astonished at thee, so
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greatly was his countenance marred more than
any (other) man’s, and his form more than (that
of) the sons of men. Thus will he cause many
nations to jump up (in astonishment); at him
will kings shut their mouths,” ete.

Dr. Clarke says, “I retain the common render-
ing, though I am by no means satisfied with it.”
He notices several authors who are equally dis-
satisfied with it, and finally says the “ Septuagint
seems to give the best sense of any to the place.”
He quotes a very judicious comment of Secker,
in which he says, ¢ Yaz-zeh, frequent in the law,
means only to sprinkle; but the water sprinkled
is the accusative case: the thing on which has
al or el. Thawmasontai makes the best apodo-
sis.” Dr. Clarke also quotes a criticism of Dr.
Jubb, who renders it, “So shall many nations
look on him with admiration; kings shall stop
their mouths,” ete.

This criticism, as well as some others noticed,
preserves the general idea very well, which seems
to have been the aim of the authors; but it is
not a close rendering, as it gives the active form,
whereas thawmasontai is the passive voice, which
most nearly corresponds to the Hebrew ; for this
has the causative form. And this shows that
the rendering given by Gesenius is not only pref-
erable, but necessary or unavoidable. To trans-
late it, hie shall sprimkle, is to change its gram-
matical form, the causative, and to give it in the
first or simple active form ; and it also destroys
the harmony of the construction by ignoring the
parallelism so beautifully shown in the original.
The rendering last quoted, from Dr. Jubb, is
open to this further objection, that it gives the
active (kal) plural, (they shall admire), whereas




36 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

the Hebrew is the causative (hiphil), singular,
(he shall cause them to, etc.), though it preserves
the general idea of the verb. We are willing to
submit, on this evidence, that the text should
not be rendered sprinkle.

CHAPTER IIL

BAPTISM OF THE SPIRIT—SCRIPTURE ILLUS-
TRATIONS—INSTANCES.

ONCE more we let Prof. Stuart speak, as he
professes to settle the whole question on a prin-
ciple which he considers most decisive proof
against confining our practice to immersion, ac-
cording to the word baptizo. He refers it to the
spirit of the gospel, as follows :—

“Whenever an enlightened Christian wishes
to make the inquiry, what is essential to his re-
ligion, should he not instinctively open his Bible
at John 4, and there read thus: ‘Believe me,
the hoqr cometh, when ye shall, neither in this
mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem, worship the
Father. . . . The hour cometh, and now is, when
the true worshipers shall worship the Father in
spirit and in truth ; for the Father seeketh such
to worship him. God is a Spirit, and they that
worship him must worship him in spirit and in
truth.””

It seems strange indeed that such a man as
Prof. Stuart could find any warrant in this text
for departing from the plain, literal reading of
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the divine record. The principle here stated
covers all worship and all duty. This is freely
admitted. But we read also, “ Thy word is truth.” .
Therefore John 4 is only perverted when, under
pretense of worshiping God in spirit and in truth,
we set aside his word, which is truth, and which
is the only true measure of religious duty. With
as good reason the Romanist might quote John 4
to justify the worship of images contrary to the
express declaration of the word of God. The
Friend (Quaker) quotes this to set aside the pre-
cept of baptism altogether, and his conclusion is
certainly as just as that of Prof. S, and of all those
who press it into the service of changing this or-
dinance of our Saviour. If we can set aside one
duty under pretense of worshiping in spirit, we
may others, and our worship becomes a mere mat-
ter of choice, or will worship. However much
we might regard the intention of Prof. Stuart,
we are compelled to condemn his reasoning,
which, if accepted, would turn our religion into
antinomian sentimentalism.,

BAPTISM OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.

An argument in favor of pouring is supposed
to be found in this baptism, because the Spirit
was powred out, or shed forth. See Acts 2.
But there are two decisive difficulties in the way
of this conclusion: 1. The word ekcheo is never
onee used in the numerous instances in the New
Testament where the ordinance of baptism in
water is referred to. 2. Though the Spirit was
poured out on the day of Pentecost, it filled the
whole room wherein the disciples were, If wa-
ter were powred ouf into a room until the room
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was entirely filled, all the persons in that room
would be entirely surrownded with, or sub-
“merged im, the water. And this was the case in
the pouring out of the Spirit. When speaking of
the Spirit the word ekcheo is used, which is de-
fined, pouwred out. But when speaking of the
persons the word baptizo is used, which in all
the lexicons is defined, #mmerse. This was lit-
erally accomplished by the Spirit filling the
whole room wherein they were,

SCRIPTURE ILLUSTRATIONS,

The apostle Paul twice speaks of baptism as a
burial. This expression is just according to the
meaning of the word immersion. But the term
is not well chosen if it is intended to represent
sprinkling or pouring. It is likened to the bu-
rial and resurrection of Christ, to which the or-
dinance has undoubted reference. “Therefore
we are buried with him by baptism into death,
that like as Christ was raised up from the dead
by the glory of the Father, even so we also
should walk in newness of life.” Rom. 6:4.
“Buried with him in baptism, whereéin also ye
are risen with him through the faith of the op-
eration of God, who hath raised him from the
dead.” Col. 2:12. The most eminent scholars,
among those who advocate and practice sprink-
ling, have been constrained to admit that these il-
lustrations have undoubted reference to the prim-
wive practice of immersing in the rite of baptism.

The reader will pardon us for noticing the
effort that has been made to evade the force of
these scriptures. Because this baptism is a bu-
rial, and cannot be made a sprinkling, it has
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been denied that it refers to water baptism.
Perhaps, said the objector, it refers to the fact
that the disciples were buried in the love of
God! Were that the truth, it would not destroy
the force of the statement that baptism is @ bu-
rial. The meaning of the word is the same, no
matter what element is nsed. But that cannot
be true, for this consideration: In whatsoever
a person is buried, when he is raised he is raised
out of the same. If we are buried in the earth,
we are raised out of the earth; if buried in wa-
ter, we are raised out of water; and if buried
in the love of God, we are raised out of the love
of God! Said the apostle to his brethren, “ Bu-
ried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are
risen with him.” Were they raised out of the
love of God? Would such a resurrection lead
them to seek those things which are above?
See chap. 3:1. Again we ask pardon for notic-
ing such an objection. And we must express
our astonishment that men of eminence and
learning have presented this idea as against im-
mersion. It is sometimes necessary to show how
utterly idle is the effort to evade the force of the
plain testimony of the word of God. And this
shows what positions men are willing to take,
and what conclusions they will risk, to support
their theories against the plain reading and evi-
dent meaning of the Scriptures.

Under this head should be considered 1 Cor.
10:2. Dr. Clarke sanctions the idea that the
Israelites were sprinkled by the cloud over them,
and that this indicates that sprinkling is baptism.
It is to be deplored that one so ripe in scholar-
ship—so able as a critic—should so suffer him-
self to be blinded by the theology of a chureh,
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The language and the facts do not admit of such
a construction. Shall we read it, « Sprinkled
by the cloud and by the sea”? We cannot
“Sprinkled in the cloud and in the sea ”? That
1s impossible. Prof. Stuart is much more rea-
sonable on this point ; he says:—

“The suggestion has sometimes been made
that the Israelites were sprinkled by the cloud
and by the sea, and this was the baptism which
Paul meant to designate. But the cloud on this oc-
casion was not a cloud of rain ; nor do we find any
Intimation that the waters of the sea sprinkled
the children of Israel at this time. So much is
true, viz, they were not immersed. Yet, as the

language must evidently be figurative in some -

good degree, and not literal, I do not see how, on
the Whole, we can make less of it than to s’up-
pose it has a tacit reference to the idea of sur-
rounding in some way or other.”

Granting that they were not immersed, cer-
tainly they were not sprinkled. And granting
that the word baptize is used figuratively in
some good degree, yet the figure must be so con-
strued as most nearly to conform to the actual
meaning of the word, 4. ¢. immerse. And this is
done' by the idea of surrounding, as Prof. Stuart
has it; and it meets the conditions stated far
better than any other construction.

INSTANCES OF BAPTISM.

John baptized in the river Jordam. Christ, our
pattern, was baptized in the Jordan. The record
says, “ And Jesus, when he was baptized, went
up straivhtway out of the water” Matt. 3 :16.
Alas, how many professed followers of Christ

>
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would be ashamed to go down into the water to
be baptized; be ashamed to be seen coming up
out of the water, as Jesus their Lord was seen !

«John also was baptizing in Znon, near to
Salim, because there was much water there.”
John 3:23. The reason here given for baptiz-
ing in that place looks unmistakably to the
same action as we find indicated in Matt. 3, bap-
tizing in a body of water. We may safely leave
it to the judgment of every reader that this rea-
son would never be offered in favor of the mod-
ern practice of rhantism, if it can even be called
that; as we recently saw a minister barely touch
the ends of his fingers in water, and lay them
upon the head of a child. Water was not even
sprinkled upon the child. Nothing of that kind
is found in the language of the New Testament.

The circumstances attending the baptism of
the eunuch afford important evidence on this
subject. First, we notice in this case the impor-
tance of baptism in the preaching of the gospel.
Philip “preached unto him Jesus,” and in the
same interview the eunuch desired baptism,
which proves that the preaching of Jesus in-
cluded preaching baptism in the ministry of the
apostles and evangelists. How different was
this from the teaching and preaching of many
at the present day.

Sceondly, we notice that they both went down
into the water, and there Philip baptized the eu-
nuch. “And together they came up out of the wa-
ter. This is not consistent with the idea of any
administration but that of immersion. The only
remark we find in Prof. Stuart on baptism which
gives occasion to doubt his eandor as a writer, is
on this text. He says:—
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“If katabesam eis to hudor is meant to desig-
nate the act of plunging or being immersed into
the water, as a part of the rite of baptism, then
was Philip baptized as well as the eunuch ; for
the sacred writer says that BoTH went into the
water. Here, then, must have been a rebaptism
of Philip; and what is at least singular, he must
have baptized himself as well as the eunuch.”

These remarks are entirely uncalled for by the
record ; they are as unworthy of the man who
wrote them as of the subject on which they are
written. Going down into the water is a neces-
sary prerequisite to baptism (but not to sprink-
ling); but no one ever claimed or even thought
that katabesan eis to hudor expresses “ the action
of plunging or being immersed.” We fear the
idea sprung up in the mind of a theologian
rather than of a critic; for almost the next sen-
tence says “kai ebaptisen auton,” “and he bap-
tized him.” This excludes every possibility of
obscurity.

It is true that they both went down into the
water, and this is always the case when immer-
sion is practiced. The administrator and subject
both go down into the water. But going down
into the water is not and was not baptism. Does
the record say they both went down into the wa-
ter and were baptized ? No. “They went down
both into the water, both Philip and the eunuch ;
and he baptized him.” Tt is no part of candor
nor of reverence for the Scriptures to raise a
dust over such plain and unmistakable tcstimony
as this.

A doubt has been raised about there having
been sufficient water for immersion in this in-
stance, because verse 26 speaks of the country as
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being “desert.” The word desert, (epnpoc, erémos)
does not necessarily mean a dry, barren place,
destitute of water or vegetation, as may be sup-
posed, but a solitary, uninhabited region. ~See
(reenfield, and compare Mat‘t. 14¢::13; 15,429;
This seripture says they were in “a desert place
apart,” and because it was desert, and the day
was passing, the disciples requested Jesus to send
away the multitude that they might go into the
villages and procure food. But he con,lymanded
the multitude to “sit down on the grass,” and he
fed them there. So far the point is proved. In
the case in question, Acts 8, they came to stand-
ing water, as is indicated by the sudden exclama-
tion of the eunuch,—“ See, here is water; what
doth hinder me to be baptized ?” Travelers who
have passed “from Jerusalem to Gaza,” say there
were springs and pools on the route quite suffi-
cient for the purpose.

“ The Bourdeaux Pilgrim, less than three hun-
dred years after the event [A. D. 333], described
with care its situation. His note is (as he ad-
vances from Bethlehem): ¢ Thence to Bethazsora
is fourteen miles, where is the fountain in which
Philip baptized the eunuch. Thence to the oak
‘where Abraham dwelt, is nine miles. Thence to
Hebron is two miles” Eusebius, on the word
Bethsur, has the following note :  Bethsur of the
tribe of Judah or Benjamin. There is also now
a village Bethsoron, twenty miles distant from
Jerusalem toward Hebron, where also a fgunta.m
issuing from a mountain is shown, in which the
eunuch of Candace is said to have been baptized
by Philip, Jerome in like manner says on the
same word : ‘ Bethsur in the tribe of Judah or

Benjamin. And there is at this day a village
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Bethsoron, to us going from Jerusalem to He-
bron, at the twentieth milestone ; near which a
fountain, boiling up at the foot of a mountain
is absorbed by the same soil from which it
springs, and the Acts of the Apostles record that
the eunuch of Queen Candace was baptized in
this by Philip.’”

These quotations are taken from a recent
American traveler, Rev. G. W. Samson. The

{E)Howing is from Mr. Samson’s own observa-
ion —

“Starting now from Jerusalem on the route
thus .mdicated, let us view the facilities for im-
mersion along its course, and especially ‘at the
spot where history has fixed the eunuch’s bap-
tism. Proceeding on horses at the ordinary rate
of three miles an hour, in two hours and thirty
minutes we reach the three immense pools of Sol-
omon, from which water was conducted to Jeru-
salem. In Christ’s day they were little lakes of
water, for the three cover about three acres of
ground, and when filled they furnished all needed
facilities for immersion, lying open, as they do, and
in a retired valley. Even now, such is the quan-
tity of water in the lower pool, that a more conven-
ient place for the sacred ordinance could hardly
be desired. Proceeding thence over hill and dale,
and through one long valley, which, from the
number of its wells, the muleteers call Wady el-
B«;er, the Valley of Wells, in one hour and fifty
minutes more we stopped on a hillside to water
our horses, and to drink at a large reservoir with
an arched roof, from which the water is drawn
up with a bucket. Of this place Dr. Robinson
says: ‘The road up the ascent is artificial ; half-
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way up is a cistern of rain-water, and an open
place of prayer for the Mohammedan travelers.
At this spot, immersion would not be difficult.
Descending thence into the fine valley before us,
crossing it, and ascending on the opposite side,
in thirty-five minutes more we reached the ruins
of an ancient town, which our muleteer calls How-
offnee, but which Dr. Robinson has marked Abu
Fid ; mentioning ‘ olive-trees, and tillage around,
and a reservoir of rain-water” This reservoir
lies in the open field, with a grassy brink around
it. It is fifty or sixty feet square, and it is now,
in the last of April, full of water, the depth be-
ing apparently from three to five feet. It is ev-
idently ancient, the walls being built up of large
hewn stones. A fitter place for immersion could
not be desired. Proceeding onward, through a
country quite open and considerably cultivated,
in one hour and five minutes we reach, at the
foot of a long, steep hill, the ruins of a fortress or
church on the left of our road. . . . In fromt
of the fortress by us is a fine gushing fountain
of sweet water, and broad stone troughs in
which we water our horses. This spot has been
fixed on by Dr. Robinsen as the Bethsur men-
tioned by Eusebius and Jerome as the place
where the eunuch was baptized. . . . The
ground in front of the fountain and of the struct-
ure behind it is so broken up and covered with
stones, that it is difficult to determine what was
once here. There is now a slightly depressed
hollow with a sandy or gravelly bottom. It is
hardly conceivable that, in the days of Herod,
the fountain-builder, this most favorable spring
should not have been made to supply a pool in
this land of such structures ; and even now wa-
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ter sufficient to supply such a reservoir flows
from the troughs and soaks into the soil.”

Omitting notice of all other places, we give
evidence only in regard to the route traveled by
the eunuch “from Jerusalem to Gaza,” as on this
there has been so much doubt and misapprehen-
sion, We find,—

1. The word eremos (desert) signifies an unin-
habited region, and not necessarily an arid, bar-
ren plain.  Proved also by Matt. 14,

2. The route traveled by the eunuch is a land
of hills and dales, mountains and valleys, much
of it fit for cultivation.

3. There are on this route numerous springs
and pools of water ; some of the pools are open
to this day, while appearances indicate that oth.
ers were open in the days of the Saviour.

This shows how needlessly wrong it is to

doubt against the plain language of the Seript-
ures.

CHAPTER 1V.

ONE BAPTISM OR THREE BAPTISMS,

_ THERE are those who affirm that three immer-
sions (“trine immersion”) are necessary to the
full consummation of the ordinance ; and they are
accustomed to refer, with great confidence, to the
practice of certain people or churches, as proving
the correctness of their views. We have no re.
gard whatever for the practice of churches, ex-

cept wherein they conform to the specitied re-
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quirements of the sacred word. Neither age nor
popular consent gives warrant to error. Our in-
quiry is not, What has been practiced? but,
What is truth? We care nothing for what peo-
ple have dome, but for what they ought to have
done. We know that many grievous errors
were brought into the church at a very early
age. But we have no more confidence in, or re-
spect for, a practice or an institution which can
be traced to the darkness of the third century,
than if it could be traced only to the fifteenth
century. “What say the Scriptures?” is our
sole inquiry.

But it is urged thus: “The Greek Church
practice trine immersion, and we ought to give

lace to them in the understanding of their own
anguage.” We reply to this, There is no men-
tion of trine immersion in the Greek of the New
Testament. There is a commandment to be bap-
tized, (Barmiodyro), and the Greeks, in obedience to
this precept, are immersed. So far we safely
trust their knowledge of the Greek tongue. But
the Greek also says, Eph. 4: 5, there is one bap-
tism (& Borriopa), and if they depart from this
and practice three baptisms, then they depart
from the text of their own language, and we
may not follow them. For trine immersion is
nothing else but three baptisms, as the following
will show :—

1. They who practice trine immersion never
sprinkle; they agree with us that the Greek
word is properly translated immerse; and there-
fore we are agreed that baptism is equivalent to
immersion. Hence, if Eph. 4 : 5, were translated
throughout, it would read, “ One Lord, one faith,
one immersion.” Therefore their system is
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clearly contrary to this scripture; for they
really have three baptisms. To reply, as they
always do, that they have onme baptism with
three immersions, is only to contradict their own
avowed faith, that baptism is immersion. For
if baptism is properly translated immersion, then
the expression, “ one baptism with three immer-
sions,” is as much of a paradox as if they said,
one baptism with three baptisms, or one immer-
sion with three immersions. This is certainly
so, unless we admit that baptism is not identical
with immersion. But if we do this we concede
the entire ground, and the question of mode has
yet to be settled; that is, it will remain to be
proved that immersion, and that only, is bap-
tism.

2. It does not appear reasonable that three
baptisms are required because there are three
names given in the commission. That view in-
volves too much separation of Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit. Even in commercial transactions,
anything done by an agent for a firm of three
parties is done once for them all; as a debt of
one thousand dollars could not be collected three
times, once for each one of the firm, if one thou-
sand were the sum specified. But the union of
a firm in business comes far short of represent-
ing the unity existing between the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit ; and one baptivin is the speci-
fied requirement.

3. It is not correct to claim that the ellipses
of the language of the commission can only be
supplied by the reading, “ Baptizing them in the
name of the Father, and baptizing them in the
name of the Son, and baptizing them in the
name of the Holy Ghost.” It is against the facts
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of Scripture and the analogies of language. Sep-
arately baptizing in each name is three baptisms,
and it cannot be denied. As to analogy, we read
that Jesus will come in his own glory, and in
his Father’s, and in that of the holy angels.
Their method of argument would make it read
thus: “ When he shall come (once) in his own
glory, and come (twice) in the glory of his Fa-
ther, and come (thrée times coming) in the glory
of the holy angels” But that is not the truth.
It is but one coming in the three-fold glory.

There is full better reason to affirm on Ex. 3:
6, that there are three (ods— the God of Abra-
ham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Ja-
cob.” There is a just difference between the use
and the abuse of language, and all should recog-
nize it. :

4. But, again, their practice is not consistent
with their theory. They insist that three im-
mersions are necessary to one baptism. Then if
we read the commission as they do, and apply
the definition of baptism as they claim it, it will
stand thus: baptizing them (thrice immersing)
in the name of the Father, and baptizing them
(thrice immersing) in the name of the Son, and
baptizing them (thrice immersing) in the name
of the Holy Ghost. And thus nine immersions
are necessary to fulfill the commission! They
cannot possibly avoid this conclusion unless they
acknowledge that they properly and truly bap-
tize in each name by one immersion in each
name, which is to say that one baptism is truly
administered by one immersion, which is fatal to
their theory. §

5. Heb. 6:2, is quoted by them (*doctrine of

Thoughts on Baptism. 4
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baptisms ”) as proof that there is a plurality of
baptisms. But if this is proof in point, why do
they deny that they practice $hree baptisms?
and what is the necessity for their inventing the
paradoxical expression of “one baptism of three
immersions” ¢ The text quoted is truth, but
not in the sense in which they take it. The
Scriptures speak of one baptism of water and
one baptism of the Spirit. To admit of three of
one kimd most surely contradicts Eph. 4:5.
Whether Eph. 4:5, speaks of the baptism of
water or of the Spirit, it certainly proves that
there is but one of the kind of which it speaks.

6. Paul, in Rom. 6:3, says we are baptized
into the death of Christ, or planted in the like-
ness of his death. 1 Cor. 15:3,4,says that Christ
died for our sins, was buried, and rose again.
This is the order. And that it is this to which
the apostle refers in Rom. 6 : 1-3, is plain, for he
gives our baptism or burial as proof that we are
dead ; he makes death (very properly) precede
the burial. We inquire, then, Did Christ die
three times? We insist that he died as often as
he was buried. And if we are buried three
times, we are not planted in the likeness of his
death; for he died and was buried but once.
This is decisive on the subject.

Whether a person should be buried face down-
ward, as the trine immersionists baptize, may be,
perhaps, a matter of taste, but we think no such
method of burial was ever known. One author
says we cannot safely appeal to custom in this
matter, because the Romans cremated or burned
the dead, instead of burying them! But the
Saviour was mot cremated, nor was this a cus-
tom with the Jews. Could it be shown that Je-
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sus was laid in the grave face downward, there
would be some show of reason for that practice.
But we do not think he was; nor do we think
burial in that manner is at all seemly, and we
shall ever follow that which appears to be a more
proper way.

Tertullian mentioned three immersions, by
which we learn that such a practice was intro-
duced as early as his day. But Prof. Stuart
quotes him as saying on this subject :—

“Thence we are thrice immersed, answering,
i. e., fulfilling, somewhat more than the Lord has
decreed in the gospel.”—De Corona Militis, § 3.

If we can rely upon the language of the gos-
pel, Tertullian was right in thus saying. Three
immersions were never decreed by our Lord in
the gospel. To the contrary, by specifying “one
immersion,” the other practice is positively for-
bidden.

But one more point we will notice, to show
somewhat the nature of the proof on which they
rely. One of their prominent authors affects to
find trine immersion in the supposed fact that
the Jewish nation were three times baptized,
once at the Red Sea, once by John, and once in
the gospel commission. Weak, indeed, is that
cause which must put forth such arguments to
support itself. We will examine this briefly.

1. The assertion which it contains is not true.
The same individuals were not baptized in the
Red Sea and by John ; nor was the Jewish na-
tion baptized under the gospel commission. In-
dividuals of that nation were baptized in the
gospel, but in doing this they renounced all that
separated them from the Gentiles. See Rom. 2
and Eph. 2.
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2. If they were three times baptized, then
again the claim is put forth in favor of three bap-
tusms.  But this they deny. B
3. If there is no true baptism without three
immersions, as they claim, then, inasmuch as
Paul says they were baptized in the cloud and in
the sea, they must have been immersed three
times in the cloud and in the sea. But they
were not; and this again proves that one im-
mersion is baptism, according to the Scriptures.

4. If we apply to this text the rule of language
which they apply to the commission in Matt. 2DS,

it would read, they were all baptized (once) in -

the cloud and (once more) in the sea ; one bap-
tism for each. But they were not; as it took
both the cloud and the sea to inclose them or
surround them once. Here, again, their rule is
shown to be erroneous,

5. Once more applying both their rule and
their definition to this instance, namely, one bap-
tism for each, and three immersions for one bhap-
tism, and we then have them baptized (thrice im-
mersed) in the cloud, and baptized (thrice im-
mersed) in the sea—six immersions at the passage
of the Red Sea. To deny either branch of this
conclusion is fatal to their theory.

While we dismiss the theory as one hedged in
on every side by its own absurdities, we cheer-
fully acknowledge our respect for the German
Baptists (Dunkers) who teach and practice trine
immersion. They are generally found to be a
quiet, orderly people. But this should not pre-
vent our exposing the error into which they have
fallen. To the contrary, our regard for them, our
interest in them, increase our desire to see t.,hem
set right on this important subject.

VIEWS OF THE FRIENDS.

CHAPTER V.

NON-BAPTISM OF THE FRIENDS, OR
QUAKERS.

WHILE noticing prevailing errors on the sub-
ject of baptism, we must briefly notice that of the
Friends, who ignore the rite altogether. This er-
ror is not so much founded on a misconstruction
or false exhibition of particular texts, as on the
adoption of a false principle, which is applied,
professedly, to all that pertains to Christianity.
We say professedly, for actually they come far
short of uniformly applying the principle.

They profess to believe that all true worship
is imternal, and that the only baptism required
is that of the Spirit. Outward forms or exter-
nals they regard as being vain, or as carnal substi-
tutes for the internal and the true. Therefore
they entirely discard the Sabbath, the Lord’s sup-
per, and baptism. They might, we think, with
equal propriety, discard public assemblies for
worship, and audible prayer. While they reject
that which is plainly commanded because it is
outward and seen, with a strange inconsistency
they attach great importance to a particular
phraseology of speech, and even to the cut of a
coat or the fashion of a bonnet. They chide us
(kindly, it is true) for not using the same forms
of speech used by the Saviour, as thee instead of
you, seeming not to understand that neither of
these forms was used by the Saviour, because
he did not speak the English language.
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A correct translation into any language at a
certain time is a translation according to the
proper usage of that language at that time. The
present method of speaking the English language
gives as correct a rendering from the Greek as
the form used two or three centuries ago. For
a people to plead for either in preference to the
other, while they discard explicit precepts given
by the Saviour, is like tithing mint and cummin
and omitting the weightier matters of the law.

Usage and association have caused us to regard
the English language as it was spoken three cent-
uries ago, as the sacred style, only because the
sacred Scriptures were given to us by translation
into that style. It would seem now to be quite
irreverent to address the throne of grace in
modern English, or in the form of speech com-
monly used in addressing our fellow-mortals
But if our reverence is fostered by such a dis-
crimination in forms of address, it is proportion-
ally decreased by addressing our fellows in the
more solemn style now specially appropriated to
devotion. One no more than the other gives the
form used by our Saviour; but one is by custom
or usage only, adapted to devotion, while the
other, being the present form of the language, is
properly used in every-day life. ’

We are led to make these remarks on the
views of the Friends, as it seems necessary to
understand their method of applying the prin-
ciple which they have adopted. "

Every principle which conflicts with the plain
testimony of the divine word is of a surety a
false one. Applied to the subject of the Lord’s
supper, their principle must be disapproved
The Saviour commanded his disciples to drink

VIEWS OF THE FRIEXDS.

the fruit of the vine and eat the bread in re-
membrance of him, Luke 22:17-20. Paul cor-
rected abuses of the ordinance, and further ex-
plained its use, showing that it should continue
#ill our Lord comes again. 1 Cor.11:23-26. A
principle must be false by which a duty so
plainly enjoined is rejected. No matter how
much is claimed for spirituality in worship,
there is neither spirituality nor worship in dis-
obedience. As if man could better understand
what is pleasing in the sight of God than we
can learn from his word, which is given as a
lamp to our feet and a light to our path.—“ Sanc-
tify them through thy truth ; thy word is truth.”
John 17:17. Thus our Saviour prayed to his
Father, The closer we cling to the word, the
more perfectly we walk in the truth. The more
perfect our obedience to his commandments, the
greater our sanctity. 1 Pet. 1:22; John 14:
15; 1 John 5:3.

As in regard to the Lord’s supper, so we reason
in regard to baptism. Our Saviour commanded
it, and his apostles taught and practiced it. The
assertion that the baptism of the Spirit is the
baptism required in their teachings does not at
all meet the case, for both Christ and his apostles
commanded baptism. But the baptism of the
Spirit is @ blessing promvised and to be received ;
while baptism in water is a duty commanded,
and fo be performed. This truth is evident to
every reader of the Bible. The Spirit is called
“the Holy Spirit of promise,” because it is purely
@ matter of promise, and is distinguished, not
only in this reason, but by direct Scripture
proofs, from baptism in water, which is a matter

~ of precept.
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The Saviour, in his commission to his disciples,
enjoined baptism. The first sermon under this
commission, as we argue elsewhere, is recorded
in Acts 2. In this sermon, baptism is made o
condition of the promise of the Spirit. “The
gift of the Holy Ghost ” is the blessing promised ;
repentance and baptism arve the duties com-
manded, in order to receive the blessing of the
promise. Here is a relation of the two which
cannot be ignored without ignoring the commis-
sion and its fulfillment, and thereby ignoring
the authority of our divine Lord. ¢

Philip the evangelist went and joined himself
to the chariot of the eunuch by special direction
of the Spirit of God. Acts 8. What he said
and did was by the inspiration of the Spirit.
Having preached Jesus to the eunuch, on their
coming to water the eunuch requested baptism.
Philip must have preached baptism in the preach-
ing of Jesus. And both Philip and the eunueh
went down into the water, and he baptized him.
And the Spirit, under whose direction Philip
had baptized the eunuch, caught him away that
the eunuch saw him no more; and the eunuch
went his way rejoicing.

Peter, also by special direction of the Lord
went to the house of Cornelius. An angel told
Carnelius to send for Peter, saying to him, “ He
shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do.” Peter
preached the gospel to all those assembled, and
they believed, and the Spirit fell upon them
even as it had fallen upon the disciples on the
day of Pentecost. Then Peter said: “Can any
man forbid water, that these should not be bap-
tized, which have received the Holy Ghost as well
as we?! And he commanded them to be bap-
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tized in the name of the Lord.” In this instance
the heavenly messenger referred to what Peter
would tell him as something which he ought to
do. And Peter commanded him to be baptized.
That which he ought to do was to be baptized
in water, for so Peter said, and the baptism of
the Spirit they had already received. Peter, un-
der inspiration and the direction of Heaven, did
not tell them that the baptism of the Spirit was
all that was necessary, but gave the receiving of
this as proof of the propriety of their being bap-
tized in water. i
- Paul came to Ephesus and found certain disci-
ples who had not been properly instructed in
the doctrine of the gospel, who had not received
the Holy Ghost. Under his teaching and by his
commandment they were baptized; and after
they were baptized, Paul laid his hands upon
them and the Holy Ghost came upon them.
Here this inspired apostle, by whose interposi-
tion the Holy Ghost came upon them, required
them to be baptized before he laid his hands
upon them. The order, in relation to the duty
and the gift, here followed, is that laid down by
Peter in Acts 2 : 38, 39,
We have now presented five points of Seript-

~ure, each plain and positive in its teachings,

which show that the apostles, acting under the
inspiration of the Spirit, taught and practiced
water baptism, and Jesus commanded them so
to do. They who reject baptism in water, reject
the counsel of Christ and of the Holy Spirit, as
shown in the teachings and actions of the Lord
and his apostles. The wisdom of such in this
respect is not according to the word of the Lord,
and therefore cannot, be from above,
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Of this class we say, as of the one last referred
to, By a staid and quiet demeanor they have
generally won the respect of their acquaintances.
But no amount of pious bearing will excuse a
departure from the plain requirements of the
Seriptures. Our Saviour said, “ In vain do they
worship me, teaching for doctrines the com-
mandments of men.” No matter how great the
appearance of sanctity, it is quite possible to
make all our worship vain by making void the
commandments of God by human traditions, or
by walking according to the doctrines of men
contrary to the precepts of the Seriptures.

CHAPTER VI.
THE BAPTISM OF JOHN,

THERE has been much questioning in regard
to the relation of John’s baptism to the gospel,—
whether or not it was gospel baptism. It ma
not be of much importance, having but little
practical bearing on present duty, but a brief
notice of it may not be out of place. Our opin-
ion is, that there is not so much difference be-
tween the baptism of John and that of the dis-
ciples of Jesus as is generally supposed.

Speaking of “the beginning of the gospel of
Jesus Christ,” Mark commences with the bap-
tism of John, and the proclamation of John was
identical with the first proclamation of Jesus.
John said, “Repent ye, for the kingdom of
Heaven is at hand.” Matt. 3:2, The Saviour’s
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first preaching was this: “The time is fulfilled,
and the kingdom of God is at hand ; repent ye,
and believe the gospel.” Mark 1:15. John
said he preached the baptism of repentance, and
faith in him that was to come, that was, Christ.
The first sermon after the resurrection of Christ
was of repentance and baptism in the name of
Jesus. It appears that the whole period from
the beginning of the preaching of John until the
time when the apostles turned to the Gentiles,
about three and a half years after the death of
Christ, was one of transition from one dispensa-
tion to the full establishing of the other. The
two dispensations were for a time interwoven, as
the following will show.

Jesus and his apostles preached the gospel,
and their baptism was certainly gospel baptism.
But Jesus, when he healed a certain person, com-
manded him to show himself to the priests and
to offer the offering required by the law of Mo-
ses. And thus he recognized the validity of that
law of the Levitical dispensation at that time.
And the apostles were not permitted to preach
to the Gentiles, even after the death of Christ,
until they had offered the gospel to the Jews, or
until the seventy weeks of Daniel 9 were ful-
filled. Yet the New Testament was ratified by
the death of Christ, Heb. 9:15-17; and the
rites of the Levitical law were taken out of the
way by his death, being nailed to the cross.
Col. 2:14.

Acts 19 does not afford so clear proof that
they who were baptized unto John’s baptism
were again baptized by the apostles as has been
supposed by many. This was an unusual case,
according to the record. On being questioned
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by Paul they said, “We have not so much as
heard whether there be any Holy Ghost.” They
had not been baptized by John, but by some of
his followers, and they had not been instructed
as John instructed those who came to him for
baptism. Matt. 3:11. Thus it appears that
they were not even well-instructed disciples of
John, and it seemed just and necessary that the
apostle should commence with them as novices,

But this instance does present satisfactory
proof that it is right to re-baptize those who
have not met the requirements of the gospel rite
in their first baptism. Of this we may speak
more particularly hereafter. Intimately con-
nected with this subject is

THE BAPTISM OF CHRIST,

We do not by this mean that baptism which
was taught or administered by Christ, as in the
case of John, but that which he received at the
hands of John in Jordan. On this also there
has been much conjecture. It is mostly sup-
posed to have been merely for an example. Je-
sus truly was our example; but we think his
baptism has a ‘significance beyond that of mere
example. And here again, if John’s baptism
was so essentially different from that of the gos-
pel as most people suppose, his example under
one would carry no weight in favor of obedience
to the other. To this point we would call par-
ticular attention.

Christ was not our example merely, b
came into the world to be outl') substitugre, anlglo?li
sacrifice. They who deny (as some do) the sub-
stitutionary or vicarious nature of the work of
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Christ, set aside the efficiency of his work unto
our salvation. His suffering for us was not alto-
gether on the eross; his whole life was one of
trial, of temptation, and of affliction. In the
garden his soul was exceedingly sorrowful, even
unto death ; but an angel strengthened him that
he might not then sink under the heavy burden
of suffering. When Paul said, “He hath made
him to be sin for us,” he evidently meant he was
made to occupy our position, or be a partaker of
our condition. And again when he said, “He
was made under the law,” he must have meant
that he was subjected to our condemnation ; the
apostle’s argument on the need and work of jus-
tification shows that this expression—under the
law—signifies under its condemnation. He was
made under the law, to redeem them that were
under the law. Not wnder obligation to the
law, as some vainly urge, for that condition
does not call for redemption. Adam was subject
to the law hefore he fell, but not a subject for
redemption. It is a sinful condition, or being
condemned by the law, which calls for redemp-
tion. It is evident that Christ was “ made un-
der the law ” in this sense : as “the wages of sin
is death ;” he was “ made sin for us,” to fall un-
der death for our sakes. And this condition
must have dated from his taking upon him the
nature or “seed of Abraham.” And if he died
because our sins were upon him (Isa. 53), and
suffered under temptations and sorrows in our
behalf and on our account, we must conclude
that he was baptized for the same reason. And
this is yet more evident when we consider that
John’s baptism was “ the baptism of repentance
for the remission of sin.” Mark 1:4. There
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could be nothing appropriate to this purpose in
his being baptized for himself; for he had no
sins to confess, and needed no repentance. But
inasmuch as the Lord “laid upon him the iniq-
uity of us all,” it seemed suitable that he should
be baptized, even as sinful men, for whom he
stood, should be baptized.

There is a wonderful significance in his bap-
tism which seems to be entirely lost if we lose
sight of this momentous truth. “He bore our
sins ;” he acted and suffered as our substitute—
in our stead. They who pervert or lightly es-
teem baptism, must lightly esteem the sufferings
and the cross of Christ, as well as his example.

BAPTISM IN THE NAME OF CHRIST.

Because it is said in Acts 2:38; 8:16, and
19: 5, that they were baptized in the name of
Jesus, some have inferred that the apostles bap-
tized in the name of Christ only. But this con-
clusion is very lame. To discover the fallacy of
this idea, it will only be necessary to examine the
terms of the commission under which they acted.

1. The Saviour told them to teach all na-
tions, and to baptize them in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.

2. He commanded them to tarry at Jerusalem
until they were endued with power from on
high. They were neither to preach nor to baptize
until the Holy Ghost came upon them.

3. The promised power came upon them on
the day of Pentecost; and on that day was
preached the first sermon after the great com-
mission was given.

4. If they did not baptize in the name of the
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Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,
they did not obey their Lord’s commandment—
they did not fulfill the commission under which
they acted and by which alone they had author-
ity to baptize. We trust none will be willing to
risk such a conclusion as this.

If the record in Acts was the only evidence
in the case, the omission of the names of the Fa-
ther and of the Holy Ghost might be taken as
decisive. But knowing that they were acting
under a commission, the specific terms of which
required the use of the three sacred names, the
case appears quite different.

When we consider the prejudice which existed
among the Jews against the person and the
name of Jesus, we see good reason why his name
should be presented with peculiar emphasis to
them, for no such prejudice existed against the
names of the Father and the Holy Spirit. But
to conclude thence that they did not obey their
Lord’s commandment—that they did not fulfill
their commission to baptize in the name of the
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost—is more than the
inspired record will warrant.

CHAPTER VII.
THE COMMISSION STILL IN FORCE.

THERE is a large number of persons who ap-
pear to be zealous for the rite of baptism, in re-
gard to both its form and its subjects, who yet,
to avoid the evidence of the continuous direct
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presence and influence of the Holy Spirit, affirm
that the commission of Matt. 28:19, 20; Mark
16 : 15-18, was given to the apostles alone and
expired with them. But this affirmation places
its advocates in a very unenviable and inconsis-
tent position. That commission was the au-
thority by which the apostles baptized ; and if
the commission has expired, there remains no
authority to administer the rite of baptism. It
will not then do to say, as they say, that we
must follow the example of the apostles in this ;
for the example of the apostles, when they acted
under a special commission given only to them,
gives no warrant to others, who never received
the commission, to follow in .the same action
after the commission has expired. Such a course
would indicate the boldest assumption of author-
ity under any government.

Thus it is easy to see that, when any individ-
uals declare that the commission under which
the apostles baptized has expired, it is equiva-
lent to an admission that they administer bap-
tism without divine authority. If the Lord suf-
fered that commission to expire, as it contained
the only warrant ever given in the gospel to
baptize, then they who continue the practice are
acting in defiance of the authority of Him who
gave and withdrew the commission. They are
usurpers of authority under the divine govern-
ment. That they act according to that commis-
sion which they declare to be obsolete, is shown
by their using the formula in baptism preseribed
only by that commission.

We would fain hope that a consideration of
this important truth might open their eyes to
the inconsistency of their teachings and practice.
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If their teaching in regard to the great commis-
sion is correct, then surely their baptism is in-
valid, and their use of the sacred names in such
a manner, without any authority, is exceedingly
sinful—it is taking the name of Deity in vain.
And if they persist in their practice of baptiz-
ing, then let them acknowledge the force and
obligation of the commission, and accept all
the consequences which the acknowledgment
logically involves.

BAPTISM IS NOT CIRCUMCISION.

Baptism has, by very many, been' considered
the antitype of circumcision, or as filling the
same place in the New Testament that circum-
cision did in the Old. Popular theories have
been projected on this hypothesis, and Dr.
Clarke incautiously says, It has never been
proved that baptism does not supply the place
of circumcision. That is not the correct method
of viewing the argument. The question is this,
Has it ever been proved that baptism is in the
place of circumcision ? We know it has been
inferred, it has been supposed, it has been as-
serted ; but it has not been proved. If the neg-
ative could not be proved, that would not be
conclusive evidence that the affirmative is true.
But in this case it is easy to prove that baptism
is not the circumcision of the New Testament
by showing what is that circumeision.

In Rom. 2:29, it is said circumecision is that
of the heart ; in the Spirit, and not in the letter.
In chapter 4:11, circumeision is called both a
8ign and a seal, which, indeed, are the same
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thing. Eph. 1:13, 14, says, “Ye were sealed
with that Holy Spirit of promise, which is the
earnest of our inheritance.” When circumeision
was first given to Abraham, it was called the
token of the covenant, in which the promise was
made that he should inherit the land. Gen. 17:
11. Token is the same as earnest or assurance ;
equivalent also to sign or seal. Eph. 1:13, but
confirms Rom. 2:29;—cireumecision is of the
heart, in the spirit. And this is further con-
firmed by Eph. 4:30: “ And grieve not the Holy
Spirit of God, whereby ye are sealed unto the
day of redemption.” Also by 2 Cor. 1:22:
“Who hath also sealed us, and given the earnest
of the Spirit in our hearts.”

The Lord said to Abraham that the uncircum-
cised man child should be cut off; he had no part
in the covenant, because he had not the seal or
token of the covenant. Even so, we are told in
Rom. 8:9, “Now if any man have not the Spirit
of Christ, he is none of his.” He hasno part in
the nsw covenant because he has not the seal of
the Spirit—the circumcision of the heart, which
is the seal of the new covenant. This is a point
of the utmost importance, involving our rela-
tion to the covenant of grace. And there is this
difference under the arrangements of the two
covenants: under the first, circumcision related
to the men children; but under the second,
“there is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither
bond nor free, there is neither male nor female;”
that is, no such distinctions are recognized in the
provisions of the gospel, but “ye are all one in
Christ Jesus.” All classes, all nationalities, must
alike receive the circumcision of the heart, and
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are all, in Christ, “ Abraham’s seed, and heirs ac-
cording to the promise.” Gal. 3:28, 29.

There is yet further proof on this point. It
has been inferred from the close connection of
the statements in Col. 2: 11, 12, that baptism is
shown to be circumeision, but the proof is deci-
sively to the contrary. “In whom also ye are
circumecised with the circumeision made without
hamds.” But baptism is administered by hands,
as entirely as was circumcision under the old
covenant,

Rom. 2:28 says, “ For he is not a Jew which
is one outwardly, neither is that circumeision
which is outward in the flesh.” This exactly
corresponds to the evidence already presented,
that circumeision or the seal is that of the Spirit
—of the heart. But baptism is an outward ordi-
nance, and therefore cannot be that circumeision
which is not outward; and such is the circum-
cision of the New Testament.

Thinking to relieve themselves of this diffi-
culty, the advocates of that theory say that bap-
tism serves now, as circumcision did then, as “an
outward sign of inward grace.” But this is
really no relief at all; it makes baptism fulfill
the place of circumcision, the very thing which
Paul says it does not, he showing that something
else does take its place. That statement is very
incautiously and imprudently made.

The Abrahamic covenant, identical with the
gospel, ran parallel with the first covenant made
with Isracl. There was no salvation in the cov-
enant with Israel, only as it led to faith in the
offerings and promises of the Abrahamic cove-
nant. Heb. 9:8-12; 10:4. “Circumcision of
the heart” was taught in the law and the proph-
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ets, see Deut. 10:16; Jer. 4:4, ete., because it
was their object to direct to the faith and bless-
ings of the new covenant. Of this, outward cir-
cumcision was the sign. But Paul shows that
there is no such outward sign now; circum-
cision of the heart, the antitype, alone remains.

To baptism is never ascribed the place, nor is
it given any of the titles, which the Seriptures
apply to typical circumcision. They who give it
such place and titles commit two errors ; they as-
sign to it that which the Scriptures never assign
to it, and destroy the distinctions which exist
between the two covenants in regard to the sign
or seal, as shown by Paul.

This theory that baptism occupies in the new
covenant the place which circumcision occupied
in the old, was invented to uphold the doctrine
of infant baptism. It is a pity that first impres-

sions are so strong in any, that, while they re-
nounce infant baptism, they are slow to renounce
the means which have been devised for its sup-
port.

CHAPTER VIII,
SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM.

THE saying is very old—*There are two sides
to every question,” and no one will contradict it,
But when we come to examine the two sides, we
find that they resolve themselves into a right
side and a wrong side. There cannot be two
sides equally right to any question,

We have said, and firmly believe, that in Bib-
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lical questions, the path of safety lies in keeping
as strictly as possible to the exact terms of the
Seriptures. But besides those who adhere to
this principle and rest only on evidence positive
or direct, there is, unfortunately, another class
who place strong reliance upon that which is
suppositive or inferential. Few Bible doctrines
are difficult to understand if we confine ourselves
to that which is revealed. They become difficult,
and the ground of confusion, when inference takes
the place of statement.

In regard to the subjects of baptism, we have
some plain, undeniable statements in the Script-
ures.

1. Jesus said, “ He that believeth and 4s bap-
tized shall be saved.” Belief is here presented
as preceding and prerequisite to baptism. Over
this text there is no chance for dispute.

2. Peter said, “ Repent and be baptized.” Here
repentance also precedes and is prerequisite to
baptism. With so plain a statement, denial is

- impossible.

No text of Seripture is to be taken alone when
others speak on the same subject. The two
here quoted, one in the great commission and the
other in its fulfillment, agree in their testimony,
and they teach us that,—

3. Penitent believers are proper subjects of
baptism. -

But the texts quoted are given in an authori-
tative manner, and come with the power of a
precept or law; and therefore we learn from
them that,—

4. The requirement of baptism is @ command-
ment ; it is presented as a duty to be performed.
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* Of course to be performed by the parties to
whom reference is made,—penitent believers.

Thus far we stand on safe ground. The testi-
mony challenges the approval of every reader.
No one can, with the least show of reason or of
reverence for the Scriptures, say that baptism is
not a duty to those who believe the gospel; or
that baptism is not a duty to those who repent;
or that baptism is mot a precept, and does mot
demand obedience. No one dares to assume
these positions.

But now eomes a class of persons who say they
do not deny these statements ; they only go be-
yond them and insist that baptism is appropri-
ately administered also to those who cannot be-
lieve, who cannot repent, and who cannot obey a
precept. No direct or positive evidence is of-
fered in favor of these positions; and we are
called upon to examine whether the suppositions
or inferences presented in their favor are justand
necessary, or unjust and unnecessary. We think
that, in the execution of a law, we have no more
warrant to go beyond than to come short of its
requirements. It is presumption, and opens the
way to every usurpation of authority.

First in the order of inferential arguments in
favor of the baptism of infants is this, that bap-
tism stands related in the gospel as eircumeision
did in the first covenant; and as that related
to infants, so must this. But the premise is de-
fective, and the argument has no foundation in
fact. A positive duty of the gospel must have
some direct testimony in its favor. A small
work in our possession lays down as the founda-
tion of the argument for infant baptism this
proposition: “Baptism is both a sign and a seal.”
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No Scripture proof is offered to establish this
proposition. The argument proceeds on the hy-
pothesis that as circumeision, which was a sign
and seal, was applicable to infants to bring them
into covenant relation to God, so baptism, which is
a sign and seal, and thus answers to circumeision,
is also necessary to bring infants into like cove-
nant relation in this dispensation. The serious
and fatal defect in this argument is, that bap-
tism does mot occupy, in the new covenant, the
place which circumcision occupied in the old
covenant. The advocates of that idea are justly
held to bring some Scripture evidence to support
it, as a supposed likeness of one to the other is
no proof at all in such a case; but the Seript-
ures afford direct and positive disproof of it, by
plainly declaring that the circumeision or seal of
the new covenant is something else, namely, the
Spirit of God in the heart of the believer.

We are well aware that in these statements
we come into conflict with the feelings of many
parents whose early training and constant
thought in that direction, together with the idea
that a real benefit is imparted to children in the
rite, causes them to feel very deeply on the sub-
ject. Said an aged friend, while the tears were
starting from his eyes, “Would you not let us
seal our children to the Lord?” We should
readily answer in the affirmative if two neces-
sary conditions were proved or could be proved:
1. That it is possible for us to seal our children,
and, 2. That it is required of us in the Seript-
ures. It is not enough to show that it gratifies
even our pious feelings, or to claim a prous use
for the rite. All this has been urged in favor of
every innovation and every error that has been
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brought into the church from the days of Ter-
tullian and of Constantine to the present time,
When we learn that the sign, or seal, of the new
covenant is not outward, but is the circumeision
of the heart by the operation of the Spirit, we
perceive that it is impossible for us to affix the
seal to any one. As we are not required to do
that which is impossible, the Seriptures never
intimate that any duty exists in that direction :
but all religious observances, in the absence of
Scripture requirement, are will-worship.

Paul makes an important statement in regard
to the relation of the seal, which is in perfect
harmony with all the evidence that has been
presented, but fatal to the idea of sealing in-
fants. 5 He says, “ After that ye believed, ye were
sealed.” Eph.1:13,14. This is the only order
admissible according to the Seriptures. And
this text at once reverses the conclusion, and de-
stroys the premise, of those who contend for in-
fant baptismal sealing ; it says: «After that ye
believed, ye were sealed with the Holy Spirit of
promise, Which is the earnest of our inheritance”
tl_xe same as the sign or token, which outwari;l
curcwmeision was in the old covenant. No
seripture says, Ye received the sign, or seal, or
token, or earnest, of baptism ; and no script;xre
says, Ye were sealed before ye believed. All
that kind of talk is sheer assumption, and all
assumptions on Bible doctrines are only hin-
drances to the progress of simple revealed truth

The statements of the Scriptures in recard to
the two rites of circumcision and baptismb are so
different as to preclude any reasoning from one
to the other. Were there o conditions stated
concerning baptism,—were it left on conditions
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previously given, or were there any reasons
given why the facts relating to one rite could be
referred to the other,—the case would be quite
different. It is distinctly stated that circumeis-
ion is to be performed when the subject is eight
days old, and, of course, repentance and faith are
not, given as prerequisites to circumeision. It is
never stated that baptism is to be administered
at the age of eight days, or any number of days
or years, but when the subjects receive the word
preached, and repent of their sins. All efforts to
enforce baptism, or to define the extent of its re-
lations and application because of its supposed
likeness to circumcision, are not only without
any warrant of Scripture, but directly against
the plainest statements of the Bible, where the
two rites are defined.

Second in this line of inferences is the sup-
posed reference to infants in certain promises
made to your children, especially in Acts 2: 38,
39: “The promise is unto you and to your chil-
dren.” But this argument is defective also, and
the conclusion gratuitous. The term children
meed, mot refer to infants, and in this and kin-
dred texts does not refer to them, as may easily
be shown.

“To you and to your children” refers to the
Jewish people then present and to their poster-
ity ; while “all that are afar off” refers to the
Gentiles. The first statement is proved by such
texts as Gen. 45:21; “the children of Israel” re-
ferred only to the adult sons of Jacob who went
into Egypt to buy food ; and so in numerous in-
stances. Soalso in the New Testament. “They
which are of faith, the same are the children of
Abraham.”” Gal. 3:7. “Yeare the children of
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the prophets.” Acts 3:25, and others. The
second statement, that the Gentiles are referred
to as “ afar off,” is proved by Eph. 2; the apostle
declares to the Gentiles that the gospel was
preached “to you which were afar off, and to
them that were nigh,” by which means Jews
and Gentiles are made both one, the Gentiles
being also “made nigh by the blood of Christ.”
Nothing may be inferred from Aects 2:39, in
reference to infants, or to irresponsible little
children.

The inference is not only unnecessary, but is
actually forbidden by the connection.

" The promise is so related to conditions to be
fulfilled that an application to infants is out of
the question.

1. The promise is made to those whom the
Lord our God shall call. But infants are not
subjects of any calling.

2. The promise is on condition of repentance.
But infants cannot repent.

3. The promise is on condition of obeying the
precept to be baptized. But infants cannot obey
any precept. ’

4. The requirement to repent refers only to
sinners, and that to be baptized is for the remis-
sion of sin. But infants have no sins of which
to repent, or to have remitted. The last two
propositions call for more extended notice.

No one can possibly deny that baptism is al-
ways presented in the New Testament as a com-
mamdment to be obeyed, and never as a blessing
to be passively received. The writer once asked
an aged friend if the duty to be baptized is not
found in a commandment. The answer was
promptly given in the affirmative. Next the
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question, “ Does an infant, when it is baptized (if
it were baptized), obey the commandment?” The
answer was, “ No ; it is not the obedience of the
child ; it is obedience on the part of the parent.”
Then followed the important question, “ When the
child grows up to manhood and personally ac-
cepts the Saviour, will you baptize him in your
chureh, if he asks for baptism ?” “No,” was the
answer; “for he was once baptized, and it is
wrong to repeat it.”

The conclusion is evident; it is even in the
answer. It was not obedience on the part of the
child, and if he grows to age, and believes and
repents, the ehurch will mot permit him to obey ;
the action of the parent having forestalled his
obedience! Can this be right? How can it be
defended? Can a church lawfully adopt rules
which are not laid down in the Seriptures, which
prevent obedience to those which are givenin the
Scriptures ? But this is exactly the case with
infant baptism. Religious duties cannot be dis-
charged—commandments cannot be obeyed—by
proxy. “Repent and be baptized, every one of
you,” is the authoritative precept which sounds in
every sinner’s ears ; and 1o action of man, either
priest or parent, can absolve from the duty. to
obey this precept. Here is an indictment of in-
fant baptism from which its friends can never
rescue it.

Again, as baptism stands related to repentance
on the part of the subject, and the remission of
sin, it cannot be appropriately administered to in-
fants; for they have neither ability nor need to
repent. Repentance is for sin committed, and
remission is for those only who have committed
sin; and these do not apply to innocents. To
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relieve the practice from this difficulty, the weak
pretext has been framed that they are baptized
because of the sin of Adam! for to this amounts
the assertion that they are baptized for original
sin, or to obviate natural depravity. This last
idea has led further to a wrong estimate of, and
false dependence on, baptism. The idea of bap-
tismal regeneration is inseparably connected with
infant baptism. They are not only connected by
logical sequence, but they stand connected in the
writings of the advocates of the practice. On
this point we must make some quotations.

Rev. R. Pengilly, of Ireland, author of an ex-
cellent tract on Baptism, says :—

“From my earliest childhood, I was taught to
say that, ‘in my baptism, I was made a member
of Christ, a child of God, and an inheritor of the
kingdom of Heaven.’” See the Church of Eng-
land Catechism, and Baptism of Infants. My
instructors would readily admit, and in effect
taught, the following sentiments, lately given to
the world by different writers.

“One affirms : ‘ With the water of our baptism,
the grace of regeneration, the seed of the Holy
Ghost, the principle of a higher existence, is com-
mitted to the soul ; it grows with us as an innate
impression of our being. . . . As long as the
believer trusts to his baptism as the source of
life, all is well” Mr. W. Harness, minister of
St. Pancras’ chapel, London, in a sermon on Bap-
tismal Regeneration.

“ Another adds: ‘ On a topic so interesting I
might have well enlarged. I might have told
you that only by baptism we are admitted into
Christ’s flock on earth; by baptism we are
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adopted into his covenant, incorporated into his
church; . . . that in baptism all our sins are
pardoned, and the Holy Ghost bestowed” W.
B. Knight, Perpetual Curate of Margam, and Ex-
amining Chaplain to the Lord Bishop of Llan-
daff, Letter on Baptism.”

These téachings are not confined to the Church
of England. Dr. Clarke says substantially the
same thing, as follows :—

“ Baptism brings its privileges along with it,
is a seal of the covenant, does not lose its end
through the indisposition of the receiver.” —
Com., at the end of Mark.

In the baptismal service of the Methodist Epis-
eopal Church are the following words of prayer
for an infant, at its baptism :—

“«We beseech thee, for thine infinite mercies,
that thou wilt look upon this child; wash him
and sanctify him with the Holy Ghost, that he,
being delivered from thy wrath, may be received
into the ark of Christ’s church.”

And hymn 259, of the Methodist Hymns,
says :—

¢ Now to this favored child be given
Pardon, and holiness, and Heaven.”

Wesley says: “If infants are guilty of original
sin, then they are proper subjects of baptism;
seeing, in the ordinary way, they cannot be
saved, unless this be washed away by baptism.
It has been already proved, that this original sin
cleaves to every child of man; and that hereby
they are children of wrath and liable to eternal
damnation,” And again, quoting the “rubric”
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of the church, he says: “It is certain, by God’s
word, that children who are baptized, dying be-
fore they commit actual sin, are saved.”

These are sufficient to show, and conclusively
show, that salvation is based entirely upon bap-
tism—* baptismal regeneration.” The remark of
Dr. Clarke is singular,—the indisposition of the
receiver is no bar to receiving the benefit of the
ordinance. It must then remain a question,
What is necessary, on the part of the receiver, to
invalidate baptism or to forfeit its benefits ? Who
shall determine this ?

And it is evident, also, that, if these teachings
are true, unbaptized children are certainly lost !
If, by baptism, sins are pardoned, the Holy Ghost
received, the principle -of a higher existence is
committed to the soul, a child is made a mem-
ber of Christ and an inheritor of the kingdom
of Heaven, it follows that without baptism none
of these benefits can be received. For how shall
an infant receive pardom who is not thus “fa-
vored ” ? How elseisan unconscious babe deliv-
ered from the wrath of God and brought into
the church? The Arminians are accustomed to
speak sharply against the Calvinists on account
of their belief in infant reprobation, but the
parties are not so very far apart so far as “ infant
damnation” iy concerned. In effect, both parties
teach it.

But the whole system is wrong, in every par-
ticular. Wrong in principle, and wrong in its
methods of proof. The salvation of little chil-
dren stands on a different basis. The infant of
days has committed no sin, cannot repent or be-
lieve, and needs no remission, Or else, of what
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is it pardoned ? As it has no sin of its own, it
must be pardoned of the sin of another. Of
course, then, without such pardon it would stand
condemned, and finally be lost, for the sin of its
forefather! But the Lord says, “The soul that
sinneth, it shall die. The son shall not bear the
iniquity of the father.” Eze. 18:20. Each in-
dividual of the race must bear his own sin, and
the sin of no other. How will the advocates of
this theory meet this Scripture truth?

We will now present an argument, which, we
think, is justified by reason and the Seriptures.

As 1o person is answerable for the sins of an-
other, so no person can repent of the sins of an-
other. We may, indeed, be sorry that others
have sinned. I am sorry that Adam sinned;
sorry that my parents sinned ; yes, sorry thab
you, reader, have sinned ; but I am not required
to repent of their sins or of yours. I cannot do
it. I can repent of my own sins only. And as
baptism is so intimately connected with repent-
ance, I was baptized for my own sins, and for
no others. However much Adam may have
sinned, I should not have been required to be
baptized if I had not sinned. It is as unseript-
ural and unreasonable to be baptized for the sins
of another, as it is impossible to repent of the
sins of another.

The Scripture says, “In Adam all die.” Adam,
because of his sin, was shut away from the tree
of life, lest he should eat, and live forever; Gen.
3:22, 23; and thus mortality was settled upon
him because of sin; for “the wages of sin is
death.” Of course his children, and so all his
posterity, received from him a nature no higher
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than his own; with him all were shut out from
the tree of life, all became subject to death, all
returned to the dust. This death, which we va-
riously call natural death or temporal death, and
the first death in distinetion from eternal death,
or “the second death” was a penalty inflicted
upon Adam for his sin; and it was the penalty
of that sin only. As he only was the transgressor,
he only could bear the penalty; for “the son shall
not bear the iniquity of the father.” To his
posterity it is a consequence of their relation to
. him, and not a penalty. The “second death” is
the penalty for the personal sins of Adam’s pos-
terity. When sentence was pronounced upon
Adam, @ mew probation was given to man
through “the seed of the woman.” Through a
promise of the Son of God, who should become
a son of man, the gospel scheme was opened to
the race; and as the race was already involved
by the fall of Adam, shut out from the tree of
life, and doomed to return to the dust, or to die,
amother death was placed before Adam’s race as
the penalty for personal sin ; for it is true, under
all conditions and dispensations, that « the wages
of sin is death.”

That the death which the race has fallen un-
der ever since the fall of Adam is not the pen-
alty of our personal sins, is proved by the fol-
lowing considerations: They who accept the gos-
pel of Christ are justified through faith in him,
and receive pardon of their sins; yet they die
«jn Adam,” as the unjustified do. But no one
can believe that sin is pardoned and pumished
also. The remission of sin is the remission of
its penalty. The individual who is pardoned by
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the gospel escapes the penalty of personal sin;
“on such the second death hath no power.”
Rev. 20:6. But they who are not pardoned—
are not justified by faith in Christ—shall fall
under the second death. This is proof sufficient
that the second death is the penalty of personal
sin.

Repentance, faith, remission, all combined,
will not remove the consequence of Adam’s trans-
gression. We still die “in Adam,” saints as well
as sinners ; and therefore this death is not the
penalty of personal sin. The gospel may bring
from it, as a benefaction; but it does not save
from it by means of remission. It is remitted
to nobody.

As in the case of the saints—the justified—
50 in the case of infants. They have no sins for
which to answer. They cannot fall under a
penalty, because they are innocent. Yet they
die ; of course not as sinners condemned, but as
mortal creatures cut off from the tree of life by
the action of Adam. His sin brought condem-
nation to himself, and it was deserved ; but it
brings no condemnation to these innocent ones;
they do not deserve it, and “the son shall not
bear the iniquity of the father.”

What, then, it may be asked, does the gospel
actually offer in the case of infants? We an-
swer, life; it offers them a resurrection from the
dead. “As in Adam all die, even so in Christ
shall all be made alive.” Infants die because of
their connection with Adam, not on account of
any sin of their own; and they are made alive
in Christ, not because of their obedience, but as
members of the race for whom he died. What

Thoughts on Baptism. 6
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they lost in the first Adam is restored to them
by the second Adam. See a promise of a resur-
rection to children, in Jer. 81:15-17. This is
positive, tangible ; it stands on no uncertain in-
ference.

There will be three classes in the resurrection.
One, of sinners condemned, who have never ac-
cepted the gospel nor received pardon through

Christ. The second death claims them as its ©

own. Another, the saints; those who have had

their sins washed away by the blood of the Re- *
deemer. Being justified, the law has no claim |
against their lives. “On such the second death ©
hath no power.” The third, infants, who have

never sinned. Of course they are not con-
demned; they have done no wrong; on no

principle of justice can they be condemned. |

Through Christ they are brought up from death,
of course to die no more. They stand related to

the law as the saints do; not as the saints, par- |

doned, but as innocents, against whom no charge

can be brought. Having no sin upon them, they |
will die no more. That life they get through *
Christ as truly as do the saints. Hence they |
can join the everlasting song of redemption, with |
all the saints in glory. Had it not been for |

Christ they would have remained dead. For

eternal life, its joys and its glory, they are as |
truly indebted to divine love and favor in the |

gospel as David, or Peter, or Paul. Thus it is
easy to see that infants are saved by the gospel,

but not by means of faith, repentance, and bap- |

tism. These are for sinners, not for innocents.
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CHAPTER IX.
SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM.—CONTINUED.

WHEN strong men endeavor to maintain their
theories by weak assumptions or flimsy argu-
ments, it often becomes strong evidence of the
erroneousness of their theories. They will do
the best they can under their circumstances.
We are led to these reflections by reading re-
marks on baptism, by Dr. Lightfoot, copied and
approved by Dr. Clarke. He says:—

“To the objection, It is not commanded to
baptize infants, therefore they are not to be bap-
tized, I answer, It is not forbidden to baptize in-
fants, therefore they are to be baptized.” :

This is one of the strangest arguments ever
put forth by anybody. It is as much as to say;
Anything which is not expressly forbidden may
be properly maintained as a part of the gospel!
That the Doctors should think the absence of «
prolibition is equal in weight to the presence of
a commandment, does not argue well for their
acumen in matters of duty. Under such a rule,
the wildest vagaries and most gross innovations
may be maintained as of authority in the church
of Christ.

Nor does the reason assigned help the case.
They assume that the rite was well known to,

~and practiced by, the Jews in and before the

days of John, and was passed over into the gos-
pel without the necessity of a precept. Why,
then, was adult baptism so specifically required
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and so often mentioned? This might have
stood on exactly the same ground. But there

are two difficulties in the way: 1. If proselyte |

baptism existed among the Jews at that time,
there is no evidence, not an intimation, that the
Christian or gospel ordinance was the continu-
ance of it. Certainly not, according to Dr.
Clarke, for he argues that baptism takes the
place of circumeision, which was ever distinet
from proselyte baptism. 2. There is no proof

that proselyte baptism existed among the Jews |
at that time. Many authors think it did, but |
the proof is far from clear. Prof. Stuart went |

into a thorough examination of the case, both of

Seripture and history, and he sums up as fol-

lows :i—

“Tt is a matter of no little interest, so far as
our question is concerned, to inquire whether
Christian baptism had its origin from the prose-
lyte baptism of the Jews. This we have now
done, and have come to this result, viz., that
there is no certainty that such was the case, but
that the probability on the ground of evidence
is strong against it.”

The reason for this conclusion is found in such
remarks as the following :—

“We are destitute of any early testimony to |
the practice of proselyte baptism antecedently to |
the Christian era. The original institution of |
admitting Jews to the covenant, and strangers |
to the same, prescribed no other rite than that |

of circumcision. No account of any other is
found in the Old Testament; none in the Apoc-
rypha, New Testament, Targums of Onkelos,
Jonathan, Joseph the Blind, or in the work of
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any other Targumist, excepting Pseudo Jona-
than, whose work belongs to the seventh or
eighth century. No evidence is found in Philo,
Josephus, or any of the early Christian writers.
How could an allusion to such a rite have es-
caped them all if it were as common and as
much required by usage as circumeision ?”

He thinks, and not without reason, that the
Jews in time adopted the baptism of proselytes
in imitation of John’s baptism; and that the
idea that John borrowed his baptism from the
Jews is a mere supposition without foundation
in any facts of proof. He admits, also, that the
proselyte baptism of the Jews affords an argu-
ment in favor of immersion, for no one disputes
that their baptism was immersion.

Alexander Campbell, than whom few, if any,
were better qualified to judge of a fact of his-
tory on this subject, says of the Jewish proselyte
baptism, it was “born in the Mishna, or rather,
the Talmuds, since the Christian era.”—Debate
with Rice, p. 288.

Another ground taken by Dr. Lightfoot, in-
dorsed by Dr. Clarke, is equally faulty. He
says :—

“Our Lord says to his disciples, Matt. 28:19,
‘Go therefore and teach all nations, baptizing
them,’ etc.; wabyrevoare, that is, make disciples ;
bring them in by baptism, that they may be
taught. They are very much out who, from
these words, cry down infant baptism, and as-

- sert that it is necessary for those that are to be

baptized to be taught before they are baptized.
1. Observe the words here, make disciples, and
then after, teaching, in the 20th verse. 2.
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Among the Jews, and also with us, and in all
nations, those are made disciples that they may
be taught. A certain heathen came to the great
Hillel, and said, Make me a proselyte that thou
mayest teach me. He was first to be proselyted
and then taught. Thus, first, make them disci-
ples, by baptism ; and then, ¢ teach them to ob-
serve all things,’ ete.”

When learned and able men resort to such
pleadings to maintain their theories, it may
well excite our pity. The fact is entirely over-
looked that they were to “preach the gospel to
every creature.” Mark 16:15, 16. Then fol-
lows the promise, “He that believeth ”—the
preaching—“and is baptized, shall be saved.”
The argument of the wise Doctors is on the sup-
position that «ll the instruction given is after
baptism. If so, Peter was certainly mistaken in
regard to his commission. Acts 2. He should
first have baptized them, and then preached the
gospel to them! And the record says, “They
that gladly received the word were baptized.”
This was all out of order, if the Doctors are
right. They should first have been baptized,
and then received the word.

We notice that the Doctors do not confine
these remarks to infants. Their rule applies to
adults; they so apply it themselves. A certain
man wished to be proselyted (baptized) in order
that he might be instructed; which, as they

view it, supposes there was no instruction previ- -

ous to baptism ! Was it so in the house of Cor-

nelius ? in the house of the jailer? or in the case
of the eunuch? or in any case recorded in the
Scriptures ? It is the very opposite in every in-
stance. We scarcely know at which to be most
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astonished, the folly or the presumption of
learned men in thus setting themselves so di-
rectly against the truths of the divine record.

In the foregoing extract there seems to be man-
ifested an entire misapprehension of the meaning
and correct use of the term disciple. Webster
says, To disciple (verb) is to convert to doctrines
or principles ; and a disciple is “ one who receives
instruction,” or “one who accepts the instruction
of another.” Greenfield gives the meaning of “a
follower.” These definitions are in harmony with
all the facts of Seripture. They first became dis-
ciples by accepting the doctrines of the cross;
they “gladly received the word.” Then they
were baptized. Of course, instruction did not
cease with their baptism; they were to be taught
—they were to learn—the truths of God and of
the Christian life as long as their discipleship
continued, which was as long as they lived. Huv-
ery imstance in the Scriptures is according to
this order.

The records of the giving of the commission,
in Matthew and Mark, sufficiently refute the er-

~ ror into which the Doctors have fallen on this

subject. Matthew records the words of the Sav-
iour thus: “ Go ye therefore, and disciple all na-
tions, baptizing them,” ete. Mark records them
thus: “ Go ye into all the world, and preach the
gospel to every creature. He that believeth and
i baptized,” ete. Discipling all nations, in one
record, is exactly equivalent to preaching the
gospel to every creature, in the other; and in
both records, baptizing follows the discipling, or
the preaching, and is to be administered to those
who become disciples, or who believe the preach-
ing. In frankness we must confess our belief,
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that, were men as careful to follow strictly the
order of the divine injunctions as they are stren-
uous to maintain preconceived theories, there
would be no stumbling over so plain a record as

is given to us in the commission of our Lord to .

his ministers.

To further test the correctness of the position
assumed in the foregoing quotation, let us take
the case of an infant who is baptized, but who, as
he grows up, persistently rejects the offers of the
gospel ; never becomes a follower of Christ;
never believes his doctrines. And such cases
are not rare. In what sense is he a disciple of
Christ? In no sense whatever. To call one
who never believed in Christ, who never ac-
cepted the gospel or followed the Saviour, a dis-
ciple of Christ, is to abuse the term,and to lower
the standard of discipleship to a level with the
world.

The Old Testament is in harmony with the
New on this view of the subject. The word dis-
ciple, Isa. 8:16, is derived from the verb lah-
mad, to teach, or to train; discipline. Neither
in the Scriptures nor in the lexicons can a war-
rant be found for such a use of the term disciple
as is found in the foregoing quotation.*

Once more, Dr. Clarke gives the views of an-
other eminent man, whose name (not given), he
says, would do honor to his work. His stron-
gest point, and one which he considers sufficient

* The word disciple is found in the English of the Old Testa-
ment only in Isa. 8: 16. It is translated from an adjective de-
rived from the verb lah-mad, he did teach. This adjective
form is not used many times. Sometimes it is used in refer-
ence to lower animals, signifying to goad or to direct them. In
reference to men it is translated used (used to), accustomed,
the learned (plural), taught, disciples.
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of itself to prove his position, is based on Eph.
6:1, as follows :—

“Let the address of St. Paul to the Ephesian
children be specially noticed. Children, says he,
obey your parents v Kvpw, How could they obey
en Kurio, if they themselves were not en Kurio ?
In every instance, this expression marks incor-
poration into the Christian body.” “ Respecting
the ages of the persons designated (Eph. 6:1) by
the term ra rewa, there can be no question; as a
subsequent verse distinctly states them to be
such children as were subjects of discipline and
mental instruction.”

We thought to pass over the questions of eriti-
cism of the text, but are constrained to copy the
following from Clarke’s comment on Eph. 6:1:—

« I'n the Lord] This clause is wanting in sev-
eral reputable MSS. and in some versions. In
the Lord may mean on account of the command-
ment of the Lord, or as far as the parents’ com-
mands are according to the will and word of

God.”

This comment robs the argument of all force,
and shows that the claim of its author is not
just, though he says, “This single passage, even

if it stood alone, ought to set the tedious and

troublesome controversy respecting infant. bap-
tism forever at rest.”

But what has he proved in regard to this text?
Two important points are presented: 1. The
childven, ra rexva, are commanded to obey their
parents; 2. This author says “respecting the
ages of the persons designated,” they were “such
children as were subjects of discipline and men-
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tal instruction.” In a word, they were “such
children” as were capable of obeying a command-
ment, and of being under discipline and receiving
mental instruction. But what has all that to do
with infant baptism ? Infants neither obey nor
receive “mental instruction” before or at their
baptism. We fully believe in the baptism of

“such children” as conscientiously obey the in-
* struction given in Eph. 6. But that argues
nothing whatever for infant baptism. We can
but express our surprise that any man, much
less one “highly intelligent and learned,” should
choose this text to settle the controversy in favor
of infant baptism ; but such are the arguments, if
they can be called so, by which this doctrine is
upheld.

It remains to notice one more line of argu-
ment on this subject. It is that of the baptism
of households. The texts referring to such in-
stances are few in number, and require but little
time or space in this examination. 4

1. The house of Lydia. Aects 16:13-15. In
this case there is such general consent of pedo-
baptist authors that there were no infants in the
household, that it is unnecessary to add words to
their admissions. Thus Dr. Clarke :—

“She attended unto the things; she believed
them, and received them as the doctrines of
God ; and in this faith she was joined by her
whole family ; and in it they were all baptized.”

Lydia was doing business in Philippi, nearly
three hundred miles from Thyatira, by sea
and land. That there were children in her
household, or that she had a husband, is not
stated in the text. Certain it is that all her
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household were believers, and verse 40 strongly
intimates that they were “brethren;” for there
is no account of any other believers there at that
time except those of the house of the jailer,
whose house Paul and Silas left to go to that of
Lydia, where they saw the brethren before they
departed from the city.

2. The house of the jailer. Acts 16 :31-34.
On this text there is very slight chance for con-
troversy. They preached to him and to all that
were vn his house; and all were baptized. And
he “rejoiced, believing in God with all his
howse.” This is both plain and positive. Dr.
Clarke says :—

“Tt appears that he and his whole family, who
were capable of receiving instructions, embraced
this doctrine, and showed the sincerity of their
faith by immediately receiving baptism.”

But the scripture says they who thus were
instructed, and believed, were “all his house;”
yet in the face of this declaration the Doctor
thinks the inference is allowable that “all his”
included his infant also! What an inference !

3. The household of Stephanas. 1 Cor. 1:16.
Paul says, “I baptized also the household of
Stephanas.” In chap. 16:15, he speaks again of
them thus: “Ye know the house of Stephanas,
. . . that they have addicted themselves to the
ministry of the saints.”

That being the case, no one will dispute that
they were all proper subjects of baptism. All
had manifested a personal interest in the work
of the gospel.

Another text may well be noticed in this con-
nection, which, though it does not speak of bap-
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tism, gives further evidence on the use of the
term house. Acts 18:8, says, “Crispus, the
chief ruler of the synagogue, believed on the
Lord, with all his house.”  Paul says that he bap-
tized Crispus, but does not speak of baptizing
his household ; but doubtless they were all bap-
tized, for his words prove that they were all
proper subjects of baptism, all being believers.
In the case of the jailer it is expressly stated
that they spoke the word of the Lord “to all
that were in his house,” and that he believed,
“with all his house.” Dr. Clarke, on this text,
as above quoted, says, “ All who were capable of
receiving instructions, embraced this doctrine.”
Granting 'what the Doctor infers, though it is
not in proof, that there were some in the house
too young to receive instructions in the doctrines
of the gospel, it follows that the expressions,
“all his house ” and “all that were in his house,”
do not include these little ones. But what, then,
do they gain for infant baptism, by inferring the
presence of infantile members of the household ?
The commission, and its fulfillment in Aects 2,
ete, confine baptism to those who believe the
gospel and repent of their sins. If (as Dr.
Clarke claims, and with him all who infer in-
fant membership in the households), the believ-
ing of @ household does not include the younger
members who cannot receive instruction, does
not the baptizing of a household, under the com-
mission, exclude the younger members who are
unable to exercise the faith required in the com-
mission? Or, in brief, if there may be unbe-
lieving infants in a believing household, may
there not also be unbaptized infants in a bap-
tized household? And if not, why not? We
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do not ask that such an exception shall be made.
We are willing to accept the statement as it
stands in the sacred record, that all the house-
hold heard, all believed, and all were baptized.
They who claim that there were infants of days
in the households, find a necessity for exceptions
to the general statements that the whole house-
holds believed. If the exceptions exist, then we
claim, on the authority of the commission, that
they extend to baptism as well as to faith ; for
unbelievers were never required to be baptized.

One text more we will notice, only because it
has been used in favor of infant baptism—not
because it has any relation to the subject. This
is 1 Cor. 7:13,14: “ And the woman which hath
an husband that believeth not, and if he be
pleased to dwell with her, let her not leave him.
For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the
wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by
the husband ; else were your children unclean;

~ but now are they holy.”

In Heb. 9:13, Paul speaks of a sprinkling
which “ sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh;”
that is, from what was called “ceremonial un-
cleanness.” It was not lawful to touch a person
thus defiled. And it appears that some were in-
clined to apply this Levitical law in the gospel
50 as to affect the marriage relation. If the hus-
band were joined to Christ, and the wife were
not, it was supposed that, she being considered
as an unclean person, it was not lawful for the
husband to live with her, and wice versa. But
Paul argues that, if it be unlawful to live thus
together, then are your children the fruit of an
unlawful connection, and therefore unclean, and
it cannot be lawful for you to touch them. In
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truth, such an idea was calculated to affect the
legitimacy of the children.

No one can fail to see that the terms “sanc-
tify,” “clean,” and “holy,” are used in the same
modified (ceremonial) sense in which “sanctify ”
is used in Heb. 9:13; not in a moral sense.
For the children are not morally holy by reason
of their relation to a believing parent, any more
than an unbelieving hushand is morally samcti-
fied by being connected with a believing wife.
If the language of this text be urged as a war-
rant for baptizing the children because they are
said to be holy, it will also warrant the baptism
of the husband who is sanctificd—though an un-
believer ! For, it might be asked, are not all
sanctified persons proper subjects of baptism ?

The truth is, this text has no relation to the
subject of baptism, and is only perverted when
it is thus applied.

We will give a brief summary of the points in
evidence on this subject.

1. Baptism does not take the place of circum-
cision ; and therefore it is not allowable to argue
from circumeision in the Old Testament to bap-
tism in the New, as is so frequently done.

2. Preaching the word comes before baptism ;
a candidate for the ordinance must first under-
stand his relation to the divine government, as a
sinner.

3. Faith comes before baptism, according to
the terms of the great commission. We must
have faith in the name of Christ before we can
be baptized into his name. :

4. Repentance comes before baptism. This
also is in the order laid down by Inspiration.
‘As baptism is for the remission of sin, and is the
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pledge of a new life, repentance is necessary ; for
without this there can be no assurance of future
obedience.

5. The same is shown further in that baptism
is a burial; and death precedes burial. This
death is a death to sin ; but there is no death to
sin without conviction by the law of God, and
repentance. Without these there is no walking
in “newness of life.”

6. Baptism is commanded, and the command-
ment requires obedience on the part of all who
can understand a precept. No others can obey
it,

7. Baptism is not a blessing which may be re-
ceived without volition or obedience. To regard
it as a privilege merely, and not as a precept, lays
the foundation for gross errors concerning bap-
tismal regeneration, and its necessary counter-
part, the destruction of all unbaptized infants.

8. Baptism is related to remission of sin; it
belongs to a remedial system, and is to be obeyed
by all those who have sins to be remitted. It
applies to no others.

9. Baptism is not for “original sin.” The sin
of Adam brings no condemnation to his children,
and baptism does not stand related to it. The
gospel does not save anybody from that death
which we inherit from Adam. Exceptions do
not destroy the truth that “in Adam all die.”
We all inherit mortality from him, but not con-
demnation. But the gospel saves from the sec-
ond death, the penalty for personal sin.

10. Baptism does not remove natural deprav-
ity, in any case. In this respect, baptized infants
are no better than others. It has no power to
impart “a higher life to the soul;” it is not “a
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saving ordinance” in any such sense. Adults
are not freed from their fallen natures in bap-
tism, but have to overcome, even to the end.
Christian life is @ warfare with self.

11. TInfants are brought from the dead by the
great, Lifegiver, and die no more because they
have no sin for which to answer. They are not
saved by repentance, faith, and the remission of
sin. The first two they could not exercise; the
last they did not need.

12. In every instance recorded in the New
Testament, the preaching of the word preceded
baptism, and they who gladly received the word
were baptized. :

13. The term “ children ” does not necessarily
refer to infants, nor even to young people; and
never refers to infants where duty is enjoined,
as in Acts 2:38, 39, and Eph. 6:1. i

14. The baptism of households affords no evi-
dence in favor of infant baptism. While there
is nothing in the statements from which an in-
ference may justly be drawn in favor of infant
baptism, a conclusion against it 1s justly drawn
from the statements in regard to the faith and
labors of the households.

An inference, to be admissible, must have the
probabilities in its favor; but in this case the
probabilities are decidedly againstany just infer-
ence for infant baptism. ~ The terms of the com-
mission, the records of its fulfillment, the rela-
tions and conditions of baptism,—all lead to a
conclusion against it ; and the records of house-
hold baptisms are such as to shut out such an
inference. An inference is necessary only when
nothing else can reasonably be drawn from the
text; which is not the case in any of the in-
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ferences in favor of infant baptism. And an un-
necessary inference is worthless, and should not,
for a moment, be entertained where questions of
duty are involved.

The power of the truth in its simplicity, un-
alloyed by the theories of the wisdom of the
world, is shown in the following incident, which
we copy from the Biography of Dr. Carson:—

“In the year 1807, James Haldane, after hav-
ing sprinkled an infant, was accosted by his lit-
tle son, a child six years of age, with the perti-
nent question, ‘ Father, did that child believe ?’
‘No, said the parent, ¢ why do you ask me such
a question ?’ ‘ Because, father, I have read the
whole of the New Testament, and I find that all
who were baptized believed. Did the child
believe 2’ It was enough. God’s simple truth,
which had been hidden from the wise and pru-
dent, was revealed to the babe. The strange
question, ‘ Did the child believe 2 haunted the
mind of that father, until, after a thorough ex-
amination, he renounced his former errors, and
was publicly immersed.. His brother Robert
soon followed his example. Whole churches saw
the light of this ordinance flashing upon them ;
and thousands of the most devoted men of Scot-
land, who had taken the Bible as their sole di-
rectory, reformed their ‘Tabernacle Reforma-
tion’ and followed the Lord fully.”

If left free from the glosses of “ theology ” and
the obscurities of tradition, every one could find
what that child found in the New Testament;
that they who believed—who “gladly received
the word ”—were baptized. The conditions of

Thoughts on Baptism. 7
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the ordinance, the terms in which the duty is set
forth, exclude all besides penitents and believers.
Though our examination of this branch of -the
subject has been somewhat brief, we trust such
evidences have been presented as will lead the
mind, unavoidably, to the truthful conclusion.

CHAPTER X.
THE ORDER OF BAPTISM.

Ir there is one part of the doctrine of baptism
of more vital importance than another, we have
that part now presented before us. We say if,
for we do not wish thus to discriminate where
every part is important, and where all is of di-
vine authority. But this point is most intimately
related to the most vital parts of Christian life.

Baptism has its form. Of this no active duty
can be destitute. Paul thanked God that his
brethren had “ obeyed from the heart that form
of doctrine” which was delivered unto them ;
and this was spoken in connection with an argu-
ment relating to baptism. To change the form
is to change the thing itself. It is not strictly
correct to speak of “the mode of baptism,”
though we often use the expression to.conform
to the common forms of thought on this subject.
Baptism is neither more nor less than iminer-
sion ; and the “ mode of immersion” is an awk-
ward expression.

Baptism has its subjects. To destroy the dis-
tinction of character in the subjects, and admin-
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ister it to all without diserimination, would en-
tirely destroy the ordinance as an institution for
the followers of Christ. Therefore, it is neces-
sary strictly to keep within the bounds of the
teachings of the Scriptures as to the subjects of
baptism, lest we pervert the ordinance and make
it merely a means to minister to our own feel-
ings. If we pervert it to such uses, we make it
our own institution, and it is thenceforth no
more the institution of our Lord.

Baptism has its order. There is a time in the
experience of an individual when it may prop-
erly be administered ; outside of that order it is
not the institution of the gospel.

We heard a person once remark that his char-
ity was of the largest kind: he could fellowship
every one who was baptized in the name of
Christ. Now this expression is very liable to be
misunderstood. Not every one who is immersed
in water, even after the formula given by the
Saviour, is baptized in the name of Christ ac-
cording to the Scripture meaning of the phrase.
A hypocrite, destitute of faith and godliness,
may be so immersed ; yet he has not been bap-
tized within the intention of the ordinance.
The necessary conditions of the rite have not
been complied with in such a case. We cannot
subscribe to the sentiment of learned advocates

of the baptism of non-believers, that the benefit
of baptism is not lost because of the indisposi-
tion of the receiver.

There is another expression not so liable to be
misconstrued as that of being baptized in the
name of Christ; that is, being baptized imto the
death of Christ. This is necessary to Christian
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baptism. If this is complied with, the ordinance
is administered according to its true intent.

We are very far from allowing that there is
the shadow of a conflict between these two ex-
pressions. We insist that the truth is found in
the harmony of Scripture testimony. When we
have all that the Scriptures say on a given point,
then we have the whole truth on that point.
And we are free to express our opinion that if
the original were more uniformly translated and
rendered imto his name, as it is rendered into his
death, the meaning would be more apparent to
the general reader. ;

Paul takes up this subject in his letter to the
Romans, and carries it out very thoroughly. His
premises and conclusions are so clearly set forth
that the expositor has little to do more than to
trace the line of his argument.

There were some in the days of the apostle
who had such erroneous views of the gospel as
to think it allowable to do evil if the result was
good! This idea has never been eradicated
from the professed church of Christ. It has led
into a multitude of false doctrines and wrong
practices, and introduced into the church what
are commonly known as “pious frauds.” Ae-
cording to this view, traditions, and doctrines
not found in the Bible, may be safely followed if
they have a “pious use;” and long-established
errors must be let alone for fear of weakening
somebody’s faith in Christianity. But Chris-
tianity is never benefited by compromises with
error, under any pretense whatever.

Said Paul, “ The law entered that the offense
might abound.” Rom. 5:20. Not that sin is
increased by the law; but, as he said in chap.
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7 : 13, “that sin by the commandment might be-
come exceeding sinful.” The sinfulness of sin is
increased by the increase of light. This effect
was produced in the giving of the law; for “by
the law is the knowledge of sin.” Rom. 3: 20.

Again the apostle says, “For until the law,
sin was in the world” This means until the
law was delivered on Mount Sinai, as is shown
by this reference, “ Death reigned from Adam to
Moses.” Rom. 5:13, 14. It has no reference
to the origin of the law at that time, as some
assume, for he adds, “But sin is not imputed
when there is no law.” As by the law is the
knowledge of sin, no one can be proved guilty
in the absence of law. And if man’s knowledge
of the law is imperfect, his ideas of sin will be
imperfect. Thus is shown the meaning of the
expression, “That sin by the commandment
might become exceeding sinful.” The law does
not really increase sin, more than the mirror in-
creases the defilement of the person. That only
makes the defilement manifest. It is in this
sense that the law entered that the offense
might abound ; or, as it is expressed again in
chap. 7: 13, “ But sin, that it might appear sin,
working death in me by that which is good,”
that is, by the law. In the same connection the
apostle says the law is not death; it does not
create sin. It proves the sinful nature of sin;
it brings death where sin actually exists, and
nowhere else.

As there is no guilt, or imputation of sin,
where there is no law, so no law will prove a
person guilty but that law which he has trans-
gressed. We would not take that law which
forbids blasphemy to prove a man guilty of
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theft. Hence, that law which entered that the
offense might abound, or appear sin, was the law
which had been transgressed. It was not the
making but the renewing, of the law, which
took place at that time.

But where sin abounded, grace did much more
abound. Sin called for a special manifestation
of grace, and this came through the Son of God.
And as God is glorified in his Son, the question
is raised, “Shall we continue in sin that grace may
abound ?2” Some say, “ Yes, we frustrate grace
if we keep the law ; we restrain the fullness of
the gospel, and thereby dishonor Christ.” Many
to this day reason thus, But Paul gives the
question a decided negative; he says, “ God for-
bid. How shall we that are dead to sin live any
longer therein ?”  Life and death are opposites.
If we are living in sin, we are surely not dead
to it; it is impossible to be dead to sin, and to
live in sin at the same time. And he gives a
demonstration of this death to sin: “Know ye
not, that so many of us as were baptized into
Jesus Christ were baptized into his death?
Therefore we are buried with him by baptism
into death.”

This ought to be conclusive to every one. If
we were not dead to sin, why were we buried ?
The proper time for burial is after death, not be-
fore death. The proper time for burial in bap-
tism is when we die to sin—to the transgression
of the law; for “sin is the transgression of the
law.” But they who still live in violation of
the law could not have been buried in this or-
der. They were buried alive; “the body of
sin ” was not destroyed ; the “old man” in them
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still lives. This is what is plainly taught in
Rom. 6.

Having now fairly introduced this relation, we
will go back to notice the instruction previously
given by Christ and his apostles.

In our Lord’s sermon on the mount he fully
announced the nature and object of his mission :
“Think not that I am come to destroy the law

_or the prophets.” The law to which he there

referred was not a new law; not one which was
yet to-be introduced. It was a law then in exist-
ence; which was known to his hearers, and
which was connected with the teachings of the
prophets. He also said that whosoever shall do
and teach the commandments of this law shall
be great in the kingdom of Heaven.

The “golden rule” was enforced on the au-
thority of the law. “All things whatsoever ye

. would that men should do to you, do ye even so

to them ; for this is the low and the prophets.”
The law guards all our rights and all our rela-
tions in respect to life, chastity, property, repu-
tation, etc. All that we have, together with
ourselves, is protected by the law; and as we
desire to have our rights respected, so should we
respect the rights of others. This is the law,and
this is the golden rule. The law which forbids
our doing any injury to our neighbor, guards our
own rights with equal care.

He who breaks down the authority of law,
breaks down the safeguard of his own rights,
and makes a wreck of his own privileges. To
give a warrant to lawlessness is to open the
gates to a flood which is sure to overwhelm us.
There is no higher morality than that contained
in the law of God. The very essence of the gos-
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pel—glory to God, and peace and good will to
man—is the object and spirit of the law.

We do not here refer to the law of types; to
those shadows which find their antitype in Christ.
We know that these were nailed to his cross, and
done away in him. We are speaking in defense
of the law of ten commandments, which God
spake with his own voice, and wrote with his
own finger on tables of stone ; which was depos-
ited in the ark, over which the high priest
sprinkled the blood of expiation. This is pre-
eminently “ the will of God.” It is identified as
such in Rom, 2 : 17-23, as follows :—

« Behold, thou art called a Jew, and restest in
the law, and makest thy boast of God, and know-
est his will, and approvest the things that are
more excellent, being imstructed out of the low;
and art confident that thou thyself art a guide of
the blind, a light of them which are in darkness,
an instructor of the foolish, a teacher of babes,
which hast the form of knowledge and of the
truth in the law. Thou therefore which teachest
another, teachest thou not thyself ? thou that
preachest a man should not steal, dost thou
steal ? thou that sayest a man should not com-
mit adultery, dost thou commit adultery ? thou
that abhorrest idols, dost thou commit sacrilege ?
thou that makest thy boast of the law, through
breaking the law dishonorest thou God ?”

This is a decisive vindication of the ten com-
mandments as the will of God, through breaking
which, God is dishonored. And this casts light
on other texts. Jesus said, “ My doctrine is not
mine, but his that sent me. If any man will do
his will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether

ORDER OF BAPTISM. 1056

it be of God, or whether I speak of myself.”
John 7:16,17. Here a distinction is made be-
tween the will of the Father, and the doctrines
of the Son ; the same as between  the command-
ments of God, and the faith of Jesus;” Rev. 14:
12; or the distinction between the law and the
gospel. As Jesus was sent of God, he could do
and teach nothing contrary to the revealed will
of God. If any man teach a gospel contrary to
the will or law of God, we may be assured it is
not from Heaven ; it is from beneath. It is not
the doctrine or gospel of Christ; for he came to
do the will of his Father, and to lead men to
cease their warfare against the will and author-
ity of his Father. And so he said, “ Not every
one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter
into the kingdom of Heaven ; but he that doeth
the will of my Father which is in Heaven.”

The first sermon preached under the Lord’s
great commission, that on the day of Pentecost,
leads us to the same conclusion. ~After laying be-
fore his hearers the facts of the gospel system,
and convicting them of their guilt, Peter pro-
ceeded to declare the duties of the convicted sin-
ner. The first is to repent; the second, to be bap-
tized, for the remission of sin. In this our day,
the antinomian view is largely believed, that all
law, the ten commandments as well as the cere-
monial law, was abolished at the death of Christ.
But it was then true, as it is now, that “by the
law is the knowledge of sin,” and “sin is not im-
puted when there is no law.” If all law had
then been aholished, there could be no conviction
of guilt, for there could be no imputation of sin ;
how, then, could the duty lie upon them to re-
pent, and to be baptized for the remission of sin ?
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It is easy to see that the antinomian view in-
volves an absurdity ; we are surprised that men
of apparent intelligence and judgment should
ever be found to advocate it.

Where moral relations exist, law must exist.
To destroy one is to destroy the other. The
declaration is no more scriptural than it is reason-
able, that “ sin is not imputed where there is no
law;” for “where no law is, there is no trans-
gression.” Rom. 4:15. But sin was imputed on
the day of Pentecost, and without this, baptism
would have been a nullity. Therefore the law
then existed; by it they were condemned as
transgressors.

If, then, “by the law is the knowledge of sin,”
as the apostle says, we are proved to be sinners
as long as we continue to transgress the law.
He who fails to do the will of the Father, has no
interest in the kingdom of Heaven, no matter
how earnestly he calls Jesus Lord. Character is
determined by relation to law, and not by pro-
fession. 'The transgressor of the law is a sinner,
whether he is in or out of a church. And this
brings us to the subject introduced in Rom. 6.
He who is a transgressor of the law, no matter
what his profession may be, is living in sin, and
he has no reason to show why he should be bur-
1ed in baptism.

The condition or relation here brought to view
is indispensable to Christian life ; for no one can
rise to walk in mewness of life if the old life of
sim still continues. “If we have been planted
together in the likeness of his death, we shall be
also in the likeness of his resurrection.” Being
planted in the likeness of his death can have re-
spect only to the form and order of our burial

ORDER OF BAPTISM. 107

with him, or our baptism into his death. * Christ
died for our sins, according to the Seriptures;
. . . he was buried, and rose again the third
day, according to the Seriptures.” 1 Cor. 15:
3,4. These are the facts as they occurred, and
they present the pattern of duty in the gospel:
1. Die to sin; 2. Be buried in baptism; 3. Rise
to walk in newness of life. This is “the like-
ness of his resurrection;” for “in that he died,
he died unto sin once; but in that he liveth, he
liveth unto God. Likewise reckon ye also your-
selves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto
God through Jesus Christ our Lord” Rom. 6:
1o, 11.

The same idea runs through the illustration
and its application in Rom. 7. The woman is
bound by the law to her husband as long as her
husband liveth. “So then if, while her hushand
liveth, she be married to another man, she shall
be called an adulteress.” Her relation to the law
must be changed to enable her to marry another;
and this change is effected by death. But death
does not change the law : it changes her relation
to the law. The law remains to convinee of sin,
the same as before. The application he makes
thus: “ Wherefore, my brethren, ye also are be-
come dead to the law by the body of Christ;
that ye should be married to another, even to
Him who is raised from the dead, that we should

; bring forth fruit unto God.”

The whole connection shows that becoming
“dead to the law,” is to become dead to the trans-
%‘fssion of the law ; the same as “dead to sin.”

e law holds us under condemnation as sinners,
and the wages of sin is death. Where sin is
found, death must ensue, And the law in justice
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presses its demand until the penalty is inflicted.
Christ so honored the claims of the law in re-
spect to its penalty that we are now permitted
to diewith him, be buried with him, and be raised
with him, Rom. 6:8, 4; Col. 2:12, and so avert
the penalty in the future—the second death. An
option is thus afforded us of dying to sin or
dying for sin. By dying to sin, our relation to
the law is so changed, through Christ, that we
shall escape the curse which the law inflicts on
the sinner. For “ Christ hath redeemed us from
the curse of the law.” Gal. 3:13. He does not
redeem us from the obligation, but from the
curse. In this sense we “are delivered from the
law ;” delivered from its condemnation, or curse.

It has been unjustly inferred from the -con-
junction of the two expressions, “dead to sin”
and “dead to the law,” that sin and the law are
equivalents. No excuse can be admitted for this
inference, for no one can accept this conclusion
who takes the pains to read the chapter ; for the
apostle expressly denies it. “What shall we say
then? Isthe law sin? God forbid.” The law
is not sin: so far from it, that it condemns sin;
it forbids and makes known sin. “I had not
known sin but by the law ; for I had not known
lust, except the law had said, Thou shalt not
covet.” That is, he had not known the nature
of his propensities or desires if the law had not
enlightened him. “By the law is the knowledge
of sin.”

Tt is sin that brings the curse of the law upon
us.  We must not blame the law if we find our-
selves under its condemnation. Our complaint
must fall upon ourselves. Had we not arrayed
ourselves against the law in transgression, it
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would not be against us to condemn us. Sin
is the cause of our trouble, and not the law.
“For sin,” said the apostle, “ taking occasion by
the commandment, deceived me, and by it slew

me.” It is true the law—and it only—convinces
of sin. “For I was alive without the law once ;

" but when the commandment came, sin revived,

and I died.” This is a record of an important
part of his experience. His being alive without
the law refers to that part of his life wherein he
thought he was doing God service in persecuting
the church of Christ. John 16:2. His con-
science was not awakened, because his mind was
in darkness; he did it ignorantly in unbelief.
1 Tim. 1:13. “When the commandment came ”
—when he was enlightened by the law of God—
“sin revived;” he found himself to be a mur-
derer instead of a servant of God; he stood con-
demned, and as the only alternative, “I died ”—
died tosin ; ceased to fight against God, and found
a refuge and a remedy in the blood of the cross
of Christ. The commandment was never given
to condemn and slay people; it “was ordained
unto life;” it was given in love, to form our
characters aright, and thus to fit us to enjoy the
favor and presence of God. Only when sin
enters, is it “found to be unto death.”

Paul, using the first person, reckons himself
among those who were buried with Christ. And
when was he buried? Of course, when the com-

- mandment came and e died. When else should

he have been buried? And when should we be
buried ? It becomes a very important matter for

" us to determine whether we have died to sin ;
- whether we have been planted in the likeness of
~ the Saviour’s death.
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i re i igher morality than

We have said there is no higher mora.
that contained in the law of God. The aposgﬁe
confirms this, saying, “ F';)rlw;ve lzlogv.ftl;z}a;t; X ;
is spiritual” Rom.7:14. And1f the
gvgpilfitigl, then obedience to the law‘ is splrltual
\;vorship. Some affect to think that it evinces a

perfect obedience. It was “to put away sin”
that Jesus came ; to restore fallen man to obedi-
eénce to the Heavenly Father.
plished only in the obedient believer in Jesus;
Who accepts him as his sacrifice “for the remis-
sion of sins that are past,” and is “reconciled to

This is accom-

spirituality to keep the' law ; that it 1s
iﬁfe %farrFality; 01'3,7 as before notlc_‘ed,' they Za,yh}z
frustrates grace and dishonors Christ an dl
gospel. We have seen that Paul gave a very de-
cided negative to the idea that we may trans-
aress the law that grace may abound 5 and_ ‘a.,ga.ull
we find him declaring that the law is Spllltild,.
This ought to silence every cavil against 1& law
which is holy, just, and good. But Pa:l‘l gae?
farther: he not only vindicates the law f1 mln ,3’(
charge of carnality, but he turns the iy ‘I‘E}E‘ft;
poinats,edly against its originators. He says, * Mt
carnal mind is enmity against God ; for it us to)u)”,
subject to the law of God, neither indeed can | ed
Rom. 8 :7. The carnal mind—literally, the }inn k=
ing of the flesh, or walking after the fles 1‘~—1'Z
the opposite of obedience to the”law, aqu .5011
must be, as “the law is spiritual ;” for spir 1t1u_a..l-
ity and carnality cannot agree. Anq th}()a 1115]:
morality of the law is further sh‘?wn by a}lu hlt-
stating the object of the gospel : 1T11at‘ the rig P
eousness of the law might be fulfilled in us, wt 0
walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.
4 . .
RO’Ilfiiesgospel is remedial. It is a cure forlsn},
or for the transgression of the law. Ha,d‘ tlelle'
been no sin, there would have befzn no g9§pﬁt,
it would not have been needed. Then theﬁ 1%1 t-
eousness of the law would have been fulfi ed in
every soul of man, for all would have lived in

God by the death of his Son ;7 who “keeps the
commandments of God, and the faith of Jesus.”
Rom. 5:10; Rev. 14:12, In such, and in such
only, is the righteousness of the law fulfilled and
the carnal mind subdued.

One point in the apostle’s argument in Rom.

remains to be noticed. The woman’s relation
to the law must be changed by death before she
€an be married to another without being called
an adulteress. “My brethren, ye also are be-
tome dead to the law by the body of Christ ;
that ye should be married to amother, even to

im who is raised from the dead.” This is a
plain declaration that he who seeks such a union
with Christ before death has changed his rela-
tion to the law—before he has died to sin—is
guilty of spiritual adultery.  And as baptism is
the rite whereby we signify our union with
Christ (“ as many of you as have been baptized

into Christ, have put on Christ” Gal, 3:27),

this rite is illegally perfornied if there is such
an impediment to the marriage as is spoken of
I Rom. 7:1-4.  And thus we find in this illus-

- tration a strong proof of the view introduced in
~ chap. 6, that death to the transgression of the

W must precede burial in baptism. Death to
the law—to its condemnation for sin—must take

g}l:ce before we can be united to Christ ; for

rist cannot be joined to “ the body of sin.”

* We think we hazard nothing in the assertion
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that that is not Christian baptism ngeﬁogfg
conditions of t}:le gtosI{el a;sgnict);ttglzt;m : I?e's o
speak with modesty, leavin, S ones s
science as to how wide a dlvgrgg_r% pen e
vine plan there must be to .]ilS 1dy &1 o
e course pursued by Paul and the A
(i,ct)};ded in AI:*,ts 19:1-5. But we wo;lélatsépzilfl
decidedly in favor of having both eandi e
administrator 1001;) .Wegl t;;t ti};enze?icghﬁilgtshing P
is subject. _
%I')isf{)eelw(;?h t(}ilivine Jordinances. He Whﬁ‘ adn;rill-
isters them improperly does so ab : }1: }L .
Paul praised his bx;ﬁiohren 1;1:32{1;\:7};23 " 3; i n}; :
inances as they were ;
gxlledoglﬁen they perverted one, he very a(,ici(z)gld)i
blamed them for not {)réser;llng ’llf}hgkﬁsportance
i its intention. or. 11.
g;gtltlz :)trsd?rll:mce of baptism, as presentedt lbyPg,}:ﬁ
Saviour in Mark 16 : 16, and by the _apoi &a. -
in Rom. 6 and 7, cannot be overestimate ifni
the necessity of carefulness in its observan
ing to its importance. ‘
ach(’);ﬁi t,%) the Colols)sians_speaks in E?]gmsiggli%i{
direct and decisive on this subject : uésm (o
him in baptism, wherein also ye are 7 .
Jim through th(eia fha'lth i?’f thih(;p(g?;éojx .
who hath raised him from 4 d'J R
i ds new luster to the ordinan
})2(;&(1'1‘{1(1)8 siilr(l1 ; buried with Christ by baptlzlll‘l_
into death ; and risen with him in the same ¥
:1' ance. It cannot be possible that they §ho
sIl)I;ak (iispa,ragingly of baptism, as §()}lme I;Ef(t)}ll gs
unately do, have ever examined wit tcha b
impressive passage. Here 1t 1s shown ah %
1ik€ness of his resurrection” is not'a,%ltolggt ler IXS
served to a future life. “Risen with him.
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he died to sin and lives to God, so we must die
to sin, be buried with him, and rise with him
to a new life—to a life of obedience to the
Heavenly Father’s will.

“If ye then be risen with Christ, seek those
things which are above, where Christ sitteth on
the right hand of God.” Col. 3:1. This brings
to view the entire Christian life—a life of con-
secration to God in imitation of the love and
zeal of our Saviour. In the present argument it
18 not necessary to pursue this further, having

* fully met our design—to show the important

?]a,ce which baptism occupies in the divine plan
or the remission of sin and union with Christ.
We do not present these views in a captious
spirit, or with any desire to find fault, but with
a deep sense of responsibility for the honor of
the cause of Christ, which is so often shamed by
the lives of those who consider themselves Chris-
tians because they have been baptized and ac-
cepted as members of a church. We deprecate
the practice of baptizing people on too slight
evidence of purpose of heart,—with a conversion
altogether too superficial, or no conversion at all.
We have reason to believe, and it pains us to re-
cord it, that there are ministers not a few in this
land of gospel privileges, who think far more of
the numbers they are able to call in and baptize
In a given time, than of the Christian walk, of
the stability and integrity of their converts after
they are baptized. Gathering a mass of unsta-
ble souls, who are deceived into the belief that
they are Christians because they have assented
to certain truths and been baptized, and who

~ show that their convictions of sin were not deep,

Thoughts on Baptism, 8
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and that their hearts were never touched by the
enlightening and converting power of the Holy
Spirit, is not the way to find acceptance with
(lod as a laborer, or to honor the Christian cause
and the Christian ministry.

Such workmen would do well to remember

that their work is yet to be tried, and if it does
not abide they will suffer loss. ~ Gold, silver, and
precious stones are the only material which will
be accepted and bring a reward to the builder in
the temple of our Master. The foundation ” is
exceedingly precious and valuable, and the coun-
sel is worthy of being held in constant remem-
brance,—“ Let every man take heed how he
buildeth thereupon.” 1 Cor. 3:9-18. Often
have we seen the record set forth that so many
scores were baptized during a certain meeting,
while in a year from that time the strength of
the church under whose auspices the labor was
performed, was not a whit increased by the ef-
fort. Wood, hay, and stubble are not accepted
for the building, and bring no reward to the
builders.

Tt is true that the Seriptures give no warrant
to put off the baptism of the penitent. But we
<hould have some evidence of sincerity and pur-

ose of heart; evidence that the claims of God’s
holy law, and the requirements of the Scriptures
for a holy life, are somewhat appreciated. As
the “ present truth” for any age should receive
our most earnest attention, even so the prevail-
ing errors of any age should be specially guarded
against. If there is danger of erring, it is better

to even err on the side of carefulness where 2

want of caution, because of prevailing false teach-

ings, is likely to cause the professing believer to
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In thus Spea/klno lt 18 nOt our pu] pose bo a:ba:tc
(=34
one -] t [f tl e necess b) a’nd lnlpcl ta‘nce tha’t th
penltent Should be ba.ptlzed. It 18 because thee

- g :

X b); ;:i égllp;ﬁnt—t—l};e institution is too sacred

R Wwe S0 earnest,

ona;;nt:clgéls(% 111; néo 1t:hpurit ,and adfziil};slzii?gf (;E
tior}lhof thg divine Ins(zitlft‘:)ialed P oa i
Subje::tuanty of tr'ut.h is well illustrated in this
oot NOo mar it in one part is to injure i:hLS
" it:, mult.eliljor stands alone ; when once it :
VerSr § lphles, and taints the whole syst i
B o in the present day apprehend hoy\;v efm.
e on 1}:} e subject of baptism has been ﬁr
! gta change of the ordinance. Beine -
P lﬂo View 1t only in the light of trad?t'ac-
ey seﬁi pular opinion, the thoughts of the 'Iofl
) oin }r)lse above these to the ful] int?n?mi:
i g)ﬁet L 11]1; %ll;zrgiv trufhs of divine revela,tio(r)l

; e clos .
relations of baptism, with a tiav?ru(;‘;c?trzzgl;ss ?;lht'hﬁ
ic

have in view th :
to set forth, e same things which we have tried

a state of false confidence and

In Conybeare and
ot are an Howson’s “ Life and En;
m&r]gs :Ea,ul, vol. 1, p. 439, are el

“It is needless t
b ss to add, that ba
€88 m exceptional cases) administered by im

mersion, the convert bej
! being plunged b
ater to represent his death tcg> the eIIilF: tZ)lil" ;:i};e

the following Te-

ptism was (un-

and bhen Ia:lsed f!()l]l thls ]ll()ﬂlenta]y bullal t/()

;V n 2
ess, It must be a subject of regret, that the




116 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

i S

ral discontinuance of tl}ls form o;ft &i}ryltlzﬁ-

fe}?e h perhaps necessary in our no1 e

Shoas hgs rendered obscure to popu a;_‘ SEE >
ll?eag;sgn some very important passages o P

ure.
These authors, of the Church of Engla,lr)ld,&lglvlv_
the powerful influence of populaa.l(‘i eri‘ore Zhe -
31\755 excusing the wrong they e({) Ort,a;nd o
ih dency of which they seem to UIll] ers i
lenve it to the reverent reader 'tla'?‘ a;)xscures e
eaJ'ther dlight nor excusable which ort.a,nt, o
nglpula,r af),prehension some very 1mpo
Sacres of Seripture. ARG RE
23Cha,ncellor Est, of the University
(Catholic) on Rom. 6:3, sa,y: —t— .
¥ immersion represents to us L g
ial .F;(:dlr:;n also his death. For the tomb is

symbol of death, since none but the dead are bur-

the emersion which follows the

16 d y] oreover. ;
mmer 'S101 ha:S a resem bla,llce bo a resurr ectl(ﬂl
)

] t
We are, therefore, in b.a,phsmil ccglfor_ﬁ(l\:;l s;i?l ’
1y to 7the death of Christ, as he has j
%I;t,y also to his burial and resurrection.

in hi : titled « Baptizein,”
t, in his work en ; B
pu]lzlri'sl(lze?; al‘)]i;r the American Bible Union, says

B4 ¢
; 4 <baptize’ is an anglicized form o
: Tée V‘El%a;})&gein. On this accqunt it Iia,sz
e c{ete some that it must necessar}ly‘ ;:ﬁq; P
Wi & Ome:m'mg. It has been said t,ha e
e Sa“'le-d can S0 perfectly convey the hPubelf
oo “I-(Inl Spirit as the one chosen by 1(11125}1 L
Sc,)cf) z};;)n-:)s);t in the ol-igina} %ﬁrlptéusrzg e; iinretaiﬁ-
0. the , at least right an 3
;:71?1 ?;ei’nﬂttﬁze%):éish version. A comparison O
L=

ORDER OF BAPTISM. 117
the meaning of baptizein, as exhibited in sections
1-3 of this treatise, with the definitions of ‘ bap-
tize’ as given in all dictionaries of the English
language, and with its recognized use in English
literature and in current colloquial phraseology,
will show that this is far from being the case.
The word ‘baptize’ is a strictly ecclesiastical
term; broadly distinguished by that characteris-
tic from the class of common’ secular words to
which baptizein belonged. It is a metaphysical
term, indicating a mystical relation entered into
with the church, by virtue of the sacramental
application of water. In both these respects it

misrepresents the Saviour’s manner and intent,
Concealing the form of the Christian rite under
a vague term, which means anything the reader
may please, it obscures the idea thereby symbol-
ized, and the pertinency of the inspired appeals
and admonitions founded on them. The essence
of the Christian rite is thus made to consist
in this mystical church relation, into which it
brings the recipient. With this view associates
itself, naturally and almost necessarily, the idea
of a certain mysterious efficacy in the rite itself :

and, accordingly, we find the belief prevailing

in the majority of Christian communions that,
through baptism, the recipient is not externally
alone, but mystically united to the body of

Christ. Thus the rite ceases to be the symbol of

certaim great truths of Christiawity, and be-

comes an efficacious sacrament. The tenacity
with which this fatal error is adhered to, even

In communions not connected with the State, is

largely due to the substitution, in our English

Bibles, of this vague foreign term of indefinite
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meaning, for the plain, intelligible English sig-
nification of the Greek word.”

We have taken the liberty to italicize one sen-
tence in the above. And to these we must add,
that it is much to be regretted that many who
see the necessity of restoring the ordinance, as
to the form, yet lose sight of the “great truths
of Christianity ” which are symbolized by it.
Ignoring the truth that “sin is the transgression
of the law,” and that repentance has respect to
the law of God as faith has to t.;he Son of God,
Acts 20 : 21, they shut out the idea that death
must precede burial, and introduce the very er-
ror so clearly pointed out by Dr. Conant. And
thus we think we have fully justified our state-
ment that the form, without rega.rd to the. order
or relation, does not consbitute. it the baptism of
the gospel. A person may be immersed, and yet
so hold the rite in his faith and in his life as to
destroy it, so far as it is a symbol of the death
and resurrection of the Lord, and'of our .death to
sin and rising to walk in a new life of righteous-

ness or obedience.

CHAPTER XI,
REMISSION OF SIN~WHEN GRANTED.

is a point that has elicited much discussion,
w}{:t}llsef cg‘ not sin is remitted in the act of bap-
tism. Some—yes, many—have strenuously in-
sisted that we are justified in this rite; and
neither before mor in any other way. Or, that
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remission of sin is granted in this action, and
not otherwise. Though we would give the rite
all the importance which the Seriptures accord
to it, and that is not small, we cannot indorse
that view. We find that that idea was held at
a very early age in the church; and with it was
held the idea of “baptismal regeneration;” the
idea that gifts and graces, even a divine life,
were imparted in baptism; that without baptism
no one could possibly be saved; and for this
reason infants were baptized. Even Cyprian,
one of the best of the early African bishops,
taught that infants should be baptized very soon
after birth, that thus they might avoid the dan-
ger of the loss of a soul! Unfortunately, these
false views of baptism, very early ingrafted into
some parts of the church, have not entirely been
put away. The same false application is still
made, if not always to the same class, that is, to
infants.

On this subject, as on other subjects, injustice
is done to the Scriptures by drawing conclusions
from a single text, without taking pains to ex-
amine other texts, and so secure a harmony of
the evidence. The same virtue and power may
be ascribed to faith, yet again, it is said to be
nothing alone. At first, a penitent is doubtless
accepted on his faith alone; but as duties are
met, they must be discharged, or our faith is
neutralized and we lose the favor we had en-
Joyed. Faith is the spring of action, and action
is the life of faith,

The relation of truths must be regarded. How-
ever important a truth or a duty may be, if it is
removed from its place and its relation, it is per-
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verted. And a truth perverted is often the equiv-
f error. ¢ ’
ale%ﬁ: word translated « foy,” in Peter’s Worélls,
“ for the remission of sin,” (¢is) is most frequeTl 11y
rendered in, to, or into; the latter is gene}a y
to be preferred. Itis translated into ovel1 one
hundred and twenty times in Matthew a f)ne,
and is translated nearly twenty different vxay?l.
Greenfield gives it the following deﬁmtlons,. an
in the following order: On, into, upon; 151,
among ; to, towards, near to, by ; in, on, towa,t.la.
o Person ; towards, against; to, even to,h until ;
to, for; that, so that, in order that, for t .e ‘purL
po,se that ; for, about, concerning;, as to, in 1fssp§}<1:
to, on account of ; in, at, among; before, 1{1}1 e
pr’esence of ; according to, in accordance W1 x
We would not by any means convey the i ez}
that either of these definitions might Wlf\;;lr equix
propriety be applied in any given case. We one(;
wish to show the latitude which usage glt\)zes
the word, and that a definition may not be se-
lected and applied arbitrarily to the text én gge;—
tion. “Inorder to” is by no means the rﬁ def-
inition, and if it is to be f:bpproprlated ﬁe}s_, a
reason must be given outside of the de n; ion
itselfl. Nor do we deny the importance o 3}?-
cepting the proper definition of words &tls'ﬁ' P
means of settling controversies ; but when ‘ (11 et-
ent definitions are given to the same word we
need to exercise care in distinguishing betv&.rgeg
them in any case. In this case we must be guide
to some extent by the doctrine of remussion a,:
presented in the Scriptures. As this is a grea
subject, we shall be obliged to preser'xf,"some‘
thoughts on the scriptural view of remission as
briefly as possible.
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We would correct the idea, which is too prey-
alent and is still growing, that justification by
Jaith, and salvation, are identical. = Paul was
certainly justified by faith, yet he found zealous
striving necessary lest he should be a castaway.
1 Cor. 9:27. He taught distinctly that we are
justified by faith without works. Rom. 3:27.
And with equal distinctness he exhorted his
brethren to work out their salvation. Phil, 2:
12.

It is easy to see the reason of this. In Rom.
3 he is speaking of “ remission of sins that are
past,” over which works, or future obedience, can
have no possible influence. From these we must
be “justified freely by his grace” Rom. 3:24.
But the gospel embraces prevention as well as
cure. Future obedience cannot remit sin, but it
will prevent sin; and, practically, one is of no
benefit without the other.

The hackneyed expression, “ Once in grace, al-
ways in grace,” finds not the least warrant in
Scripture, and doubtless has been used to the
destruction of multitudes of souls. It has been
supposed to be the sure foundation of #rust, but
1t is the open door to preswmption. The Lord
said by Ezekiel : “ When I shall say to the right-
eous, that he shall surely live; if he trust to
his own righteousness, and commit iniquity, all
his righteousnesses shall not be remembered ; but
for his iniquity that he hath committed, he shall
die for it.” Kze.33:13. All of God’s dealings
with man have been based on this self-same prin-
ciple. The opposite view—the view of the ad-
age above—makes a man’s probation to end with

his conversion, which is not the truth. “ He




122 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

that shall endure unto the end, the same shall
besaved.” Matt. 24:13.

The remission of sin is precisely equivalent
to the remission of the penalty. But, according
to the scriptures quoted, the absolute remission
of the penalty is contingent on enduring to the
end, or on continued faithfulness to the end; as
Paul also says, God will render “to them who, by
patient continuance in well doing, seek for glory
and honor and immortality, eternal life.” Rom.
2:7. Therefore, “justification by faith” does
not place any one beyond probation, but brings
him into such relation to God that he is enabled
by divine grace to work out his salvation ; Phil.
2:12; or, by diligence, to make his calling and
election; sure. 2 Pet.1:10. Of course, all this
has reference to the decisions of the Judgment,
— Judgment to come.” :

The difference between justification by faith
and final salvation is fully shown by the texts
quoted. One changes man’s relations during his
probation ; the other is by the determination of
the Judgment, which closes his probation. Then
the question will arise in many minds, What is
the relation of a person justified by faith ? Or,
In what sense is remission granted before the
Judgment ? The Saviour sets this matter clear
in his teachings. But before quoting his lan-
guage we wish to present the following illustra-
tion :—

A. owes B. a sum which he is not able to pay,
and C. engages to be responsible for the debt on
certain conditions. In order to make it sure, C.
deposits with B. much more than will eover the
amount of the debt. Now it is stipulated that
if A. fulfills the conditions preseribed, B. may
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cancel the debt from the deposit made by C.
As long as A. continues faithful to the condi-
tions, so long B. rests satisfied in regard to the
debt, and of course he does not trouble A.
for it, because he knows A. has not got it,
while he himself has it in deposit. Thus A. is
accounted just (or justified) in the sight of B,
and yet not just in himself, because he fails to
pay a just debt. He is justified through his
surety. If he continues faithful “to the end,”
till the term of conditions closes, then B. draws
from the deposit and cancels the debt. Now he
is free in fact, as he was before by faith; the
debt no longer stands against him. But if, to
the contrary, A. at any time refuses or neglects
to fulfill the conditions, C’s deposit does not
avail for him; his debt is not canceled ; he fulls

 Jrom the favor which he had enjoyed through

his surety, and the debt stands against him as
fully as if no deposit had ever been made. And
more than that, he is considered more -culpable
than before, inasmuch as the means of removing
his indebtedness was kindly placed within his
reach, and he refused it.

Such is the condition of the believer in Christ.
He has received conditional forgiveness, being
yet a probationer for eternal life, which has
been placed within his reach by Christ, his
surety. For proof, consider the following :—

Our Saviour, in Matt. 18: 23-85, presents the
case of a servant who owed his lord ten thou-
sand talents. But having nothing wherewith
to pay, and manifesting honesty of purpose,
“the lord of that servant was moved with com-
passion, and loosed him, and forgave him the
debl.” But this servant met his fellow-servant
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who owed him the trifling sum of two hundred
pence, and who pleaded for mercy in the same
terms in which he had so successfully pleaded
before his lord. But this servant would not
show mercy, He thrust his fellow-servant into
prison till he should pay the debt. Hearing of
this, his lord called him and said unto him, “ O
thou wicked servant, I forgave thee all that debt,
because thou desiredst me. Shouldest not thou
also have had compassion on thy fellow-servant,
even as I had pity on thee ? And his lord was
wroth, and delivered him to the tormpnt;?rs, tz?l
he should pay all that was due wnto him.” This
is our Saviour’s own view of forgiveness under
the gospel, or justification by faith, while we are
waiting for the decisions of the Judgment. And
to place this beyond all possibility of doubt, the
Saviour made the application, thus: “So likewise
shall my Heavenly Father do also unto you, }f
ye from your hearts forgive not every one his
brother their trespasses.”

The teaching of the Saviour in this seripture
is in perfect agreement with the word of the
Lord in Eze. 33:13,—if the righteous man turn
away from righteousness and commit iniquity,
«a]l his righteousnesses shall not be remembered;
that is, he shall be treated as if he had never
been righteous.* AL

That baptism is @ means of bringing us near
to God, and placing us where his grace in the
gospel is extended to us, no one can deny. That
it is the means—the only means, as some have

#TFor 2 more extended argument on this point, see pam-

phlet entitled, *The Atonement,” published at the Office of
the REViEW AND HERALD, Battle Creek, Mich.

REMISSION OF SIN, 125

taught—is not according to the teachings of the
Scriptures. Many have had the experience of
Cornelius and his household ; if not in the same
measure, yet by the witness of “the self-same
Spirit,” imparting a blessed assurance that the
Father has graciously accepted them for his dear
Son’s sake, before their baptism. Their joy may
be increased in obeying this rite, and so it may
be by taking up any cross for Jesus’ sake.

We are aware of the objection which is here
interposed, namely, that we have no just right
to claim that we have received the favor of God,
been justified, or received the Spirit of God as
the Comforter, before our baptism ; that it is
baptism which secures the blessing, and through
which we receive the Comforter; that we know
we have the Spirit, not by our experience or
consciousness, but because we have been bap-
tized in his name.

This objection is not sustained by the Seript-
ures. This makes baptism the evidence, which
it is not, and shuts out the witness of the Spirit
altogether. It is the Spirit—not baptism—
which bears witness that we are the children of
God. Rom. 8:11-16. And this view is not
only unscriptural in its statement, but, as could
only be expected, disastrous in its results. It
has filled churches with formalists, destitute of
the true power of godliness, who are strongly
entrenched in vain hopes, who trust to their
baptism as the evidence of their adoption into
the household of the Lord.

But, it is replied, Ananias said to Paul, “ Arise
and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, call-
ing on the name of the Lord.” Acts 22:16.
And we say also, that Peter, relating the case of
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Cornelius and his friends, says the Lord purified
their hearts through faith; Acts 15:6-9; and
through faith they received the witness of the
Spirit before their baptism. To deny that God
may work in this same manner now is to deny
the experience of multitudes, in all ages of the
Christian church, whose conversion to God and
whose genuine piety were beyond all doubt.

. On Acts 22:16, Alexander Campbell, in his
debate with McCalla, made the following re-
mark : “Paul’s sins were really pardoned when
he believed ; yet he had no solemn pledge of the
fact, no formal acquittal, no formal purgation of
his sins, until he washed them away in the water
of baptism.” No fault can be found with this ;
no one can object to having, in the words of Mr.
Rice, “ the emblem connected with the grace.”

If it be insisted that we must confine ourselves
to the order laid down in Acts 2:38, 39, we
then reply that according to this seripture the
position we call in question is still faulty. That
position leaves the professed penitent to take for
gramted his reception of the Spirit, because it is
promised on condition of baptism. But not a
single instance can be found in the New Testa-
,1ent where such a view obtained. See Acts 8:
15-17: “Who, when they were come down,
prayed for them that they might receive the
Holy Ghost (for as yet he was fallen upon none
of them ; only they were baptized in the name
of the Lord Jesus). Then laid they their hands
on them, and they received the Holy Ghost.”

Here the reception of the Holy Spirit was a
matter of consciousness or experience with them.
Had they taken for granted that they had re-
ceived it because they were baptized, making

4
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baptism their evidence, as many now do, they
would have rested under a delusion. The same
remarks apply to Acts 19.

This is sufficient to show that too much has
been ascribed to baptism, by those who make it
the sole means and the evidence of justification,
or remission of sin, That it stands related to
remission—that it is even an essential part of
that system by which we receive remission—
cannot be denied. It isa gospel duty, and all
parts of the gospel are essential. All confess
that the gospel itself is absolutely essential ; and
Wwe cannot suppose that an essential whole is

*made up of non-essential parts. While we dep-
recate the abuse and perversion of the ordinance,
we can find no excuse for slighting and dispar-
aging it, or for neglecting it. “Every word of

" the Lord is pure.”

_Another instance of the use of the Greek word
eis deserves a notice. It is found in Matt. 3:11:
“I indeed baptize you with [en, in] water unto
[eis] repentance.” It can hardly be supposed
that this text will bear the construction put
upon Acts 2 : 38—baptize in order to repentance
—s50 as to make the repentance altogether in the
future. Indeed, we could not imagine that John
would have baptized any if he knew that the
work of repentance were not already then com-

| menced. So in Acts 2:38, and in every case

where baptism is truly and “properly adminis-
tered according to the gospel plan. “Faith lays
hold of the grace, already commenced in the

. heart, of which baptism is the significant em-

blein,
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CHAPTER XII,
“A SAVING ORDINANCE.”

Tt is fitting that we notice an objection which
is presented in the fogm of a query respecting
ism as a saving ordinance.
ba%?xire a1Jna,y be t}glose who have so often hean,l,
the question, “Is baptism a saving ordinance ?
asked by those in whom they have conhdenc%,
that they have come to think it allowable an
proper. For such we desire to exercise the larg-
est charity ; yet we must express our conv1ct10{1
that the question originated in a spirit of rebel x
ion and self-will. Its evident intention is this:
If it is saving, if we cannot possibly be saved
without it, then we will observe it; but if we
can be saved without it, then we will disregard
it. Or,in other words, we know that the Lox:d
commanded it, and it is our duty to obey ; but if
we can be saved some other way, we choose to
disregard his commandment. If this is no‘t'
what the question amounts to, we must confe.s.s
we cannot understand the language. A heali
thus disposed would ask, “Lord, what may
do?” and not “ Lord, what wilt thow have me to
?" ;
dOMoreover, this question is almost always asked
by those who repudiate immersion and advocate
«infant baptism.” This is a strange 1!1‘(5(_>ns1st‘-3
ency on their part. If their views of “infan
baptism ” are correct, then baptism is to 1nfa,rits
“a saving ordinance” to the fullest extent of the
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term. It is made the means, the onl Yy means, of
grace to them.  Without faith, without repent-
ance, without any act of accepting the gospel or
of following Christ, they are, by baptism alomne,
made heirs of God, partakers of the Heavenly
Gift, and inheritors of eternal life. Many, even
in our own day, and in our own land, hold bap-
tism in this very light. Yet they are often the
very first to blame us for our tenacity in hold-
ing to baptism, in its form and design, as we find
it revealed in God’s word.

It is not our provinee to inquire whether it is
necessary to our salvation or not. We should
look to duties, and leave results with God. Tt is
not the part of a faithful servant to ask, « Why
am I required to do this?” Tt is enough to
know that we are required to do it. James, the
apostle of the Lord, gave a stern reproof to this
Spirit of caviling inquiry, in condemning those
who assume to be judges of the law, rather
than doers of it.

Our answer to the question is both Yes, and
No. Everything which the Lord requires is sav-
ing; yet mo one duty has salvation in itself
alone. If the question means this: Will bap-

~ tism save me if I neglect other duties ? then we

answer, No ; there is nothing in the Bible which
1§ saving in this sense. Salvation was never
made to rest on any such grounds. But if it

* means: Must I submit to everything which God

commands in order to be saved ? then we reply,

~ Yes: there is no other way of salvation but con-

- formity to the divine will. Man shall live “by -
- eévery word that proceedeth out of the mouth of

- God.”

Thoughts on Baptism, 9
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i i tion is
4 irit which prompts such a ques
onll;rh:, :Elﬁsh one, and we averli‘ htha‘; ielﬁs?n&?z
no place in the gospel. e duty o
}(l}fristiarg is to follow Ch]'lst; a_nd.not BILI sha(}ti
of selfishness was shown in all.illls hfg. i he; Sz,lllte
not to do his own will; and if he, b
}Ifn?dm(r)lfe life and glory, renounced his own will,
is it too much for us to renounce ours ? (ﬁn \Ye
indeed follow Christ and indulge our selfis 131;53‘
and self-will 2 If so, his example must pass for
hing. ) St
nogfnw;;ge can be saved in a way qf our owg
choice, then did God reveal his will in vain, an
Christ: died in vain. We cmﬁdffo}.low ouli't}(])(\;\;l;
and indulge our selfish fee ings Wi _
318:3 ]SSible and wgithout the death“ot the Son oi
God. But the querist may say: “It was necﬁh
sary for us that Christ should die, and open ¢ 1‘&;
wagf of salvation ; but since he lla_s ;h'ed fOIf:)l:nl‘ b
i cessary for us to be so strict in con :
Elnoton:he ru{es laid down in the_Scnptl;re?.
Begfore Christ died, in the dispensation off i;\,
men were bound by the ex}}:yes(si _terms t?on :)et
tion; but not so in this dispensa f
ri:ia 1in which a larger liberty is all‘?;ved.y
%his étatement is no mere supposition, or aaci)\‘
sketeh.” It has actually been urged, not on Itl'l'
Isubject alone, but on other §ub_]ects also. A 1;
equivalent to saying that without the de;:l b ot
Christ obedience to the revea,le((i1 yv(llll of (i(l)a y\\ {1‘:
sary; but since he has died we :
2:\0723 w)i’thout conforming to the rqles “h& haz
laid down. But what is this but maing *Chrix
: inister of sin” ? whereas the Seripture e
t(‘zll“:rflan ltr}lxlat. he is the minister of rlghteousxze;;
Have we yet to learn, in this our age, tha
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came to serve his Father’s will; to “save his peo-
ple from their sins;” “to put away sin by the
sacrifice of himself ” ?

That antinomian position is so far from being
true, that Jesus himself shows that sin would
have been more excusable (if it be allowable to
use the word in such a case), if he had not come
into the world ; “but now they have no cloak
for their sin,” If God would suffer and bear
with those times of ignorance, he does so no
longer, “but now commandeth all men every-
where to repent,” or to turn from sin, Would
that men would put aside their lawlessness, and
learn to submit to all the divine requirements.
It is the self-same spirit which rejects the law of
God and the ordinances of the gospel, for the
gospel is the means appointed of Heaven to put
away transgression and to bring sinful man to
obedience to God. And it is the same spirit of
submission to divine authority which leads to
keeping the commandments of God and the
faith of Jesus. Rev. 14:12. Jesus said, “I and
my Father are one;” and men are now to honor
the Son even as they honor the Father,—neither
more nor less. They who do not find the gospel
the means of glorifying God the Father, have
studied in vain.

Reader, have you followed the Saviour in this
ordinance of his own appointment, which he
honored by his own example ? Have you died
to transgression and been buried with your dy-
ing Lord in baptism ? If not, then we inquire,
“ Why tarriest thou?” Some say they tremble

. and hesitate, because it is a very solemn thing
- to obey this ordinance. True ; but is it not a
. Very solemn thing to disregard and neglect it ?
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Tf we should tremble at the thought of obeflﬁenfg
to the divine requirements, much more shou
we tremble at the thought of dlso})edlgnce}.) i
We invite the young. We believe in aptllz-
ing the children when they turn to Jesusw.l‘e
children’s loving friend. As personified '?y h{l;”
dom, he says, « Those that seek me early s
find me”" Prov. 8:17. This is a precious progn)-
ise: but if you neglect it, you will soon grOV\{( . t(
jond it. By and by we may hear him sp?ia Héi
ihus- « He that being often reproved har eraal :
his neck, shall suddenly be destroyed, a.n}(li. ka.tt
without remedy.” Prov.29:1. Do not’t“m 15‘,
a hardship to serve, the Lord ; Wisdom sthway.
are ways of pleasantness, and all her pa fs. ars
aace.” Prov. 3:17. There 1s no peace hom}D
?n gin. There is no sight more beautiful than ({
360 y(;ung people give their hearts to Godl, a,n_tn
follow their Saviour in baptism. .{Xngetsﬂl .
Heaven as well as saints on earth rejoice ;111 Ni
sioht. Do not say that you will wait & yor
wet older; if you are old enough to sin, you are
old enough to repent. And' remembexf, too,tyow
are always old enough to die. There is no unez
for delay. “You know not what a da}('1 mz}\v
bring forth” Many, very many, have . eiz)lz 7)‘
reoretted that they put off the work f0 ﬁ ;1)‘ :
ing God. But not one, no, not one o 'ali t
multitudes who have served God all thefn' vest,
was ever known to utter one word obrlegr 1
that he early set out to follow his be Syed
Lord. Come now. “Now is the accepted tlmbl.
We invite the middle-aged. How often ((L
those in the prime of life say,“ ‘When tIh geI
more settled in life, and old age comes on, en |
will serve the Lord” Think what t1.11.8 means.
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Do you realize what an insult this is to your
Creator ? what a contempt of the claims of the
Saviour? It means that you take pleasure in
trampling on the law of the great God ; though
he is the author of every blessing you enjoy, and
has a just right to the affection of your heart
and the service of your life, you choose to despise
his authority and rob him of that which is justly
his, as long as you can do it successfully, or can
find pleasure in it. But when you have spent
the strength of your manhood or womanhood ;
when you have insulted the love of God and de-
fied his threatenings as long as you can,—then,
when your energies are failing, and your power
to work in his cause is gone, you will come to
him and offer him the privilege of taking you, a
moral wreck, to save you from the consequences
of your unutterable folly and wickedness. Do
you not wonder that God, the infinitely just God,
spares you to pursue such a course? Is it not
surprising grace that he ever saves an aged sin-
ner? Are you sure that you will live to carry
out your plans ; that you will not be cut off in
your obstinacy ? Isthe dear Son of God, who
died to open a way of salvation to you, and now
pleads his precious blood in your behalf—is he
less worthy of your best efforts, of the strength
of your manhood, than Satan, who is ever seek-
ing to ensnare you and to lead you on to ruin ?
Young nfan, young woman, what are you doing ?
Whither are you going? Reflect. Stop! your
next step may take you beyond the bounds of
mercy. Turn now from sin; die, yes, die to the
transgression of God’s holy commandments, be
buried with your precious Saviour, and rise to
live unto God: to enjoy peace—his peace—a
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sace that passeth all understanding, even in
%ﬁ?sc?ifg, an(i) eternal life and glory in his king-
dom. Think of this joy and glory. And 1ca,n
you have it ? Yes, you may ; but do not delay,
for the future has no certainties for you. #

We invite the aged. What excuse can & c?
aged offer for persisting in disobeying God ?
What hope of this life—what joy of earth—can
stand between them and their duty to their Sav;
jour? They will answer that it is hard to r('apenf
of a whole life of sin ; hard to overcome habits 0.
life so long settled ; hard to change the whole cu11 :
rent of thought, of feeling, and of action, thlifal
have been so long established. They say, “ I
were only young, how easy 1t would be to give
my heart to God. If my sins were not so many,
if my heart had not grown so hard in the (){ears
of my trifling and folly. Oh that I hac tre-
pented in my youth! But now I fear it is 1(;0
late,” Let the youth listen to this and t?' o
warning. 'Too late ! it is too late for you to ]utl-
wer, to trifle on the verge of eternity. Too late
fo waste any more precious time ; you have n}?pe
to spare. Jesus yet calls. Cast yourself on him
now, and prove the depth of his love. It ni?y
indeed be too late to-morrow. His mercy has
followed you all your life. Tt lingers i:or y(t).u
still, You cannot afford to add to the ingra 111
tude of your past life by spurning the last ca
of mercy.

¢ Let youth in its freshness and bloom, come!
Let man in the pride of his noon, come! o
Let age on the verge of the tomb, come!

« And whosoever will, let him take the water
of life freely »

HISTORY AND TRINE IMMERSION.

CHAPTER XIII.
INTRODUCTION. —THEODORET—SOZOMEN.

WE have been requested to notice the historical
argument in favor of trine immersion. It is a
well-known fact that history is the main reliance
of the trine immersionists. The Greek of the
New Testament is decidedly against them. The
analogies of the language of Scripture are against
them. And the facts of Scripture are against
them. But, fortifying themselves with historical
statements, tracing the practice, as they claim,
almost to the very time of the apostles, they do
not find it very difficult to build up inferences
from the Scriptures in their favor. The infer-
ences in themselves are very weak, as we have
before shown. They think these inferences are
Justified by the evidences drawn from history.
And thus it every way appears that history is
their chief dependence.

These people publish a paper in Illinois, at the
head of which stands Eld. J. H. Moore. He has
Written a pamphlet of 64 pp., with the following
pretentious title: “Trine Immersion traced to the
Apostles ; being a Collection of Historical Quota-
tions from Modern and Ancient Authors, prov-
ing that a Three-fold Immersion was the Only




136 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

Method of Baptizing ever practiced l’),y the Apos-
tles and their Immediate Successors. We think
that neither the contents olf the book nor the
ts justify this flaming title.

faJcEl('l]. M()g;e i:'requentlsg;r quotes from Eld. James
Quinter. Eld. Quinter wrote a tract entitled,
«The Origin of Single Immersion.” These two
works have been forwarded to us with ‘the re-
quest that they may be noticed. We will now
comply with that request. We wish to make
here a few statements which we hope the reader
will bear in mind.

1. Nothing can be justly inferred from the
early practice or the early mention of a pra,ctlc]e
among the successors of the apostles, iInasmuch
as the wildest errors and boldest innovations are
found among the immediate successors of the
apostles. Dr. Miller, of Princeton, quoted by
Campbell in Debate with Rice, says:—

«We are accustomed to look back to the first
ages of the church with a veneration nearly bor-
dering on superstition. It answered the purposc
of popery to refer all their corruptions to prim-
itive times, and to represent those times as ex-
hibiting the models of all excellence. But every
representation of this kind must be r'ecewed with
distrust. The Christian chureh, during the apos-
tolic age, and for half a century, did indeed pre-
sent a venerable aspect. Persecuted by the world
on every side, she was favored in an uncommon
measure with the presence of the Spirit of her
divine Head, and exhibited a degree of simplicity
and purity which has, perhaps, never since been
equaled. ‘But before the close of the second cent-
ury the scene began to change; and before the
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commencement, of the fourth a deplorable corrup-
tion of doctrine, discipline, and morals, had crept
into the church, and disfigured the body of Christ.
Hegesippas, an ecclesiastical historian, declares
that ‘the virgin purity of the church was con-
fined to the days of the apostles.””

Milner certainly could not be accused of undue
prejudice against the early traditions and customs
of the church, but he says :—

“Superstition had made, it seems, deep inroads
into Africa. It was rather an unpolished region,
certainly much inferior to Italy in point of civ-
ilization. Satan’s temptations are suited to tem-
pers and situations; but surely it was not by
superstitious practices that the glad tidings of
salvation had been first introduced into Africa.
There must have been a deep decline. One of
the strongest proofs that the comparative value
of the Christian religion in different countries is
not to be estimated by their distance from the
apostolic age, is deducible from the times of

~ \Tertullian,”

Very many of the innovations which finally
gained a footing in the church are traced to Ter-
tullian. He first mentions sprinkling in connec-
tion with baptism. In his work “On Baptism,”
chap. 2, he says:—

“Without expense, a man is dipped in water,
and amid the utterance of some few words, is
sprimkled, and then rises again, not much or not
at all the cleaner, the consequent attainment of
eternity is esteemed the more incredible.”—Edi-
tion of Clark, Edinburgh ; also in chap. 12. He
18 the first to mention sponsors in baptism, and
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endages to the rite, anfl we shall :show
glﬁg:rhggs the first to mention trine immersion.
2. We are not to infer that an early practlcé
was derived from the apostles because we ﬁn,f
mention of the practice, but find no mention 9
its origin. Scarcely a single innovation or do%vinéd
peculi;,r to the Romish Church can be trace (Z
its origin. The Catholics base their argument
on this fact, that you cannot trace their ougm‘t,
that being practiced so early, the practice Emlb
have been derived from the apostles. But x}‘c h-
bishop Whately draws an argument against & bem
from this same fact ; inasmuch as the Seriptur eg
thoroughly furnish the man of God unto all %og,
works, if these dogmas had been promulgate 4 )t,,
the apostles we could easily trace them to 'at
source. The following will 111u‘strs_;tte. thl§ pm.nh.
Bingham, in Antiquities of the Chr,l,stlan Church,
spea?king of the “ Baptism of Bells,” says o
«The first notice we have of this is in tllm
capitulars of Charles the Great, where it 1s4‘01'1 gf
mentioned to be censured.”—Book 11, chap. 4, § 2.

i
I
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empire that “the primacy shouid remain with
the elder Rome,” so the authority of the empire
was called in to put down everything which op-
posed the doctrines of the bishop of Rome. And

* by this means Leresies were extirpated ; and the

writings of the hereties, being condemned, were

. destroyed. So now we have only the writings
. of the orthodox party, which then meant, as it

Tow means, the strongest party, and all the writ-
ings of that age of superstition and error have
passed through the hands of those who were un-

Serupulous in molding everything to suit their

Ppurpose.

~ To show that we may not implicitly follow
that which history affirms so early and so gener-

~ ally obtained, we refer to the fact that the his-

torical testimony in favor of infant baptism

makes it to have been both early and general.

e evidence in its favor is far greater than that
i favor of trine immersion. And with this

L was introduced vnfant communion. Thus Dr.

Schaff . —
“In the Oriental and North African churches

t : : o od
as then in practice. Bishops baptizec

be{lt.:;, V’k‘)rut when a,ndp where t}}ls gngmated, how
it came to be a part of Christiamity, we have i
means of ascertaining. Shall we therefore? con
clude that it was derived from the apostles .
3. As it will not be safe to infer anything

- Prevailed the incongruous system of infant com-
| munion, which seemed to follow from infant
1 baptism, and was advocated by Augustine and
) Innocent I, on the authority of John 6:53. In
~ the Greek Church this cusfom continues to this
E day, but in the Latin, after the ninth century, it

from a practice because it was early men‘moncdt‘
so we may not infer its genuineness because -}t
was generally received, For (1) Party spil

~ was disputed and forbidden.” — History of the
- Christian Chureh, vol. 2, p. 516,

Bingham says infant communion existed in

] iti i t bitter,

n high; opposition of parties was most |
;al;d the we;l);per parties were very early c1usheti1
out by power, oftener than they were subduié
by argument, (2) As it was adjudged by the

",_ft'he days of Cyprian, an African bishop in the

* third century. The Greek Church, to which
i . . - . . . g .
- ne immersionists refer with such an air of tyi-
=
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‘umph, affirm that trine immersion, infant bap-
tism, and infant communion, all came down from
the days of the apostles, and may all be deduced
from the Scriptures. We have elsewhere shown
the absurdity of claiming seriptural authority
for trine immersion. In history it is not as
strongly fortified as infant baptism. Of the
three unscriptural rites above referred to, now
held by the Greek Church, trine immersion has
the least plausible argument in its favor.
And, 4. We must exercise due caution in re-
ceiving the statements of historians of the mid-
dle ages; for, (1) They knew no more of the
facts of the first centuries, personally, than we
know. They derived their knowledge from
those who wrote before themselves. (2) They
“lived in an age when almost unbounded confi-
dence was placed in tradition; when almost any
writing which was received and indorsed by the
church was accepted as authority without fur-
ther questioning. This will be seen as we pre-
sent our argument.

We will now mnotice two statements by Eld.
Quinter in his tract. He says:—

“ Chrystal, in his book entitled, “History of
the Modes of Baptism,” quotes Theod.orep, Bishop
of Cyprus, an author of an Ecclesiastical His-
tory and various other works, and who lived H;
the latter part of the fourth and early part o
the fifth century, as follows: ‘He (Eu1.1om1u5)
subverted the law of holy baptism, which had
been handed down from the beginning from the
Lord and from the apostles, and made a con-
trary law, asserting that it was not necessary t0
immerse the candidate for baptism thrice, nor %0
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" mention the names of the Trinity, but to im-
. merse once only into the death of Christ.’”

We cannot say that Theodoret never wrote
* these words, but the quotation comes to us with
* a suspicious bearing. 1. There is not the slight-
- est evidence in existence that it was handed

~ down from the apostles. This was a very com-
- mon method of enforcing any and every prac-
. tice, even before the time of Theodoret. 2.
| Theodoret himself was a zealous partisan on the
L orthodox side, who bitterly opposed dissenters,
- and he lived when the controversy on the Trin-
* ity ran very high, and we shall show that ve-
. Spect for the doctrine of the Trinity was one
L ground of advocating trine immersion. We shall
| refer to this statement ascribed to Theodoret

| again.

This next quotation is offered from Sozomen,

-‘ We quote again from Eld. Quinter’s tract :—

“The following is the language of Sozomen in

| Tegard to the origin of single immersion. It oc-
~ curs in his Ecclesiastical History. He lived, ac-
b tording to Cave, about the year A. D. 440.

‘Some say that Eunomius was the first who
dared to bring forward the notion that the di-
Vine baptism ought to be administered by a sin-

ﬂiimmersion ; and to corrupt the tradition that

been handed down from the apostles, and

Which is still preserved by all (or among all).

. But whether it was Eunomius or any
Other person who first introduced heretical opin-
ons concerning baptism, it seems to me that
Such innovators, whoever they may have been,
Were alone in danger, according to their own
Tepresentation, of quitting this life without hav-
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i ite of baptism; for if,
i eceived the holy rite o ;
lz:;'%errhaving receiv}t:d l;?ptlim(iac:og(;lr;%i I:,g ::llllle

i ode of the church (v e, )

aﬁgc;s(?iﬁ;)mthey found it impossible to recon_fetrl(l)tj
I)In thems,elves,it must be amdhmlt;;e(%1 thatt Eﬁ;}; ;1;1 \1, 4
racti hich they had no m
duced a practice to w .
i dertook to adminis
submitted, and thus un R
hat had never been'admmls e
(:z}fs: VZ% ¢., single immersion unto the diz}till c;is
Chriqt) The absurdity of thfls z_mssumg) ;Othe\;
ifes ir ow ession ; \
manifest from their own con ittt
i t receive
admit that those who have no oy
i the power of admini g
of baptism have 'not S g TR,
it. Now, according to their fpb R
t received the rite of bap m, .
lff:rflit?fowith their mode of qdnnmstlatl}(l)n (;a.me]._,
single immersion) are un}.oaptlzed.; and t egrc]] -
firm this opinion by their Pl'aictlge, T;ssrir(lm) =
baptize - (i. e., by single 1mn n) all
?ﬁ?ge r\?vh{z)p join (their sect, alt}lou)gll)l }gzw((;;:}l}_
ized (i. e., by trine immersion) by th
gﬁgmé%lugch.’——Z’h’rystal’s History of the Modes
of Baptism, p. 78’ . :
fThese are the words ascTrlllbef(.i 1tio szgn;ig tll)xwe
ine immersionists. e following sy
g‘]:a,c:uwords of Sozomen copied from his His
tory :—

“ySOIne assert that Eunomius was the‘ ﬁl:sltltg
maintain that baptism ought to be perfor e &/
immersion, and to corrup}tl,, ;ln thll)s ;nalé;felf’ully

4 oy . e
tolic tradition, which has be A
?;g?lsdgd down to the present day. . . 1‘?0‘;
whether it was Eunomiusi mi any gtlrllzrc gfcemf
introduced heretical opinion ,
: iv;gobggﬁs::, it seems to me that such innovators,
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whoever they may have been, were alone in
danger, according to their own representation, of
quitting this life without having received the rite
of holy baptism; for if, after having received
baptism according to the ancient mode of the
church, they found it impossible to reconfer it
on themselves, it must be admitted that they in-
troduced a practice to which they had not them-

selves submitted, and thus undertook to admin-

ister to others what had never been administered
to themselves. Thus, after haying laid down

certain principles, according to their own fancy,

without any data, they proceed to bestow upon

b others what they had not themselves received.

The absurdity of this assumption is manifest from

-~ their own confession ; for they admit that those
- Who have not received the rite of baptism have

not the power of administering it. Now, accord-
ing to their opinion, those who have not received

~ the rite of baptism in conformity with their mode
| of administration, are unbaptized ; and they<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>