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PREFACE.

THE work of Dr. Carson is, perhaps, unequaled as a
thorough consideration of the action and subjects of baptism.
But it is too extensive 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 can-
not deny that circumstances have much to do with the suc-
cess and usefulness of a book. As error takes different forms
at different times, to meet error successfully books need to
be written for the times. In writing this book I have tried to
hold this in view.

In all the works which I have read, the relations and
order of baptism have been too much neglected. I have
therefore given these special attention.

It was not my intention, at first, to notice the subject of
trine immersion further than to offer proof that the practice
is inconsistent with Scripture. 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.
At the time of preparing the first edition I had very little
of the literature of that faith at hand, but have read some
of it in years past. I consider the pamphlet of Mr.
Moore, frequently noticed, as strong as anything I have
seen on that side, Mr. Thurman’s book is larger, but it
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is characteristic of its author: a very weak production,
dealing in the wildest and most fanciful interpretations.

In speaking of Chrystal’s ‘ History of the Modes of Bap-
tism,”” I first took it as it was presented in the writings of Mr.
Moore and others, not having the work at that time. Hav-
ing procured the book and carefully read it, I find my former
views of it confirmed. It advocates the cause of tradition
and the practice of infaunt baptism as strongly as that of
trine immersion. In this it is comsistent; the two practices
rest upon the same foundation, and they must stand or fall
with the acceptance or rejection of tradition. Those who
quote Chrystal in favor of trine immersion have thus far
been careful to conceal his real views.

It has been the intention to be brief in writing these
pages; and yet I trust that reasons 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 because it is brief it does not follow that it is
a werk hastily done. I have bestowed much time and
thought and labor wpon its preparation, and commit it to
the reader, hoping that the labor may not prove altogether
vain.

JH W,

OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA,
May, 1881
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THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

INTRODUCTION.

Tue influences of association and education,
brought to bear upon us even from childhood, are
80 many, so varied, and often so subtile, 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 unhappy
state of things because so many are involved in
the same difficulty, but, rather, to distrust our po-
sitions and always be willing to have them tested
anew by the great detector—the Bible.

Brought up under the influence of the Presby-
terian Church, 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 thoroughly
convinced that his conclusions were not just.
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On the mode of baptism (as it is improperly ex-
pressed ), a very extended argument seems hardly
needed at this day. The Baptist authors, Carson
and others, though they have not exhausted the
subject, have well established the principles from
which safe conclusions may be drawn. The Bap-
tist 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 violent, none the less keen
and cutting to the conscientious and sensitive,
when it comes from those who ought to befriends,
and to whom Christian charitv would indicate a
different course.

The «Disciples” @#lso,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 subjects
of baptism. But they have, unfortunately, so re-
lated. 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
delusion,” as Rev. Andrew Fuller aptly called it,
the relations of baptism need now to be specially
considered.

Many are rcady 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 dif-
ferences. Every conscientious person will en-
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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 should never
refuse to bring our faith to the test of examina-
tion by the light of the word of God, ever re-
membering that it is the truth alone which can
sanctify us. John 17:17.

CHAPTER I.
WHAT IS BAPTISM ?

Iris often claimed that words, when used in the
Scriptures, have a different meaning from that
which they' have when used elsewhere, and this
claim is especially made in regard to the word
baptizein, the Greek infinitive, to baptize. Our un-
derstanding of language is gained only through
our knowledge of the meaning of its terms. 1f
these are not clearly defined, then we can have
no clear understanding of the language. If words
in the Bible do not have themeaning which is estab-
lished by usage and given in the lexicons of the
languages in which they were written, then it fol-
lows evidently that we cannot understand the
things which are professedly revealed unless
we have a special lewicon to give these wnusual
meanings of the words. Such a claim really de-
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stroys the efficiency and sufficiency of the word
of God-as a revelation. By connection with a
certain doctrino or ordinance, a term may come to
have a technical or restricted application, but its
meaning is not thereby changed.

This is illustrated in the common use of the
word millennium. Webster says,“ A thousand
years; used to denote the thousand years of the
twenticth chapter of Revelation.” No particular
thousand years can be indicated by tho meaning
of the word; yet in all discussions of the Scrip-
tures it is at once understood that it refers to
that thousand ycars montioned in the Scriptures.
Whil&’the word has acquired such a restricted ap-
plication 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 accus-
tomed to associate with the word the idea of
peace, eto., but such ideas have no necessary con-
nection with the term.. They are but the result
of a cortain 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 millennium, for
the term itself could nevor convey any such idea
to the mind.

And such is tho case with the word baptism.
When spoken in Christian lands, and especially in
discussions of tho Scriptures, the mind at once turns
to the ordinance of Christian Baptism. But in the
phrase, « Christian baptism,” we have added to
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the word baptism all that we have associated in
our minds with the act or thing as a Christian or-
dinance. Of course, much that is foreign to the
simple meaning of the term is attached to it by
association. When searching for the meaning
of aterm we ought to free it from all such asso-
ciations or forcign eclements. In this case the
word had an cstablished meaning before it was
used to designate a Christian ordinance. And if
the ordinance was not made to conform to the
meaning of the word, then the word soused did nof
convey a corrcet idea to the mind of the hearer °
or reader; and such a use would be well calcula-
ted to create confusion.

We cannot suppose that the Institutor of the
ordinance designed to be obscure in his directions
for the discharge of a gospel duty. Then the ques-
tion arises, was there any word in usc in our
Saviour’s time which would specify any particu-
lar action in the administration of this ordinanco?
We answer, There was; and such a word was
chosen by him; one having an established and
unmistakably definite signification.

It should be borne in mind that it is not safe to
trust to modern dictionaries for tho 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 authority.
When use has established the meaning of a term,
the dictionary gives that meaning. A dictionary
cannot make meanings. It is a standard only so
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far as it gives correctly the meaning established
by the best usage. If we wish to ascertain the
true meaning of words in other languages, we
must resort to the usages and lexicons of those
languages. We have anillustration of this point.
We have an English dictionary published in
Scotland in which the only definition given of
baptize is ¢ to christen.” That was the idea at-
tached to the word at the time when, and the
place where, the book was published. But insert
that definition in a Scripture 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 meaning
of the word by our ideas of the intention of the
ordinance. . The intention of ordinances is always
‘more or less a subject of controversy; and the oc-
casion of controversy is increased by confusion in
regard to the meaning of the terms used. We
do notlearn the meaning of words by the inten-
tion of ordinances; but we learn, rather, what
the ordinance is by the meaning of the words
which define it.

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,—

1. Baptizo. This word is never tramslated in
the Authorized Version, that is, in our Bible,
commonly known as King James’ Translation.
It always appears under its anglicized form, dap-
tize. We pass this for the present to briefly con-
sider the others,
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2. Rhantizo. This word is used siz times in the
New Testament and is translated sprinkle every
time. It has no other meaning. It is found in
Heb. 9: 13, 19, 21; 10: 22; 12: 24; 1 Pet. 1: 2.

3. Proschusis. This occurs but once in the
New Testament, Heb. 11: 28, rendered sprinkling.
The lexicons give it the definitions of pouring
upon, and sprinkling.

4. Ekcheo. This word is used eighteen times,
and is translated powr out and shed forth. The
lexicons give this definition. Ekchuno is consid-
ered a form of the same word, having th® same
signification, and is rendered in the same manrr.
It occurs ten times.

5. Epicheo is used but once, Luke 10: 34, and is
rendered pouring in.

6. Kutacheo occurs twice, Matt. 26:7; Mark.

J14:3, and is rendered pour.

7. Kerannums (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, il to her
double.” The lexicons give it the definition, to
mix, mingle, or pour out, a8 “from one vessel to
another.”

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

Of the sever words last noticed, not one of them
$8 ever used in referring to the ordinance of baptism.
The word ekcheo is supposed to be an exception,
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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 sabject of pre-
cept. But this will be noticed more particularly
hereafter.

We come now to consider the word baptizo.
This is defined ¢mmerse 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-
tdlions 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 admissions
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 as a
distinguished teacher in a theological school. 3.
His writings being of recent date, he was in pos-
session of all the advantages of the investigation
on this subject, ancient and modern. Of the
Greek he says:—

“Bapto and baptizo mean to dip, plunge, or im-
merge into anything liquid. All lexicographers
and critics of any note are agreed in this. My
proof of this position, then, need not necessarily
be protracted; but for the sake of ample con-
firmation, I must beg the reader’s patience while
I lay before him, as briefly as may be, the results



WHAT I8 BAPTISM ? 15

of an investigation which seems to leave no room
for doubt.”

He then proceceds to quote Greek authors, be-
ginning with Homer, and gives thirty-seven in-
stances of the use of the original with this signifi-
cation. Giving five instances from Hippocrates,
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 testimonies
to this use; but the reader will not desire it.”

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

“The passages which refer to immersion are so
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 immesse.

The investigations of others, especially of Dr,
Carson and Prof. Conant, were no less exhaustive
than that of Prof. Stuart, and all give the same
results, And while we consider tho vast number
of instances given where it refers unmistakably
to immersion, there is no instance found where
the Greek word baptizo means anything but im-
merse. Now, where the lexicons are agreed, and
the usage is uniform and unvarying, we think
the question is settled beyond all chance of
reasonable dispute; baptism is immersion, and
that only,

Of the figurative use of the word baptizo, Prof,
Stuart says:—
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“Inasmuch, now, as the more usual idea of
baptizo is that of overwhelming, tmmerging, it was
very natural to employ it in designating severe
calamities and sufferings.”

Itis a great mistake, yot made by many, to
suppose that, because words are used in figures
of speech, therefore they have a figurative 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 and
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
baptizo in the New Testament, when applied to
the rite of baptism, does in all probability involve
the idea that this rite was usually performed by
immersion, but not always. I say wsually, and
not always; for to say more than this, the tenor of
some of the narratives, particularly Acts 10:47,
48; 16:32, 33; and 2:41, seem to me to forbid.
I cannot read these examples without the distinct
conviction that immersion was not used on these
occasions, but wasking or affusion.”

We must again commend the frankness of his
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admission, but are constrained to express our
conviction that ho 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 what ap-
pears to him probable, but which overy onc knows
is not necessary, and adds:—

“1 concede that there are some points here
which are left undetermined, and which may
serve to aid those who differ from mo in replying
to these remarks.”

On Acts 10, he thinks Poter's words imply
this:—

. “Can any one forbid that water should be
brought in, and these persons be baptized?”

And yot he is constrained to say:—

“I admit that another meaning is not nccessa-
rily excluded which would accord with the prac-
tice of immersion,”

On Acts 16: 33, he speaks more at length, and
is moro unfortunate in his statement:—

“Here it is said that the jailer, after the earth.
quake and other occurrences, and when brought
under decp convictions of sin, took Paul and Si-
las 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 (parachrema, forthwith) ke was bap-
tized, and ALL H18. Where was this done? Atthe
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 completed, he
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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 im-
mersed; 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. Itis as
follows :—

1. He brought them out of the prison. Verse30.

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

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

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

Thus the record docs not give countenanco 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 ncither
in the prison nor in his house.

But we appoal to every candid, God-fearing
reader, against all such reasonings. While it is
admitted that the meaning of the word is immerse,
and it is admitted that the text may be explained
in harmony with that meaning, genuine rever-
ence for tho word of God should lead every in-
quirer to scarch for that exposition which isin
harmony with the evident moaning of the word
uscd, and not to inquire if an exposition may not
u{ao be found, not in harmony with the meaning of
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the word used. The latter course is subversive of
divine revelation, and is calculated to engender
strife and cause division. For, it must be con-
fessed, the nearer we keep to the literal meaning
of the text, the greater is the probability of uni-
formity in our faith and practico. And when we
diverge from the true meaning of the words of
the revelation, and admit supposed meanings, con-
fusion is the unavoidable result, for cach one is
equally authorized to bring in his own supposi-
tion. 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 <mport or design of baptism is the main
point, however, on which Prof. Stuart relied for -
his argument in favor of sprinkling; and as he ex-
pressed the view of a large class, which ought to
be noticed, we givo 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 ¢mmersion? Plainly not; for in an.
cient times it was the water which was sprinkled
upon the offending Jew, that was the grand em-
blem of purification. So Paul considers it, when
he gives us, as it wero, & summary of the wholo
ritual of purification, by specifying the most sig-
nificant of all its usages, viz., that of the ashes of
& heifer mixed with water (Num. 19;17), with
which the unclean are sprinkled. Heb. 9:13. So
too, he decides, when he speaks of drawing near



20 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

to God, in the ‘full assurance of faith, having our
hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience.’” Heb.
10: 22.

«“It is then a perfectly clear case that the sprini-
ting of water or of blood was altogether the most
significant mode of purification or atonement, or
of consecration to God, under the ancient dispen-
sation.”

From this he infers that sprinkling is preferable
to immersion in the rite of Christian baptism!

Jut the whole argument is excecdingly defective,
and the inference inadmissible. How do welearn
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 toxt 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 pricst
had ¢mmersed the unclean person in the water of
purification, he would not have obeyed the law of
that ordinance, for the commandment was fo
sprinkle.  And we likewise insist that to sprinkle
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a person with water for Christian baptism, is not
to fulfill the law of the ordinance, for the com-
mandment says immerse. Prof. Stuart admitted
that a word was used by our Saviour which signi-
fies tmmerse. Did Prof. Stuart, and do all of like
faith and practice, know the mind of our divinc
Lord better than he knew it himself? Do they
understand the import and significance 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 o sprinkle
when they spoke of the ordinance? They under-
stood such words, for they used them in referenco
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?
This would be absolutely necessary if it was do-
signed to give the rite so wide a range, for no oue
of these words expressed all these modes. Hence, to
use invariably, one word, confines it dcfinitely to
one uction.

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-cight 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
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in which it refors to the ordinance. If sprinkling
were the better method, it is amazingly strange
that the speakers and writcrs of the New Testa-
ment never once used a word which signified ¢o
sprinkle, though referring to the ordinance so
great a number of times. It would certainly de-
tract much from our respect for the rccord as a
divino revelation if it could be shown that, in re-
ferring to the ordinance nearly one hundred times,
it always says 1mmerse, and yet means sprinkle.

\VASIIING AND BAPTIZING.

Tt has been said, and often sxid, that Seripturo
ugsage shows that wash i3 the cquivalent of bap;
tize; and as washing may bo pertormed by vari-
ous mothods, so may baptizing. The fullacy 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 metho.l
of washing. But washing may be pexformed by
othor mothods, or without dipping; thercfors
washing and dipping aro not equivalents. Wash-
ing designates ncither dipping nor pouring, but
may include both. Thus in signification it matz-
rially differs from either. Washing indicates an
action; dipping or immersing indicates a metkod
of action. The latter is specific; the formox ic
not, The lutter is always uscd in reforoncs to tio
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gospel ordinance; the former is never so used.
There is no necessity for mistake in this matter.

But the objection is based chicfly on Mark 7 : 4:
“And when they come from the market, except
they wash [baptisontai], they eat not. And many
other things there be which they have reccived
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 extraots from
Clarke’s comment on the text:—

“Except they wash] or dip; for Baptisontai may
mecan either. But instead of the word in the text,
the famous Codexr Vaticanus, (B) cight others,
Euthymius, have rhantisontai, sprinkle. How-
cver, the Jews sometimes washed their hands pre-
viously to their cating; at other times they sim-
ply dipped or plunged them into the water.”

“And of tables] Beds, couches—kat klinon. This
is wanting in BL, two others, and the Coptic. 1t
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, & leper, a woman with child, ete.
As the word baptismous, baptisms, is applied to all
these, and as it is contended that this word, and
tho verb whence it is derived, signify dipping or
immersion alone, its use in the above cases refutcs
that opinion, and shows that it was used, not only
to express dipping or immersion, but also sprink-
ling and washing. The cups and pots were
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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 havo been
well for his opinion if facts would have permitted
him to say more than “perhaps sprinkled.” More
than a “perhaps” should be inquired for by every
one who sceks a “full assurance of faith.” Teb.
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 scourca, and rinsed in wator.”

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

Chap. 15:12: «“And the vessel of earth that ho
toucheth which hath the issue, shall be broken;
and every vesscl of wood shall be rinsed in water.”

Ilere is the requirement for putting into wuter,
or baptizing the very articles specified in Mark 7 :4.
And not only those vessels, but raiment, and
“whatsoever” was rendered unclean by contact.
And thus every conjecture and “perhaps” which
is designed to obscure the plain truth of this pas-
sage, is shown to be gratuitous. No reason ex-
ists for giving baptizo any other definition than
tmmerse.

It should be noticed that the Saviour did not
say & word against the baptisms required 1n the
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Levitical law; but ho spoko against their tradi-
tions in connection with them, or their making
void the commandment of God by their tradi-
tioi.s.

CHHAPTER II
DIP AND SPRINKLE IN TIHE OLD TLSTA-
MEN

MENT

INasmucH as the advocates of sprinkling cn-
deavor to bring the Old Testamont to their aid,
by citing to those passages which state that
water or blood was required to be sprinkled on
certain things, it may bo of use, certainly it will
be of interest, to inquiro whether thelanguage ef
the Old Testament is definite in its distinctions
between the two actions; whether ¢mmersion and
sprinkling are so separated that ono cannot, in
its language, be mistaken for tho other. We
~ffirm that the order to sprinkle the blood on the
mercy-scat would not have been obeyed if the
priest had ¢mmersed 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, bap-
tism of blood, was unknown to the Scriptures,
both of tho Old and tho New Testament, except
in such cases as Lev. 4:6, where the priost was
required to dip his finger in blood, and sprinkls
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the blood before the vail. But here the two actions
are clearly and necessarily distinct. So, also, it
is no mere chance, but by cvident design, that the
rite of baptismos is s0 often, and so definitely en-
joined in the gospel, while that of rhantismos is
never mentioned. But to the Old Testament
terms. ‘

Tah-val. Common Version. Septuagint.

Gen.  37:31 dipped. emolunan.
Ex. 12:22 dip. bapsantes.
Lev. 4: 6 dip. bapsei.
17 dip. bapsei.
9:9 dipped. cbapsc.
14: 6 dip. bapsei.
16 dip. bapsei.
51 dip. bapsei.
Num. 19:18 dip. bapsei.
Deut.  33:24 dip. - bapsei.
Josh. 3:15 dipped. cbaphcsan.
luth 2:14 dip. bapseis.
1Sam. 14:27 dipped. cbapsen.
2 Kings 5:14 dipped. cbaptisato.
8:15 dipped. ebapsen.
Job 9:31 plunge. cbapsas.

This embraces tho entire use of the Iebrew
word fak-val in all its forms. In the first in-
stance, emolunan is used in the Septuagint, which,
in the New Testament, is rendercd 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 bepto is used instead of Laptizo; for they both
procecd from the same monosyllabic root, and the
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first meaning of bapto is to dip, or immerse, and
baptizo has no other meaning.

This last statement has becn contradicted by
some authors, who have endcavorded to make
baptizo carry the two definitions of bapto, namely,
to dip, or immerse, and to dye. The method of the
last of these meanings of bapto indicates its re-
lation to and derivation from the first meaning,
as it was common to dye by dipping. Dr. Carson
has very clearly proved that bdaptizo does not
take this second meaning of dapto, but, for obvious
reasons, we prefer to quote the conclusions of
Prof. Stuart on this point. In examining the
inquiry “whether bapto and baptizo are really
synonymous, as they have often been asserted to
bo,” Prof. Stuart says:—

“Let us now inquire whether, in actual usage,
baptizo has a different meaning from bapfo. In
particular, is it distinguished from bapto 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 bapro in
its meaning. I now add, that it is not, like thiy
latter word, used to designate the idea of coloriny
or dyeing; while in some other respects, it seems,
in classical use, to be nearly or quite synonymous
with bapto. In the New Testament, however,
there is one other marked distinction between the
usc of these verbs. Baptizo and its derivatives
are exclusively employed when the rite of baptism
16 to be designnted in any form whatever; and in
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this case bapfo secms to be purposoly, as well as
habitually, excluded.”

And in another paragraph he says:—

“The idea of plunging or immersing is common
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 significs
pour or sprinkle excluded from the texts in the
New Testament which speak of the rite of bap-
tism, but a word which signifies dip or tmmerse, in
common with baptizo, is also excluded because it
has another meaning also; and a word is chosen
to designate the ordinance which has the signifi-
cation of immerse, and that only. Such is the
remarkable precision of the Greek language useil
by our Saviour to designate the duty of his fol-
lowers in this rvite. The foregoing tabke plainly
shows that the idea of sprinkling is not contained
in the Hebrew word tak-val.

Thero has much ado been made over the usc
of bupto in Dan. 4 and 5, rendered in our version,
“wet with the dew of heaven.” But it is ad-
mitted by all that bapto has acquired, or secondary,
meanings, which baptizo has not. And inasmuch
as baptizo is always used for tho ordinance, from
which, as Prof. Stuart remarks, bapto is carcfully
excluded, we eannot sec that the opponents of
immersion gain anything at all on this scripture.
1t 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 Script-
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ures in which cven dapto carries any other signifi-
“cation than that of dip.

Dip is once derived, in the Old Testament from
the Hebrew mak-hhatz, which occurs fourtcen
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
bayhe (bapto). 1Its use in tho latter text is pecu-
liar, though  may stand velated to its significa-
tion, as pierce does to smite. This is tho entire
usc of the word dip in the Old Testament.

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

Nah-zah. Common Version. Septuagint,

Ex. 29:21  sprinklo. rhaneis.

Lev. 4: 6  sprinkle, prosrhanei.
17 sprinkle, rhanei,
5: 9  sprinkle, rhanci.

G:27  sprinkled.  cpirrhantisthe.
27  sprinkled.  rhantisthe.
8:11  sprinkled.  crrhanen.
30  sprinkled.  proserrhanen,

14: 7  sprinkle. perirrhanei.
16 sprinkle, rhanei.
£7  sprinklo.. rhanei.
51 sprinkle. perirrhanei,
16: 1t sprinkle. 1hanei.
14 sprinkle. rhanei.
15 sprinkle. rhanei.
19 sprinkle, rhanei.
Num. 8: 7  sprinkle. perirrhancis.

19: 4  sprinkle. rhanei.
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Nah-zah. Common Version. Septuagint.

Num. 19:18  sprinkle. perirrhanci.
19 sprinkle. perirrhanci.

21 sprinkleth.  perirrhainon,

2 Kin. 9:33 sprinkled. crrhantisthe.

Isa. 52:15 sprinkle. thaumasontai.
63: 3  sprinkled.  kategagon.

Hecre 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 sprirkiing is not
found in fak-val, so the idea of <mmersion is not
found in nak-zak.

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

Zah-rak. Common Version. Septuagint.

Exodus 9: 8 sprinkle.  pasato.
10 sprinkled. epasen.
24: 6 sprinkled. prosechee.
8 sprinkled. kateskedase.
29:16 sprinkle.  proscheeis.
20 sprinkle.  (wanting.)
Lew, 1: 5 sprinkle.  proscheousi.
11 sprinkle.  proscheousin,
8: 2 sprinkle.  proscheousin.
8 sprinklo.  proscheousin.
13 sprinkle.  proscheousin.
7: 2 sprinkle.  proscheei.
14 sprinkleth., proscheonti.
19 sprinkled.  prosechee.
12 sprinkled.  prosecheen.
18 sprinkled.  prosechee.
17: 6 sprinkle.  proscheei.

©
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Zah-rik. Common Version. Septuagin?,

Num. 18:17 sprinkle.  proscheeis.
19:13 sprinkled.  pericerrhantisthe.
20 sprinkled.  perierrhantisthe.
2 Kin. 16:13 sprinkled.  prosechec.
15 sprinkle. ekchecis.
2Chron. 29:22 sprinkled.  prosechean.
22 sprinkled.  prosechean.
22 sprinkled.  periechcon.
30:16 sprinkled.  edcchonto.

34: 4 strowed. crrhipsen.
35:11 sprinkled.  prosechean.
Job 2:12 sprinkled.  katapassamenoi.
Isa. £8:256 scatter. speirei.
Ezo. 10: 2 scatter. diaskorpison.

36:25 sprinkle. rhano.
43:18 sprinklo.  proschecin.

Hoa. T 9 herand ipre-wer exenthesan.

This word is somewhat moro variously ren-
dored, both in tho English and in tho Septuagint
but the same idea obtains throughout. Its sig-
nifieation, to scatter, hence, to sprinkle, admits of a
varicty of renderings; but in this, as in nak-zah,
the idea of dipping or immersing is not found.

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

Thero are two texts in the Old Testament
which have been greatly misapprehended, and
from which unwarrantable inferences have bezn
drawn, Fze. 36:25, reads thus—:  ’
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“Then will I sprinkle clcan water upon you,
and ye shall be clean.”

On this, Dr. Scott remarks:—

“In allusion to the divers washings and sprink-
lings of the ritual law, the Lord promised to
gprinkle clean water upon his pcople, and to
make them clean from all their filthiness and
idols.” This refercnce is correct, as may be scen
by cxamining 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 tho vessels,
and upon the persons that wero there, and upon
him that touched a bone, or one slain, or one
dead, or a grave.”

This was for what is denominated “ceremonial
uncleanness,” having no relation to moral defile-
ment. Paul refers to it in IIeb. 9:13: “TFor if
the blood of bulls and of goats, and tho ashes of
an heifer, sprinkling the unclean, sanctificth to
the purifying of the flesh.” It was not as an
ablution to cleanse from filth, but it was figura-
tive, ceremonial, and typical; and the gospel fact
which it prefigured is stated by the apostle thus:
“[Tow much more shall the blood of Christ, who
through the eternal Spirit offered himself without
gpot to God, purge your conscience from dead
works to serve the living God?” Verse 14. And
for this rcason Paul speaks of “the blood of
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sprinkling,” and “having 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 sprink-
ling for that ordinance. The sprinkling 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 conscience, and our
lodies washed with pure water.” Heb. 10: 22.

Isa. 52 : 15, “So shall he sprinkle many nations,”
has been the ground of much speculation, and
from it have been drawn some very erroneous
conclusions. Even Dr. Clarke, who approves the
rendering of the Septuagint, which is quite dif-
ferent, from our common version, asks, in brackets,
“[Does not sprinkling the nations refer to the
conversion and baptism of the Gentiles?]” Scott,
who offers no objection to the translation, much
more appropriately refers it to the blood of sprink-
ling, the same as Kze. 36:25; to the sacrifice of
Christ, to which so plain reference is made in the
context. But the translation in the Authorized
Version cannot be defended.

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

The Septuagint has thaumasonta: from thaumazo,
to wonder, marvel, or admire. This very well
preserves the idea of the original, and preserves
the parallelism of the composition in the original.
“ As many were astonished at thee, . . . so shall
he cause many to wonder, or admire.” And this
Gesenius notices and approves, thus: “Gr., Syr,,
Vulg., Luth.,, Eng., ‘So shall he sprinkle many
nations,’ see No. 2., 7. e., my servant the Messiah
shall make expiation for them; but this accords
less with the parallel verb, shah-mam.”  Shak-mam
is the verb used in verse 14, and mecans, 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
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,” etc.

Dr. Clarke says, “I retain the common render-
ing, though I am by no mecans satisfied with it.”
He notices several authors who are cqually dis-
satisficd with it, and finally says, the “Septuagint
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scems to give the best sense of any to the place.”
He quotes a very judicious comment of Secker,
in which be says, Yaz-zeh, frequent in the law,
means only to sprinkle; but the water sprinkled
is the accusative case; the thing on which bas af
or ¢l. Thaumasontai makes the best apodosis.”
Dr. Clarke also quotes a ecriticism of Dr. Jubb,
who renders it, “So shall muny nations look on
him with admiration; kings shall stop their
mouths,” cte.

This eriticism, or rendering of Dr. Jubb, as well
as others noticed, preserves the general idea very
well, which scems to have been the only aim of
the authors. But it is not a close rendering, as it
gives the active form, which the original is not.
Thaumasontai, which is used in the Septuagint,
and which Dr. Clark says gives the best sense, is
the passive voice, and, of course, more nearly cor-
responds to the origiral than does our version.
The original is the causative form; thercfore the
rendering of Gesenius (and Leser, so far as the
form is concerned) is not only preferable, but
necessary or unavoidable. To translato it “he
shall sprinkle,” is to change it from its gram-
matical form, the causative, and give it the first
or simple active form. And it also destroys the
harmony of the construction by ignoring the
parallelism, so beautifully wrought into the origi-
nal. The rendering quoted from Dr. Jubb, while
-it preserves the parallelism and gives the true
general idea of the verb, is yet open to this fur-
ther objection, that it gives the active (kal) plural,
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(“they shall admire”), whereas, the Hebrew
original is the causative (hiphil) singular, (‘“he
shall cause them ") ete. Now if we endeavor to
preserve the idea of the common version, and give
it the causative singular form, we will at once
perceive the incongruity of the rendering. The
text should certainly not be rendered sprinkle.

CHAPTER IIT.

BAPTISM OF THE SPIRIT—SCRIPTURE IL-
LUSTRATIONS—INSTANCES.

ONcE more we let Prof. Stuart speak, as he pro-
fesses to scttle the whole question on a principle
which he considers most deecisive proof against
confining our practice to <mmersion, ~according
to the word baptizo. He refers it to the spirit of
the gospel, as follows:—

“ Whenever an enlightencd Christian wishes to
make the inquiry, what is essential to his rcligion,
should he not instinctively open his Bible at John
4, and there rcad thus: ‘Beliove me the hour com-
cth, when ye shall, neither in this mountain, nor
yet at Jerusalem, worship the Father. . . . The
hour cometh, and now is, when the true worship-
crs shall worship the Father in spirit and in truth;
for the TFather seeketh- such to worship him.
God is a Spirit, and they that worship him must
worship him in spirit and in truth,’” '
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it scems strange indeed that such a man as
Prof. Stuart could find any warrant in this text
for departing from the plain, literal reading of
the divine record. The principle here stated cov-
ers all worship and all duty. This is freely ad-
mitted. But we read also, “Thy word is truth.”
Therefore John 4 is only perverted when, undes
pretense of worshiping God in spirit and in truth,
we set ‘aside Ais 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 tho
express declaration of the word of God. The
Friend (Quaker) quotes this to set aside the pre-
cepl 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 wo can set aside one
duty under pretense of worshiping in spirit, wo
may others, and our worship becomes a merc mat-
ter of choice or will wership. However much we
might regard the intention of Prof. Stuart, we are
compelled to condemn his reasoning, which, if ac-
ccpted, would turn our religion into antinomian
sentimentalism.

BAPTISM OF THE HOLY BSPIRIT.

AN argument in favor of pouring is supposed to
be found in this baptism, because the Spirit was
poured out, or shed forth. See Acts 2. But there
are two dccisive difficulties in the way of this
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conclusion: 1. The word ekckeo is never once used
in the numerous instances in the New Testament
where the ordinance of baptism in water is re-
ferred to. 2. Though the Spirit was poured out on
the day of Pentecost, it filled the whole room
wherein the disciples were.  If water were poured
out into a room until the room was entirely filled,
all the persons in that room would be entirely
surrounded with or submerged in, 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 defined, poured out. But when speaking
of the persons the word baptizo is used, which in
all the lexicons is defined, immerse. This was
literally accomplished by the Spirit filling the
whole room wherein they were.

SCRIPTURE ILLUSTRATIONS.

The Apostle Paul twice speaks of baptism as «
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 burial
and resurrection of Christ, to which the ordinanco
has undoubted refercnce. ¢ Thercfore we are bur-
ted 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 bap-
tism, wherein also ye are risen with him through
the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised
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him from the dead.” Col. 2:12. The most emi-
nent scholars among those who advocate and
practice sprinkling, have becn constrained to ad-
mit that these illustrations have undoubted refer-
ence to the primitive practice of immersing in the
rite of baptism.

The. reader will pardon us for noticing the ef-
fort that has been made to evade the force of these
scriptures. Because this baptism is a burial, and
cannot be made a sprinkling, it has 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 state-
ment that baptism is a burial. The meaning of
the word is the same, no matter what element is
used. But that cannot be true, for this consider-
ation: In whatsoever a person is buried, when he
is raised he is raised out of the same. If wo are
buried in the carth, we are raised out of the earth;
if buried in water, we aro 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, “Buried 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 noticing
such an objection. And we must express our
astonishment that men of emidence and learning
bave presented this idea as against immersion.
It is somctimes nccessary to skow how utterly
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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 theo-
ries against the plain reading and evident meaning
of the Scriptures.

Under this head should be considered 1 Cor.
10:2. Dr. Clarke sanctions the idea that the
1sraelites 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 himself
to be blinded by the theology of a church. 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 is impossible.
Prof. Stuart is much more reasonable on this
point; he says:—

“The suggestion has sometimes been made.
that the Israelites were sprinkied by the cloud and
by the sea, and this was the baptism which Paul
meant to designate. But the cloud on this occa-
sion 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 lan-
guage must evidently be figurative in some good
degree, and not literal, I do not see how, on the
whole, we can thake less of it than to suppose it
bas a tacit reference to the idea of surrounding in
some way or other.” '
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Granting that they wcre not immersed, cor-
tainly they were not sprinkled. And granting
that the word baptize is used figuratively in some
good degree, yet the figure must be so construed
as most nearly to conform to the actual meaning
of the word, . e. immerse. And this is done by
the idea of surrounding, as Prof. Stuart has it;
and it meets the conditions statod far better than
any other construction.

INSTANCES OF BAPTISM.

John baptized in the river Jordun. Christ, our
pattern, was baptized in the Jordan. The record
says, “And Jesus, when he was baptized, went.
up straightway out of the water”” Matt. 3:16.
Alas, how many professed followers of Christ
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 Enon, near to
Salim, because there was much water thero.”
John 3:23. The reason here given for baptizing
in that place looks unmistakably to the same ac-
tion a8 we find indicated in Matt. 3, baptizing In
8 body of water. We may safely leave it to the
judgment of every reader that this reason would
negver be offered in favor of the modern 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 is not even sprinkled upon the
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child. Nothing of that kind is found in the lan-
guage of the New Testament.

The circumstances attending the baptism of the
eunuch afford important cvidence on this subject.
First, we notice in this case the importancc of
baptism in the preaching of the gospel. Philip
“preached unto him Jesus,” and in the same in-
terview the eunuch desired baptism, which proves
that the preaching of Jesus included preaching
baptism in the ministry of the apostles and evan-
gelists. How different was this from the teaching
and preaching of many at the present day.

Sccondly, we notice that they both went down
into. the wuter, and there Philip baptized tho
eunuch. And together they came up out of the
water. 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 occision to doubt his candor as o
writer, is on this text. He says:—

«If katabesan eis to hudor is meant to desig-
nate the act of plunging or being tmmersed into
the water, as a part of the rite of baptism, then
was Philip baptized as well as the cunuch; fer
the sacred writer says that BoTh went “into ths
water. Ilere, then, must have been a rebaptism
of Philip; and what is at least singular, he must
bave baptized Zimself as well as the cunuch.”

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 necessary



INSTANCES OF BAPTISM. 43

prerequisite to baptism (but not to sprinkling);
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 sentence says “kai
ebaptisen auton,” “and he baptized him.” This
cxcludes 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
water and were baptized? No. “They went
down both into the water, both Philip and the cu-
nuch; and ke baptized him.” 1t is no part of candor
nor reverence for the Scriptures to raise a dust
over such plain and unmistakable testimony as
this.

A doubt has been raised about there having
been sufficient water for immersion in this in-
stance, because verse 26 speaks of tho country
as being “desert.” The word desert (eremos)
does not necessarily mean a dry, barren place,
destitute of water or vegetation, as may be sup-
posed, but a solitary, uninhabited region. See
Greenfield, -and compare Matt. 14:13, 15, 19.
This scripture 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
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villages and procure food. But he commanded
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. ». 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 cunuch. 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 fountain
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
Bethsoron, to us going from Jerusalem to Hebron,
at the tweuticth milestone; near which a foun-
tain, boiling up at the foot of a mountain, is ab-
sorbed by the same soil from which it springs,
and the Acts of the apostles record that the
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cunuch of Queen Candace was baptized in this by
Philip.””

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

In regard to the facilities for immersing on the
route from Jerusalem to Gaza, the following is
the result of Mr. Samson’s own observation : —

“Starting now from Jerusalem on the route
‘thus indicated, let us view the facilites for im-
mersion along its course, and especially at the
spot wherc 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-
galem. In Christ's day they were little lakes of
water, for the three cover about three acres of
«round, and when filled they furnished all needed
facilitics for immersion, lying open, as they do,
and in a retired valley. Even now, such is the
quantity of water in the lower pool, that a more
convenient place for the sacred ordinance could
hardly be desired. Procceding thence over hill
and dale, and through one long valley, which,
from the mumber of its wells, the mulctecrs call
Wady el-Beer, the Valley of Wells, in one hour
and fifty minutes more we stopped on a hillside
to water our borses, and to drink at a large reser-
voir with an arched roof, from which the water
is drawn up with a bucket. Of ihis place Dr.
Robinson says: ‘The road up the ascent is artifi-
cial; half way up is a cistern of rain-water, and
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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 oppo-
site side, in thirty-five minutes more we reached
the ruins of an ancient town, which our muletecr
calls Iowoffnee, but which Dr. Robinson has
marked A4bu 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 fect square,
and it is now, in the last of April, full of water,
the depth being apparently from three to five
feet. It is evidently ancient, tho walls being
built up of large hewn stones. A fitter place for
immersion could not be desired. Procceding on-
ward, through a country quite open and consider-
ably 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 front 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. Robinson as the Bethsur
mentioned by Eusebius and Jerome a8 tho place
where the cunuch was baptized. . . . The ground
in front of the fountain and of the structure be-
hind 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 JHerod, the foun-
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tain builder, this most favorable spring should
not have been made to supply a pool in this land
of such structures; and even now watcr 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 others
were open in the days of the Saviour.

This shows how needlessly wrong it is to doubt
against the plain language of the Scriptures.

CHAPTER IV.
ONE BAPTISM OR THREE BAPTISMS.

Tuere are those who affirm that three immer-
siong (“trine immersion’") are necessary to the
full consummation of the ordinance; and they are
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accustomed to refer, with great confidence, to the
practice of certain people or churches, as proving
the correctness of their views. We have no
regard whatever for the practice of churches,
except wherein they conform to the specified re-
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 people have
done, but for what they ought to have done. We
know that many grievous errors were brought
into the church at u very early age. But we
have no more confidence in, or respect 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
place to them in the understanding of their own
language.” We reply to this, There is no mean-
tion of trine immersion in the Greek of the New
Testament. There is a commandment to be bap-
tized (baptistheto), and the Greeks, in obedience to
this precept, arc immersed. So far we safely
trust their knowledge of the Greck tongue. But
the Greek also says, Eph. 4:5, there is one bap-
tism (ken baptisma), 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:—
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1. They who practice trine immersion never
sprinkle; they agree with us that the Greek word
is properly translated immerse; and therefore
we are agreed that baptism is equivalent to im-
mersion. ‘Hence, if Eph. 4:5, were translated
throughout, it would read, “One Lord, one faith,
oneimmersion.” Therefore their system is clearly
contrary to this scripture; for they really have
three baptisms, To reply as they always do, that
they have one baptism with three immersions, is only
to contradict their own avowed faith, that baptism
is immersion. For if baptism is properly trans-
lated immersion, then the expression, “one bap-
tism with three immersions,” is as much of a
paradox as if they said, one baptism with three
baptisms, or one immersion with three immer-
sions. 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 baptism; if indeed, the concession
would leave us any chance for an argument.

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-



50 - THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

sand were the sum specified. But the union of a
firm in business comes far short of representing
the unity existing between the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit; and one baptism is the specified re-
quirement. '

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 fact of
Scripture and the analogies of language. Separ-
ately 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 Father, and
come (three 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 Gods,—the God of Abra-
ham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.”
There is a just difference between the use and the
abuse of language, and all should recognize it.

4. But, again, their practice is not consistent
with their theory. They insist that three immer-
sions 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
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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 can-
not possibly avoid this conclusion unless thew
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 admin-
istered by one immersion, which is fatal to their
theory.

5. Heb. 6:2, is quoted by them (“doctrine of
baptisms’”) as proof that there is a plurality of
baptisms. But if this is proof in point, why do
they deny that they practice three 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 Soript-
ures speak of one baptism of water and one bap-
tism of the Spirit. To admit of tAree of ons kind
most surely contradicts Eph. 4:5. Whether Eph.
4:5, speaks of the baptism of water or of the
Spirit, it eertainly proves that there is but ome
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,
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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
a8 he was buried. And if we are buried three
times, we aro 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,
perbaps, 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 Sav-
four was not cremated, nor was this a custom with
the Jews. Could it be shown that Jesus 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
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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 nation
baptized under the gospel commission, Individ-
uals of that nation received baptism in the gospel,
but 1n doing this they renounced all that sep-
arated them from the Gentiles. See Rom. 2, and
Eph. 2.

2. If they were three times baptized, then
again the claim is put forth in favor of three dap-
tisms. But this they dony.

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 immer-
sion 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. 28,
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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
sarround 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 bap-
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 them
set right on this important subject.

We have remarked that they confidently refer
to the practice of certain early Christians as proof
of the correctness of their views. But we know
that ¢ historic mention is not divine institution,”
and indicates duty to no one. However, we will
examine the historical branch of the subject in
snother place,
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CHAPTER V.

NON-BAPTISM OF THE FRIENDS, OR
QUAKERS.

WHILE noticing prevailing errors on the subject
of baptism, we must briefly notice that of the
Friends, who ignore the rite altogether. This
error 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
internal, and that the only baptism required is
that of the Spirit. Outward forms or externals
they regard as being vain, or as carnal substitutes
for the internal and the true. Therefore they
entirely discard the Sabbath, the Lord's supper,
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 & bonnet. They chide us (kindly, it is
true) for not using the same forms of speech
uged by the Saviour, as thee instead of you, seem-
ing not to understand that neither of these forms
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was used by the Saviour, because he did not
speak the English language.

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 mod-
ern English, or in the form of speech commonly
used in addressing our fellow-mortals. But it
our reverence is fostered by such a discrimination
in forms of address, it is proportionally 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 under-
stand their method of applying the principle
‘which they have adopted.
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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 the fruit of the
vine, and eat the bread in remembrance of him.
Luke 22:17-20. Paul corrected abuses of the
ordinance, and further explained its use, showing
that it should continue till 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 disobedience. As if man could better under-
stand 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;
1John 5:3.

Agin 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
asgertion 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 a dlessing promised and to e received;
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while baptism in water is @ duty commanded and
to 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 a
matter of promise, and is distinguished, not only
in this reason, but by dircct Scripture proofs,
from baptism in water, which is a matter of pre-
cept.

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 a
condition of the promise of the Spirit. “The gift
of the Holy Ghost” is the blessing promised; re-
pentance and baptism are the duties commanded
in order to receive the blessing of the promise.
Here is a relation of the two which cannot be
ignored without ignoring the commission 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 preaching of
Jesus. And both Philip and the eunuch went
down into the water, and he baptized him. And
the Spirit, under whose direction Philip had bap-
tized the eunuch, caught him away that the
eunuch saw him no more; and the eunuch went
his way rejoicing.
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Peter, also by special direction of the Lord,
went to the house of Cornelius. An angel told
Cornelius 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-
tized in the name of the Lord.” In this instance
the heavenly messenger referred to what Peter
would tell him as something which Ae 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, under
inspiration and the direction of Heaven, did not
tell them that the baptism of the Spirit was all
that was necessary, but gave the recciving of this
as proof of the propriety of their being baptized
in water.

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 interposition the
Holy Ghost came upon them, required them to be
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baptized before he laid his hands upon them.

The order, in relation to ¢he duty and the gif,
here followed, is that laid down by Peter in Acts

2:38, 39.

We have now presented five points of Secript-
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.

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
Scriptures. Our Saviour said, “In vain do they
worship me, teaching for doctrines the command-
ments of men.” No matter how great the ap-
pearance of sanctity, it is quite possible to make
all our worship vain by making void the com-
mandments of God by human traditions, or by
walking according to the doctrines of men con-
trary to the precepts of the Scriptures.

We believe, as firmly as any can, in the neces-
sity of receiving the Holy Spirit. But the prom-
ise is to the obedient. Disobedience grieves the
Spirit and forfeits the blessing,
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CHAPTER VL

THE BAPTISM OF JOHN.

TaErE has been much questioning in regard to
the relation of Jobn’s baptism to the gospel,—
Whether or not it was gospel baptism. It may
not be of much importance, bhaving but little
Practical bearing on present duty, but a brief
Rotice 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 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.
1t appears that the whole period from the begin-
Ding 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,



62 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM,

was one of ¢ransition from one dispensation to the
full establishing of the other. The two dispen-
sations were for a time interwoven, as the fol-
lowing 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 ot 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 wero taken out of the way
by his death, being nailed to the cross. Col.
2:14.

It may be asked how baptism can commemorate
the resurrection of Christ if it began to be ob-
served before his death. If we consider the
ordinance of the Lord's supper, we shall find
certain facts in regard to its origin which will
help to solve this difficulty. This ordinance com-
memorates the breaking of Christ’s body, and the
shedding of his blood. No one doubts that it is
the memorial of the death of Christ. But it was
observed for the first time before the death of
Christ. Jesus said of the bread, “This is my
body, which is broken for you,” though it was
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certainly given in anticipation of the breaking ot
his body, and the shedding of his blood.

The ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s sup-
per, though designed to commemorate the death,
burial, and resurrection of Christ, were first, by
divine authority, observed in anticipation of those
events, and as expressing the faith of the disci-
ples that those events should actually take place.
But from that time to the present, they have
been observed in memory of these events.

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 sup-
posed by many. This was an unusual case,
according to the record. On being questioned
by Paul they said, “We have not so much as
beard whether there be any Holy Ghost.” They
bad not been baptized by John, but by Apollos,
who was converted at Ephesus a short time be-
fore the visit of Paul. Though this was twenty-
five years after tho resurrection of Christ, Apollos
knew only the baptism of John, and baptized just
88 John had administered the ordinance, unto a
belief in a Messiah who was yet to come. That
they were unacquainted with the facts concern-
ing Christ, and the fulfillment of John’s predic-
tions of Christ's work, is evident from their
answer to Paul, “ We have not even beard whether
the Holy Spirit is given.” (Anderson’s transla-
tion), It was an error on the part of Apollos to
teach the people that Christ was yet to come,
When he had already died and was risen from the
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dead. This error of Apollos was corrected when
Aquila and Priscilla expounded to him the way
of God more perfectly.

Those who were baptized by John in the faith
of a coming Messiah, did not need to be baptized
again when they accepted him. But those who
were baptized in the faith of a coming Messiah
after he had died and risen from the dead, needed
to be baptized again, inasmuch as their first bap-
tism was nearer to a denial of him who had come,
than of a beliefin him. It every way seems just
and ficting that Paul 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.

Wo 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
bands of John in Jordan. On this also there has
been much conjecture. It is mostly supposed to
have been merely for an example. Jesus truly
was our example; but we think his baptism bas a
significance beyond that of mere example. And
here again, if John's baptism was so essentially
different from that of the gospel, as most people
suppose, his example under one would carry no
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weight in favor of obedience to the other. To
this point we would call particular attention.
Christ was not our example merely, but he
came into the world to be our substitute and our
sacrifice. They who deny (as some do) the sub-
stitutionary or vicarious nature of the work of
Christ, set aside the efficiency of his work unto
our salvation. His suffering for us was not alto-
gether on the cross; 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 under obligation to the law,
a8 some vainly urge, for that condition does not
call for redemption. Adam was subject to the
law before he fell, but not a subject for redemp-
tion. It is a sinful condition, or being condemned
by the law, which calls for redemption. It is
evident that Christ was “made under the law”
in this sense:. as “the wages of sin is death,” he
Wwas.“made sin for us,” to fall under death for our.
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sakes. And this condition must have dated from
bis taking uwpon him the nature or “seed of
Abraham.” And if he died because our sins were
apon him (Isa. 53), and suffered under tempta-
tions and sorrows in our bebalf and on our ac-
count, we must conclude that he was baptized
for the same reason. And this is yet more evi-
dent when we consider that John's baptism was
‘“the baptism of repentance for the remission of
sin.” Mark 1:4. There could be nothing ap-
propriate to this purpose in his being baptized
for bimself; for be had po sins to confess, and
needed no repentance. But inasmuch as the
Lord “laid upon him the iniquity of us all,” it
seemed suitable that he should be baptized, even
as sinful men, for whom he stood, should be bap-
tized.

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.

BAPTISN 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 inforred 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
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terms of the commission under which they acted.

1. The Saviour told them to teach all pations,
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 bap-
tize 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
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 Gbost might be taken as
decisive. But kmowing 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 empbasis to
them, for no such prejudice existed against the
pameés of the Father and the Holy Spirit. But
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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 VIL

THE COMMISSION STILL IN FORCE.

THERE i8 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
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 author-
ity by which the apostles baptized; and if the
commission has expired, there remains no au-
thority 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,
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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,—and a dacgerous one
under the government of God.

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 fo that commis-
sion which they declare to be obsolete, is shown
by their using the formula in baptism prescribed
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.
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
& manner, without any authority, is exceedingly
sinful it is taking the name of Deity in vain.
And if they persist in their practice of baptizing,
then let them acknowledge the force and obliga-
tion of the commission, and accept all the con-
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sequences 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 theoriee have
been projected on this hypothesis, and Dr. Clarke
incautiously says, It has never been proved that
bartism 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 cir-
cumeision? We know it has been inferred, it has
been supposed, it has been asserted; but it has
not been proved. If the negative could not be
proved, that would not be conclusive evidence
thiat the affirmative is true. But in this case it
i easy to prove that baptism is not the circum-
cision of the New Testament by showing what is
that circumcision.

In Rom. 2:29, it is said circumcision is that of
the heart; in the Spirit, and not in the letter. In
chapter 4:11, circumcision is called both a sign
and a seal, which, indced, are the same thing.
Epb. 1:13, 14, says, “Ye were sealed with that
Holy Spirit of promise, which is the earnest o1
our inheritance.” When circumecision 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
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is the same as earnest or assuranee; equivalent
also to sign or seal. Eph. 1:13, but confirms
Rom. 2:29;—circumcision is of the heart, in the
spirit. And this is further confirmed by Eph.
4:30: «“And grieve not the Holy Spirit of God,
whereby ye are sealed unto the day of redemp-
tion.” 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 has no part in
the new 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 & point
of the utmost importance, involving our relation
to the covenant of grace. And there is this dif-
ference under the arrangements of the two cove-
nants: 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
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
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has been inferred from the close connection of
the statements in Col. 2:11, 12, that baptism is
shown to be circumcision, but the proof is deci-
sively to the contrary. “In whom also ye are
circumecised with the circumcision made without
hands”” 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 circumcision
which is outward in the flesh.” This exactly
corresponds to the evidence already presented,
that circumcision 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 difficulty,
the advocates of that theory say that baptism
serves now, as circumcision did then, as “an out-
ward 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 incau-
tiously and imprudently made.

The Abrahamic covenant, identical with the
gospel, ran parallel with the first covenant made
with Israel. 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
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heart” was taught in the law and the prophets,
see Deut. 10:16; Jer. 4:4, etc., because it was
their object to direct to the faith and blessings of
the new covenant. Of this, outward circumcision
was the sign. But Paul shows that there is no
such outward sign now; circumeision of the heart,
the antitype, alone remains.

To baptism is never ascribed the place, nor is
it given ‘any of the titles, which the Scriptures
apply to typical circumcision. They who give it
such place and titles commit two errors; they
assign to it that which the Scriptures never as-
sign 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 8o 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 VIIL
SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM.

TaE 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
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find that they resolve themselves into a right
side and @ wrong side. There cannot be two sides
equally right to any question.

We have said, and firmly believe, that in Bib-
lical questions, the path of safety lies in keeping
as strictly as possible to the exact terms of the
Scriptures. But besides those who adhere to this
principle and rest only on evidence positive or
direet, there is, unfortunately, another class who
place strong reliance upon that which is supposi-
tive or infercntial. Few Bible doctrines are dif-
ficult 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 is baptized
sball bo saved.” Belief is here presented as pre-
eeding 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 thc same subject. The two here
quoted, one in the great commission and the
other in its fulfillment, agrce in their testimony,
and they teach us that,—

3. Penitent believers are proper subjects of bap-
tism.
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But the toxts quoted are given in an authori-
tative manner, and come with the power of a
precept or law; and therefore we learn from therh
that,—

4. The requirement of baptism is & command-
ment; it is presented as a duty to be performed.
Of course to be performed by the parties to whom
reference is made,—pebitent 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 no¢t a duty to those who repent;
or that baptism is not a precept, and does not
demand obedience. No one dares to assume
these positions.

But now comes a class of persons who say they
do not deny these statements; they only go beyond
them, and insist that baptism is appropriately
administercd also to those who cannot believe,
who cannot repent, and who cannot obey a pre-
cept. No direct or positive evidence is offcred in
favor of these positions; and we are called upon
to examine whether the suppositions or inferences
presented in their favor are just and 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 require-
ments, It is presumption, and opens the way to
every usurpation of authority.

First in the order of inferential arguments in
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favor of the baptism of infants is this, that bap-
tism stands related in the gospel as circumcision
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 foundation of
the argument for infant baptism this proposition:
“Baptism is both a sign and a seal.” No Secript-
ure proof is offered to establish this proposition.
The argument proceeds on the hypothesis that as
circumcision, 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 circamcision, is also
necessary to bring infants into like covenant re-
lation in this dispensation. The serious and fatal
defect in this argument is, that baptism does not
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 sup-
posed likeness of one to the other is no proof at
all in such a case; but the Scriptures afford direct
and positive disproof of it, by plainly declaring
that the circumcision 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
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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 subject.
Said an aged friend, while the tears were start-
ing from his eyes, “ Would you not let us seal our
children to the Lord?” We should readily answer
in the affirmative if two necessary conditions were
proved or could be proved: 1. That it is possible
for us to seal our children, and, 2. That it is re-
quired of us in the Scriptures. It is not enough
to show that it gratifies even our pious feelings, or
to claim a pious use for the rite. All this has
been urged in favor of every innovation and every
error that has been brought into the church from
the days of Tertullian and of Constantine to the
present time. When we learn that the sign, or
seal, of the new covenant is not oufward, but is
the circumcision 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 re-
quired to do that which is impossible, the Script-
ures never intimate that any duty exists in that
direction; but all religious observances, in the
absence of Scripture requirement, are will-wor-
ship.

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 infants.
He says, “After that ye believed, ye were sealed.”
Eph.1:13,14. This is the only order admissible
according to the Scriptures. And this text at
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once reverses the conclusion, and destroys the
premise, of those who contend for infant baptis-
mal sealing; it says: “After that ye believed, ye
were sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise,
which is the earnest of our inheritance,” the same
as the sign or token, which outward circumcision
was in the old covenant. No scripture says, Ye
received the sign, or seal, or token, or earnest, of
baptism; and no scripture says, Ye were sealed
before ye believed. All that kind of talk is sheer
assumption, and all assumptions on Bible doc-
trines are only hindrances to the progress of sim-
ple revealed truth.

The statements of the Scriptures in regard to
the two rites of eircumcision and baptism, are so
different as to preclude any reasoning from omc
to the other. Were there no conditions stated con-
cerning baptism,—were it left on eonditions pre-
viously given, or were there any reasons given
why the facts relating to one rite could bo re-
ferred to the other,—the case would be quite
difforent. 1t is distinctly stated that circamcis-
ion is to be porformed when the subject is eight
days old, and, of course, repentance and faith are
not given as prerequisites to circumcision. 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 reo-
lations and application because of its supposed
likeness to eircamcision, are not only without
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any warrant of Scripture, but directly against
the plainest statements of the Bible, where the
two rites are defined.

Becond in this line of inferences is the supposed
reference to infants in certain promises made to
your children, especially in -Acts 2:38, 59; “The
promise is unto you and to your children.” But
this argument is defective also, and the conclusion
gratuitous. The term children need not refer to
infants, and in this and kindred texts does not
refer to them, as may ecasily be shown.

“To you and to your children” refers to the
Jewish people then present and to their posterity;
while “all that are afar off” refers to the Gen-
tiles. The first statement is proved by sach
texts as Gen. 45:21; “the children of Israel” ro-
ferved only to the adult sons of Jacob who went
into Bgypt to buy food; and sc in numerous in-
8tances. So also in the New Testament. “They
which are of faith, the same are the children of
Abrakam.” Gal. 3:7. “Ye are the children of the
prophets.”” Acts 3:25, and others. The second
statement, that the Gentiles are reforred to as
“afar off,” is proved by Eph. 2; the apostle de-
clares to the Gentiles that the gospel was preached
“to you which were afar off, and to them that
Wwere nigh,” by which means Joews and Gentiles
ire made both one, the Gentiles being also “ made
nigh by the blood of Christ.” Nothing may be
inferred from Acts 2:39, in reference to infants,
or to irresponsible little children.

The inference is not only umnecessary, but is
Actually forbidden by the connection.
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The promise is so related to conditions to be
Julfilled 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 prop-
ositions call for more extended notice.

No one can possibly deny that baptism is al-
ways presented in the New Testament as a com-
mandment to be obeyed, and never as a blessing (o
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
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 tho
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
church, if he asks for baptism?”’ “No,” was the
answer; “for he was once baptized, and it is
wrong to repeat it.”
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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 church will not permit him to obey;
the action of thé 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 Scriptures, which
Prevent obedience to those which are given in 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 ginner’s ears; and no 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
infants; for they have neither ability nor need to
repent. Repentance is for sin committed, and
remission is for those only who have committed
8in; and these do not apply to innocents. To
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
8in, or to obviate natural depravity. This last
idea has led further to a wrong estimate of, and
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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 England
Catechism, and Baptism of Infants. My instruct-
ors 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. . . . Aslong asthe
believer trusts to his baptism as the source of
life, all is well.” Mr. W. Harness, minister of St.
Pancras’ Chapel, London, in & sérmon on Bap-
tismal Regeneration.

“ Another adds: “On a topic so mterestmg 1
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 adopted
into his covenant, incorporated into his church;

that in baptism all our sins are pardoned,
and the Holy Ghost bestowed.” W. B. Knight,
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Perpetual Curate of Margam, and Examining
Chaplain to the Lord Bishop of Llandaff, Letter
on Baptism.”

These teachings 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.,
¢ the end of Mark.

In the baptismal service of the Methodist Epis-
copal 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,
8ays:—

““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
8aved, 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”
of the church, he says: “It is certain, by God's



84 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

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 existenco is
committed to the soul, a child is made a member
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 pardon who is not thus “favored”?
How clse is an unconscious babe delivered 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” is
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 children
stands on a different basis. The infant of days
has committed no sin, cannot repent or believe,
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and needs no remission. Or else, of what 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 individual 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 Scriptures.

As no person is answerable for the sins of an-
other, s0 no person can repent of the sins of
another. We may, indeed, be sorry that others
have sinned. I am sorry that Adam sinned;
sorry that my parents sinned; yes, sorry that
you, reader, have sinned; but I am not required
to repent of their sins or of yours. I cannot do
it. 1 can repent of my own sins only. And as
buptism 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 unscriptural and un-
reasonablo to be baptized for the sins of another,
a8 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, Jest he should eat, and live forever; Gen.
3:22, 23; and thus mortality was settled upon
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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
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 distinction 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 pos-
terity it i8 a consequence of their relation to him,
and not a penalty. The “second death” is the
penalty for the personal sins of Adam’s posterity.
When sentence was pronounced upon Adam, a
new probation was given to man through “the
seed of the woman.” Through a promiseof 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, another 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 under
ever since the fall of Adam is not the penalty of
our personal sins, is proved by the following con-
siderations: They who accept the gospel of Christ
are justified through faith in him, and receive
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pardon of their sins; yet they die “in Adam,” as
the unjustified do. But no one can believe that
8in is pardoned and punished also. The remission
of sin is the remission of its penalty. The indi-
vidual who is pardoned by 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 transgress-
ion. We still die “in Adam,” saints as well as
sinners; and therefore this death is not the penaity
of personal sin. 'The gospel may bring from it, as
4 benefaction; but it does not save from it by
means of remission. It is remitted to nobody.

Asin the case of the saints—the justified—so
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 answer,
life; it offers them a resurrection from the dead.
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“As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be
made alive.” Infants die because of their con-
nection 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 they lost in the
first Adam is restored to them by the second
Adam. See a promise of a resurrection to chil-
dren, in Jer. 31:15-17. This is positive, tangible;
it stands on no uncertain inference.

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 Redeemer.
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 condemned; 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 rclated to the law as the saints do; not as the
saints, pardoned, 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 arc as
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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.

CHAPTER IX.
* SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM.—CONTINUED.

WaEN strong men endeavor to maintain their
thoories by weak assumptions or flimsy argu-
ments, it may be taken as good 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 bap-
tize infants, thercfore they are nst to be bap-
tized, I answer, It is not forbidden to baptize
infants, therefore they are to be baptized.”

This is one of the strangest arguments ever
put forth by amybody. It is as much as to say,
Anything which is not cxpressly forbidden may
be properly maintained as a part of the gospoll
That tho Doctors should think the absence of a
Prohibition is equal in weight to the presence of a
commandment, does not argue well for their
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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 assnme 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
and so often mentioned? This might have stood
on exactly the same ground. But there are two
difficulties in the way: 1. If prosclyte baptism
existed among the Jews at that time, there is no
ovidence, not an intimation, that the Christian or
gospel ordinance was the continnance of it. Cer-
tainly not, according to Dr. Clarke, for he argues
that baptism takes the place of circumecision,
which was ever distinct from proselyte baptism.
2. There is no proof that proselyte baptism ex-
isted among the Jews at that time. Many authors
think it did, but the proof is far from clear. Prof.
Stuart went into a thorough examnation of the
case, both of Scripture and history, and he sums
up as follows:—

“It is a matter of no little intcrest, so far as
our question is concerned, to iAquire whether
Christian baptism had its origin from tho 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.’
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The reason for this conclusion of Prof. Stuart is
found in such remarks as the following:—

“We are destitute of any early testimeny 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 Apocryphs,
New Testament, Targums of Onkelos, Jonathan,
Joseph the Blind, or in the work of any other
Targumist, excepting Pseudo Jonathan, 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 escaped them all if it
were as common and a8 much required by usage
a8 circumcision ?”

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
i8 a mere supposition without foundation in any
facts of proof. He admits, also, that the proselyte
baptism of the Jews affords an argument in favor
of immersion, for no oae disputes that their bap-
tism was immersion.

Alexander Campbell, than whom few, if any,
were better qualified to judge of a fact of history
on this subject, says of the Jewish proselyte bap-
tism, it was “born in the Mishna, or rather, the
Talmuds, since the Christian era.”—Debats with
Rice, p. 288,
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Another ground taken by Dr. Lightfoot, in-
dorsed by Dr. Clarke, is equally faulty. He
BaYy8:—

“QOur Lord says to his disciples, Matt. 28:19,
‘Go therefore and teach all nations, baptizing
them,’ etc.; matheteusate, that is, make disciples;
bring them in by baptism, that they may bo
taught. They are very much out who, from
these words, cry down infant baptism, and assert
that it is necessary for those that are to be bap-
tized to be ‘aught befors they are baptized. 1.
Observe the words here, make disciples, and then
after, teaching, in the 20th verse. 2. Among tho
Jews, and also with us, and in all nations, thoso
are made disciples that they may be taught. A
certain heathen came to tho 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 disciples,
by baptism; and then, ‘teach them to observe all
things,’ etc.”

When learned and able men resort to such
pleadings to maintain their theories, it may well
excite our pity. The fact is entircly overlooked
that they were to “preach the gospel to every
creature.” Mark 16:15, 16. Then follows the
promise, ‘“He that believeth”—the preaching—
“and is baptized, shall be saved.” The argument
of the wise Doctors is on the supposition that aX
the instruction given is after baptism. If so, Peter
was certainly mistaken in regard to his com-
mission, Acts 2, He should first have baptized
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them, and then preached the gospel to {hem!
And tho reenrd says, “They that gladly reccived
tho word were baptized.” This was all out of
order, if the Doctors aro richt. They should first
have been baptized, and then reccived the word.

Wo notico that tho Doctors do not confino
these remarks to infants. Their rule applies to
adults; thoy so apply it themselves. A certain
man wishod to be proselyted (baptized) in order
that ho might bo instructed, which, as they view
it, supposes there was no instruction provious to
baptism! Was it so in tho house of Corncling?
in the hounse of the jailer? orin the caso of tho
cunuch? or in any case rccorded in the Scriptures?
It is the very opposito in cvery instance. We
scarcely know at which to be most astonished,
tho folly or the presumption of learned men in
thus setling themsclves so directly against tho
truths of the divino record.

In the foregoing extract there scems to be
manifested an cntire misapprehension of tho
moaning and correct usc of the term disciple.
Webster eays, 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.” Greenficld gives the
meaning of “a followor.” These definitions are
in harmony with all the facts of Scripture. They
first becamo disciples by accepting the doctrines
of tho cross; they “gladly rcceived the word.”
Then thoy wero baptized.  Of course, instraction
did not ceasc with their baptism; they were to be
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taught—they were to learn—tho truths of God
and of the Christian life as long as their disciple-
ship continued, which was as long as they lived.
Every instance in the Scriptures is according to
this order.

The records of the giving of the commission,
in Matthew and Mark, sufficiently refute the cr-
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,” etc. Mark records them
thus: “Go ye into all the world, and preach the
gospel to every creature. He that believeth and
is baptized,” etc. Discipling all nations, in one
rocord, is exactly equivalent to preaching tho

“gospel to every creature, in the other; and in
both records, baptizing follows the discipling, or
the preaching, and is to be administered to thoso
who bocome disciples, or who believe the preach-
ing. In frankness we must confess our belicf,
that, were men as careful to follow strictly the
order of the divine injunctions as they are stren-
uous to maintain preconceived theories, thero
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 correotness of the position
assumed in the foregoing quotation, let us tako
the caso of an infant who is-baptized, but who, as
he grows up, persistently rejects the offers of the
gospel; nover becomes a follower of Christ; never
believes his doctrines. And such cases are not
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raro. In that sense is he a disciple of Christ?
In no céit®e whatever. To call one who nover
believed in Chr:ist, who nover acéepted the Z08pel
or followed the Saviour, a disciple of Christ, is to
abuso tho term, and to lower the standard of
discipleship to a lovel with the world.

The Old Teastament is in harmony with the
New on this view of the subject. The word dis-
ciple, Isa. 8:16, is derived from the vorb lak-md,
to teach, or to train; discipline. Neithoer in the
Seriptures nor in the lexicons can a warrant bo
found for such a use of the term disciple as is
found in the foregoing quotation.*

Once moro, Dr. Clarke gives the views of an-
other eminent man, whose name (not given), ho
eays, would do honor to his work. His strong-
st point, and one which he considers sufficient
. 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 paronts en Kurio. How could they
oboy en Kurio, if they themselves were not en
Kurio? In every instance, this expression marks
incorporation into the Christian body.” “Re-
spocting the ages of the persons designated (Eph.
6:1) by the term ¢a tekna, there can be no quos-
tion; as a subsequent verse distinctly states them

*The word disciple is found in the English of the Old Testamcnt only
Inlsa. 8:16. It is translated from an adjective derived from the verb
lahamad, he did teach. This adjective form is mot used many times.
Sometimes it is used in reference to lower animals, signifying to goad or
to direct thom. In reference to men it is translated used (used to),
Gccustomed, the learned, (plural), taught, disciples.
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to be such children as were subjects of disciplino
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 of Eph. 6:1:—

“In the Lord] This clause is wanting in sev-
cral 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.”

Tbis comment robs the argument of all force,
and shows that tho claim of its author is not
just, though ho 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 toxt?
Two important points are presented: 1. The
children, fa tekna, arc commanded to obey thcir
parents; 2. This author says “respecting tho
ages of the persons designated,” they were “such
children as were subjects of discipline and men-
tal instruction.” In a word, they were “such
children” as were capable of obeying a command-
ment, and of being under discipline and receiving
montal instruction. But what bas all that to do
with 4nfunt baptism? Infants ncither obey mor
receive “mental instruction” before or at.their
baptism. We fully believe in tho baptism of
“guch children™ as conscientiously obey the in-
struction given in Eph. 6. But that argues
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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 scttle the controversy in favor
of infant baptisin; 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 argumont
on this subject. It is that of the baptism of
households. The texts referring to such instances
are few in number, and require but little time or
8pace in this examinatiqr.

1. The house of Lydia. Acts 16:13-15. In
this cage thero is such genoral 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 wero 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 household were
believors, and verse 40 strongly intimates that
they were “brethren ;7 for there is no account of
any other believers thero 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
8aw the brethren before they departed from the
city,
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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 al that
were in his house; and all were baptized. And
he “rejoiced, believing in God with all his house."”
This is both plain and positive. Dr. Clarke says:—

“It appears that he and his whole family, who
wore capable of receiving instructions, embraced
this doctrine, and showed the sincerity of their
faith by immediately recciving 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 gays, “I baptized also the household of
Stophanas.” 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 & 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-
tism, gives further evidence on tho use of the
term house. Acts 18:8, says, “Crispus, the chief
ruler of the synagogue, believed on the Loid;
with all his house.” Paul says that he baptized
Crispus, but does not speak of baptizing bis
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household; but doubtless they were all baptized,
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,
a8 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
t00 young to receive instructions in the doctrines
of the gospel, it follows that the expressions,
“all his house” and ‘“all that were in his hotse,”
do not include these little ones. But what, then,
do they gain for infant baptism, by inferring the
presence of infantile members of the househcld?
The commission, and its fulfillment in Acts 2,
etc., confine baptism to those who believe the
gospel and repent of their sins. If (as Dr.
Clarke claims, and with him all who infer infant
membership in the households), the believing of
a household does not include the younger members
who cannot receive instruction, does not the
baptizing of a household, under the commission,
exclude the younger members who are unable to
exercise the faith required in the commission?
Or, in brief, if there may be unbélieving infants
I a believing household, may there not also be
unbaptized infants in a baptized household? And
if not, why not? We do not ask that such an
vxception shall be made. We are willing 10
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accept the statement as it stands in the sacred
record, that all the household heard, aZ believed,
and afl were baptized. They who claim that
there were infants of days in the households, find
a necessity for exceptions to the general state-
ments that the whole households 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 unclcan;
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
80 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 vice versa. But
Paul argues that, if it be unlawful to live thus
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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
truth, such an idea was calculated to affect the
legitimacy of the children.

No one can fail to sce 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 husband is morally sanctified
“by being connected with a believing wife. If
the language of this text be urged as a warrant
for baptizing the children because they are said
to be holy, it will also warrant the baptism of the
busband who is sanctified—though an unbeliever!
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
E‘Bﬁdence 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 understand
hig relation to the divine government, as a sinner.

3. Faith comes before baptism, according to
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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
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 t7 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 mnot save anybody from that death
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which we inherit from Adam. Exceptions do
not destroy the truth that “in Adam all die.”
We all inberit 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
saving ordinance” in any such sense. Adults are
not freed from their fallen natures in baptism,
but have to overcome, even to the end. Christian
life i8 @ warfare with self.

11. Infants 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
refor to infants, nor even to young people; and
hever refers to infants where duty is enjoined,
88in Acts 2:38, 39, and Eph. 6:1.

14. The baptism of households affords no evi-
denco in favor of infant baptism. While there
i8 nothing in the statements from which an in-
ference may justly be drawn in favor of infant
baptism, a conclusion against it is justly drawn
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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 against any 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 infer-
ences 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 little
son, a child six years of age, with the pertinent
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
beheve? It was emough. God’s simple truth
which had been hidden from the wise and pru-
dent, was revealed to the babe. The strange
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fuestion, ¢‘Did the child believe? haunted the
mind of that father, until, after & 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 Reformation’
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
the ordinance, the terms in which the duty is set
forth, exclude all besides penitents and believers.

To show that present discussion of this subject
is in place we cite a recent occurrence. A cler-
gyman inquired of a young man of his hope in the
Lord, and he produced a certificate of his baptism
in answer! Such ignorance of the gospel is inex-
cusable in this age of Bibles; and no man can
measure the responsibility of those professed min-
isters of Christ who teach the people to trust in
baptism for saving power—for the impartation of
divine life or covenant benefits outside of personal
godliness in heart and life.

Though our examination of this branch of the
subject has been somowhat brief, we trust such
evidences have been presented as will lead the
mind, unavoidably, to the truthful conclusion.
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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 immersion;
and the “mode of immersion” is an awkward
expression.

Baptism has its subjects. To destroy the dis-
tinction of character in the subjects, and admin-
ister it to all without discrimination, would en-
tirely: destroy the ordinance as an institution for
the followers of Christ. Therefore, it is neces-
sary strictly {0 keep within the bounds of the
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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
owr own tnstitution, 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 properly
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 sub-
scribe to the sentiment of learned advocates of
the baptism of non-believers, that the benefit of
baptism is not lost because of the indisposition 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 into the
death of Christ. This is necessary to Christian
baptism. If this is complied with, the ordinance
is administered according to its true intent.
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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 tramslated and
rendered info his name, as it is rendered info 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 intn the church what are com-
monly known as “pious frauds.” According 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 Christianity is never bene-
fited by compromises with error, under any pre-
tense whatever.

Said Paul, “The law entered that the offense
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might abound.” Rom. 5:20. Not that sin is
increased by the law; but, as he said in chapter
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 fhe law,
gin 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 thers
isno law.” As by the law is the knowledge of
8in, 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 in-
creage gin, more than the mirror increases the
defilement of the person. That only makes the
defilement manifest. It isin this sense that the
law entered that the offense might abound; or,
as it i3 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
Dature of sin; it brings death where sin actually
exists, and nowhere else.



110 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

As there is no gilt, or imputation of sin, where
there is no law, so no law will prove a person
guilty but that law which he has transgressed.
We would not take that law which forbids blas-
phemy to prove a man giilty of theft. Hence,
that law which entered that the offense might
abound, or appear sin, was the law which had
been f*ansgressed. . 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?”’ 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
forbid. How shall we that are dead to sin live
any longer therein?” Life and death are oppo-
gites. If we are living in sin, we are surely not
dead to i¢; 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? There-
fore 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?
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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 order.
They were buried alive; “the body of sin” was
not destroyed; the “old man” in them 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 vhe 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 8o
to them; for this is the law 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
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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-
pel—glory to God, and peace and good will to
man—is tho 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 instructed out of the law;
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,
wiich hast the form of knowledge and of the
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truth in the law. Thou therefore which teachest
another, teachest thou not tbyself? thou that
preachest a man should not steal, dost thou steal?
thou that sayest a man should not commit adul-
tery, 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, ho shall know of the doctrine, whether
it be of God, or whether I speak of myself."
John 7:16, 17. Here a distinction is made be-
tween the wil of the Father, and the doctrins of
the Son; tho same as botwoen “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 sént 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 tho kingdom of Heaven; but he that doeth
the will of my Father which is in Heaven.”



114 THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

The first sermon preached under the Lord's
great commission, that on the day of Pentecost,
leads us to the sameo conclusion. After laying
before his hearers the fucts of the gospel system,
and convicting them of their guilt, Peter pro.
cceded to declare the duties of the convicted sin-
ner. The first is to repent; the second, fo be bap-
tized for the remission of sin. In this our day,
the antinomian view is largely believed, that aZ
law, the ten commandments as wcll 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 abolished, there could be no conviction
of guilt, for thore could bo no imputation of sin;
how, then, could tho duty lie upon them to re-
pent, and to be baptized for the remission of sin?
It is casy to sce that the antinomian view in-
volves an absurdity; we are surprised that men
of apparent intclligenco and judgment should
over be found to advocate it.

Where moral rclations cxist, law must exist.
To destroy one i3 to destroy the other. The
declaration is no more scriptural than it is reason-
able, that “sin is not imputed when there is no
law;” for “where no law is, there is no trans-
gression.” Rom. 4:16. 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 88
transgressors.
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If, then, “by the law is tho knowledge of sin,”
as the apostle says, we are proved to be sinners
a8 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 fo law, and not by pro-
Jfession. 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 Lving in sin, and
he has no reason to show why he should be dur-
ted in baptism.

The condition or relation here brought to view
is indispensable to Christian life; for no one can
rise to walk in newness of life if tho old life of sin
still continues. “If we have been planted to-
gether in the likeness of his death, we shall bo
also in the likeness of his resurrection.” Being
pianted in tho likeness of his death can have
respect only to the form and order of our burial
with him, or our baptism into his death. ¢« Christ
died for our sins, according to the Scriptures;
.« . he was buried, and rose again the third
day, according to the Scripturcs.” 1 Cor. 15:
3,4. These are the facts as they occurred, and
they presont the pattern of duty in the gospel:
1. Dio to sin; 2. Be buried in baptism; 3. Rise
to- walk in newness of life. This is “the like-
ness of his resurrcction;” for “in that he died,
he died unto sin once; but in that he liveth, ho
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liveth unto God. Likewise reckon yo also your-
sclves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto
God through Jesus Christ our Lord.” Rom. 6:
10, 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 husband
liveth, she be married to another man, she shall
be called an adulteress.” IIcr 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 convince of sin,
the same as before. Tho application he males
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 Ilim
who is raised from’the dead, that we should
bring forth fruit unto God.”

The whole connection shows that becoming
“doad to the law,” is to become dead to the
transgression of the law; the same as “dcad to
gin.” The law holds us under condemnation as
sinners, and the wages of sin is death. Where
sin is found, doath must ensue. And the law in
justico presses its demand until the penalty is
inflicted. Christ so honored the claims of the
law in respect to its penalty that we are now
pormitted to die with him, be buried with him, and
be raised with Lhim, Rom. 6:8, 4; Col. 2:12, and so
avert the penalty in the future—the second death.
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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 redecmed us from
the curse of the law.” Gal. 3:13. Ho docs not
redeem us from the oblijation, but from the curse.
In this sense wo “are delivered from the law;”
delivered from its condemnation, or curso.

It has been unjustly inferred from the con-
junction of the two exprossions, “dead to sin”
and “dead to tho law,” that sin and the law aro
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? Is the 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 tho knowledge
of gin.”.

It 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 arraycd
ourselves against tho law in transgression, it
would not be against us to condemn us. Sin is
the cause of our trouble, and net the law. “For
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sin,” said the apostle, “taking occasion by the
commandment, deceived me, and by it slew me.”
It is true tho 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. Ilis being alive without the law
refers to that part of his life wherein he thought
he was doing God service in persecuting tho
church of Christ. John 16:2. His conscience
was not awakenced, 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 murderer
instead of a servant of God; he stood condemned,
and as the only alternative, “I died"—died to
sin; ccased 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 onters, is it
“found to bo unto death.”

Paul, using the first person, rockons himself
among those who were buried with Christ. And
when was he buried? Of course, when the com-
mandment came and Ae died. When else should
ho have been buricd? And when should we be
buried? It becomes a very important matter for
us to dotermino whether wo have died to sin;
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whether wo have been planted in the likencss of
the Saviour’s doath.

Wo havo said there is no higher morality than
that contained in tho law of God. Tho apostlo
confirms this, saying, “For wo know that tho
law is spiritual.” Rom. 7:14. And if the law
is gpiritual, thon obedicnco to the law is spiritual
worship. Some affect to think that it evinces a
lack of spirituality to keop the law; that it is
mero carnality; or, as bofore noticed, they say it
frustrates graco and dishonors Christ and his
gospel. We have scen that Paul gave a very
decided negative to the idea that we may trans-
gress tho law that graco may abound; and again
we find him declaring that tho law is spiritual.
This ought to silenco every cavil against a law
which is holy, just, and good. But Paul gocs
farther: ho not only vindicates the law from the
charge of carnality, but ho turns tho chargo
pointedly against its originators. 1o says, “The
carnal mind is cnmity against God; for it is not
subject to the law of God, neither indced can bo.”
Rom.8:7. Tho carnal mind—literally, the mind-
ing of tho flesh, or walking after the flesh—is the
opposite of obedicnce to tho law, and so it must
be, as “tho law is spiritual;” for spirituality and
carnality cannot agrce. And tho high morality
of the law is further shown by Paul in stating
the object of tho gospel: “That the righteousncss
of the law might bo fulfilled in us, who walk not
after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom. 8:4.

Tho gospol is remedial. It is a curo for sin, or
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for the transgression of the law. Ilad there
been no sin, there would have been no gospel;
it would not have been needed. Then the right-
eousness of the law would have been fulfilled in
every soul of man, for all would have lived in
perfect obedience. It was “to put away sin”
that Jesus camo; to restoro fallen man to obedi-
ence to the Heavenly Father. This is accom-
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
God by the death of his Son;” 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.
7 remains to be noticed. The woman's relation
to the law must be changed by death before she
can be married to another without being called
an adulteress. “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 waised from the dead.” This is & plain declar-
ation that he who seeks such*a union with Christ
before death has changed his relation to the law
—Dbefore 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 per-
formed if there is such an impediment to the
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marriage as is spoken of in Rom. 7:1-4. And-
thus we find in this illustration a strong proof of
the view introduced in Rom. 6, that death to the
transgression of the law must precede burial in
baptism. Death to the law—to its condemnation
for sin—must take place before we can be united
to Christ; for Christ cannot be joined to the
body of sin.”

We think we hazard nothing in the assertion
that that is not Christian baptism wherein the
conditions of the gospel are not met. We would
speak with modesty, leaving it to each one’s con-
science a8 to how wide a divergence from the
divine plan there must be to justify an imitation
of the course pursued by Paul and the believers,
recorded in Acts 19:1-5. But we would speak
decidedly in favor of having both candidate and
administrator look well to the teachings of the
gospel on this subject. It is no light thing to
triffle with divine ordinances. He who admin-
isters them improperly does so at his peril. Paul
praised his brethren inasmuch as thoy kept the
ordinances as they were delivered to them; and
when they perverted one, he very deeply blamed
them for not preserving it pure according to its
intention. 1 Cor. 11. The importance of the
ordinance of baptism, as presented by the Saviour
in Mark 16:16, and by the apostle Paul in Rom.
6 and 7, cannot be overestimated; and the neces-
sity of carefulness in its observance is according
to its importance.

Paul to the Colossians speaks in terms equally
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direct and decisive on this subject: “Buried with
him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him
through the faith of the operation of God, who
hath raised him from the doad.” Col. 2:12.
This adds new luster to the ordinance. Dead te
gin; buried with Christ by baptism into death;
and rigen with kim in the same ordinanco. It
cannot be possible that they who speak dispar-
agingly of baptism, as some unfortunately do, havo
ever examined with care this impressive passago.
Here it is shown that “the likeness of his resur-
rection” is not altogether reserved to a future
life. “Riscn with him.” As he died to sin and
lives to God, so we must die to sin, be buricd
with him, and rise with him to a new life—to a
lifo of obedience to the Ileavenly Father's will.
“If ye then be risen with Christ, scck those
things which are above, where Christ sitteth on
the right hand of God.” Col. 3:1. This brings
to viow the cntire Christian lifo,—a life of con-
secration to God in imitation of tho love and
zcal of our Saviour. In the present argument it
is not necessary to pursue this further, having
fully met our design,—to show the important
place which baptism occupies in the divine plan
for the remission of sin and union with Christ.
Weo 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 boen baptized and ac-
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cepted as members of a church. We e»precate
the practice of baptizing people on too slight
ovidence of purpose of heart,—with a conversion
sltogether too superficial, or no conversion at all.
We have reason to believe, and it pains us to
record it, that there are ministers not a foew in
this land of gospel privileges, who think far more
of the numbers they are able to call in and bap-
tize 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
unstable souls; who are deceived into the belief
that they are Christians becauso they havo
assented to certain truths and been baptized, and
who show that their convictions of sin were not
deep, 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 God as a laborer, or to honor tho Christian
cause and the Christian ministry.

Such workmen would do well to remembor
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 hced 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
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in & yoar from that time the 'strength of the
church under whose auspices the labor was per-
formed, was not a whit increased by the effort.
Wood, hay, and stubble are not accepted for the
building, and bring no reward to the builders.

It is true that the Scriptures give no warrant
to put off the baptism of the penitent. But we
should have some evidence of sincerity and pur-
pose 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 reccive
our most earncst 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 a
want of caution, because of prevailing false teach-
ings, is likely to cause the professing believer {o
settle down into a state of false confidence and
sclf-deception.

In thus speaking, it is not our purpose to abate
one jot of the necessity and importanco that the
penitent should be baptized. It is because the
duty is important—the institution is too sacred
to be trifled with—that we so earnestly plead for
maintaining it in its purity, and administering it
only according to the revealed will and inteu-
tion of the divine Institutor.

The unity of truth is well illustrated in this
subject. To mar it in one part is to injure the
whole. No crror stands alone; when once it
enters, it multiplics, and taints the whole systcm.
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Very few in the present day apprehend how far
the truth on the subject of baptism has been
obscured by a change of tHe ordinance. Being
accustomed to view it only in the light of tradi-
tion or of popular opinion, the thoughts of the
majority seldom rise above these to the full intent
of the simple but grand truths of divine revela-
tion. It seems fitting that we close our remarks
on the relations of baptism, with a few quotations
Which have in view the same things which we
have tried to set forth.

In Conybeare and Howson’s “Life and Epis-
tles of Paul,” vol. 1, p. 439, are the following re-
marks:—

“It is ncedless to add, that baptism was (un-
less in exceptional cases) administered by immer-
sion, the convert being plunged beneath the
water to represent his death to the life of sin,
8nd then raised from this momentary burial to
represent his resurrection to the life-of righteous-
ness. It must bo a subject of regret, that the
general discontinuance of this form of baptism
(though perhaps necessary in our northern cli-
Mates) has rendered obscure to popular apprehen-
tion some very important passages of Scripture.”

These authors, of the Church of England, show
the powerful influence of popular error by them-
selves excusing the wrong they deplore, the evil
tondency of which they scem to understand. We
leave it to the reverent roader that an error is
Deither slight nor excusable which “obscures to
Popular apprehension some very important pas-
fages of Scripture.”
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Chancellor Est, of the University of Douay,
(Catholic), on Rom. 6:3, says:—

“For immersion represents to us Christ's bur-
ial; and so also his death. For the tomb is 8
symbol of death, since none but the dead are
buried. Moreover, the emersion which follows
the immersion, has a resemblance to a resurrec-
tion. We are, therefore, in baptism, conformed
not only to the death of Christ, as he has just
said, but also to his burial and resurrection.”

Dr. Conant, in his work entitled “Baptizein,”
published by the American Bible Union, says:—

“The word ‘baptize’ is an anglicized form of
the Greek baptizein. On this account it has
geemed to some that it must necessarily express
the same meaning. It has been said that no
other word can so perfectly convey the thought
of the Holy Spirit as the one chosen by himsolf
to express it in the original Scriptures; and that
wo are, therefore, at least right and safe in re-
taining it in the English version. A.comparison
of the meaning of baptizein, as exhibited in sec-
tions 1-3 of this troatise, with the definitions of
‘baptize’ as given in all dictionaries of the Eng-
lish language, and with its recognized use in
English literature and in current colloguial phrase-
ology, will show that this is far from being the
case. The word ‘baptize’ is a strictly ccclesias-
tical term; broadly distinguished by that charac-
teristic from the class of common secular words
to which baptizein belonged. Itisa metaphysical
term, indicating a mystical relation entered into
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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 chuarch 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 certain great
truths of Christianity and becomes an efficacious
sacramont. 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 meaning, for the plain,
intelligible English signification of the Greek
word.”

Wo have taken the liberty to italicize one son-
tenco in the above. And to these we must add,
that it is much to be rogretted 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.
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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 the Son of God,
Acts 20:21, they shut out the idea that death
must precede burial, and introduce tho very error
so clearly pointed out by Dr. Conant. And thus
ve think we have fully justified our statement
that the form, without regard to the order or
relation, docs not constitute it the baptism of the
gospel. A person may be immersed, and yet so
aold the rite in his faith and in his life 'as to
dostroy 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-
pess or obedienco.

S——

CHAPTER XI.
REMISSION OF SIN—~WHEN GRANTED.

It is a point that has elicited much discussion,
whether or 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
ncither before nor in any other way. Or, that
remission of sin is granted in this action, and
not otherwise. Though we would give the rite
el the importance which the Scriptures afford
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
beld the idea of “baptismal regeneration;” the
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idea that gifts and graces, even a divino lifo,
were imparted in baptism; that without baptism
no one could possibly be saved; and for tbis
reason infants were baptized. Even Cyprian,
one of the best of the early African Lishops,
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 entircly 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 singlo text, without taking pains to ex-
amine othor texts, and so secure a harmony of
the evidonce. The same virtue and power may
be ascribed to faith, yct again, it is said to be
nothing alone. At first, a penitent is doubtless
accoptod on his faith alono; but as duties are
met, thoy 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.

Tho relation of truths must bo rogarded. ITow-
ever important a truth or a duty may be, if it is
removed from its place and its rolation, it is per-
verted. And a truth perverted is often the equiv-
alent of error.

The word translated “for,” in Peter's words,
“for the Ig'omission of sin,” (eis) is most frequently
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rendered ¢n, to, or into; the latter is gencrally
to be preferred. It is translated info cver one
hundred and twenty times in Matthew alond;
and is translated nearly twenty different ways.
Greenfield gives it the following definitions, and
in the following order: On, into, upon; in, among;
to, towards, near to, by; in, on, towards & person;
towards, against; to, even to, until; to, for; that,
so that, in order that, for the purpose that; for,
about, concerning, as to, in respect to, on aecount
of; in, at, among; before, in the presence of;
according to, in accordance with.

We would not by any means convey the idca
that either of these definitions might with equal
propriety be applied in any given case. We only
wish to show the latitude which usage gives to
the word, and that a definition may not be
solected and applied arbitrarily to the text in
question. “In order to” is by no means the first
definition, and if it is to be appropriated hore, &
roason must be given outside of the definition
itself. Nor do we deny the importance of ae-
cepting the proper definition of words as tho
means of settling controversies; but when differ-
ent definitions are given to the same word we
need to exercise care in distinguishing betwecn
them in any case. In this case we must be gnided
to some extent by the doctrine of remission as
presented in the Scriptures. As this is a great
subject, we shall be obliged to present somo
thoughts on the scriptural view of remission as
briefly as possible. ‘
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We would correct the idea, which is too prev-
alent and is stili growing, that justification by
Juith, and salvation, are identical. Paul was
certainly justified by faith, yet he found zealous
striving necessary lest ho should be a castaway.
1 Cor. 9:27. e taught distinctly that we arc
jutified by faith without works. Rom. 3:27.
And with equal distinctness ho czhorted his
brethren to work out their salvation. Phil. 2:12.

It is easy to sce the reason of this. In Rom.
3 he is speaking of “rcmission of sins that aro
past,” over which works, or future obedience, can
have no possible influence. From these we must
be “justificd frcely by his graco.” TRom. 3:24.
But the gospel embraces preveintion as well as
cure. Iuture obedience cannot remit sin, but it
will prevent sin; and, practically, one is of no
benefit without the other.

The backneyed expression, “Orico in grace,
always in grace,” finds not tho least warrant in
Scripture, and doubtless bas been used to the
destruction of multitudes of souls. It has been
supposed to be the suro foundation of trust, but
it is the open docr to presumption. The Lord
said by Ezckiel: “ When 1 shall say to the right-
eous, that he shall surcly live; if he trust to Lis
“own rightcousness, and commit iniquity, all his
righteousnesses shall not be remembered; but for
bis iniquity that Le hatb committed, he shall
die for it.” Eze. 33:13. All of God's dealings
with man have becn based or: inis self-same prin-
ciple. The opposite view—the view of the adare
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above—makes a man’s probation to end with
his conversion, which is not the truth. ¢He.
that shall endura unoto the ond, the same shall
be saved.” Matt. 24:13.

Tho remission ¢of sin is precisely equivalent to
the remission of the penalty. But, according to
the scriptures quoted, the absolute remission of
the penally is contingent on enduring to the
end, or on continued faithfulness. to the end; ap
Paul also says, God will render “to them who,
by paticnt continuance in well doing, seck for
glory and honor and immortality, eternal life.”
Rom. 2:7. Therefore, “justification by faith”
does mnot 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 dccisions of the Judg-
ment,—* Judgment to come.”

The differcnce betwcen justification by faith
and final salvation is fully shown by tho tcxts
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 scuse 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:—
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A. owes B. a sum which he is not able to pay,
and C. engages to be responsiblo for the dobt on
certain conditions. In order to make it sure, C.
deposits with B. muzh more than will cover the
amount of the dobt. Now it is stipulated that
.. A. fulfills she conditions prescribed, B. may
2ncel the debt from the deposit made by C. As
long as A. continues faithful to the conditions,
80 long B. resis satisfied in regard to the dcbt,
and of course ho docs not trouble A. for it, bo-
cause ‘e knows A. has not got it, while he him-
seif has it in deposit. Thus A.is accounted just
(or justified) in the sight of B., and yet not just
in himself, becarse he fails to pay a just debt.
ile is justifed through bis surety. If he con-
tinues /zithful “to the end,” {ill the term of-con-
ditions closes, thon B. draws from the deposit
ard cancels the debt. Now he is frce in fact, as
he was before by faith; the debt no longer stands
against hin:. But if, to the contrary, A. at any
time refuses or neglects to fulfill the conditions,
C.’s deposit docs not avail for him; his debt is
rot ~anceled; he fals from the favor which he had
enjoyed through his surety, and the debt stands
againe’ kim as fully as if no deposit had been
made. And moro than that, he is considered
moze culpablo than before, inasmuch as the means
of reizovine his indebtedness was kindly placed
within his reach, and he refused it.

Sach is the cor.dition of the believer in Christ.
He has received ccaditional forgiveness, being yet
& probationer for eternal life, which has been
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placed within his reach by Christ, his suroty. Ior
proof, consider the following:—

Our Saviour, in Matt. 18:23-33, presents tho
case of a servant who owed his lord ten thou-
sand talents. DBut having nothing wherowith to
pay, and manifesting honcsty of purpose, “the
lord of that servant was moved with compassion,
and loosed bim, and forgave him the debt.” DBut
this servant met his fellow-sorvant who owed
him the trifling sum of two hundred pence, and
who pleaded for merey in the same terms in
which he had so successfully pleaded before his
lord. But this scrvant would not show mercy.
Ile thrust bis fellow-servant into prison till he
should pay the debt. Ilearing of this, his lord
called him and said unto him, “O thou wicked
servant, I forgave thee all that debt, bocause thou
desiredst me. Shouldest not thou also have had
compassion on thy fellow-servant, oven as I had
pity on theo? "And his lord was wroth, and de-
livered him to the tormentors, &l ke 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 docisions of the Judgment. And to placo
this beyond all possibility of doubt, the Saviour
mado the application, thus: “So likewise shall my
Heavenly Fother do also unto you, if ye from your
h.arts forgive not every ono his brother their
trespasses.”

The teaching of the Saviour in this seripturo
is in perfuet agrecmont with- the word of tho
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Lord in Eze. 33:13,—if the rightcous man turn
away from righteousness and commit iniquity,
“all his righteousnesses shall not be remembered;”
that is, he shall be treated as if he had never
been righteous.*

That baptism is @ means of bringing us near to
God, and placing us where his grace in the gos-
pel is extended to us, no one can deny. That it
i8 the means—the only mcans, as some havo taught
—is not accordins to the teachings of the Seript-
ures. Many have had tho experience of Cornelius
and his housvhold; if not in the same measnre,
yet by the witness of “the self-same Spirit,”
imparting a blessed nssurance 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 awcre of the objection which is here
interposed, namcly, that w. havo no just right
to claim that we have received the favor of God,
been justified, or received the Spirit of God us
the Comforter, before our baptism; that it is
baptism which securcs the blessing, and through
which we reccive the Comforter; that vve know
we have the Spirit, not by our experience or
consciousness, but because we have boen baptized
in his name.

This objection is not sustained by the Seript-
ures. This makes baptism the evidence, which it

—_—

*For a more cxtendud argumen’ n this poiut, sec pamphlot entitled,
'go ‘A_\‘tlonemenc," for salc at t» Jffice of the SieNs or ¢ B Ti'ms, Oak-
\ .
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i8 not, and shuts out the witness of the Spirit
altogether. It is the Spirit—not baptism—which
bears witness that wo are tho children of God.
Rom. 8:11-16. And this view is not only un-
seriptural in its statement, but, as could only be
cxpected, disastrous in its rosults. It has filled
churches with formalists, destitute of the true
poweor of godliness, who are strongly entrenched
in vain hopes, who trust to their baptism as the
ovidence of their adoption into the houschold of
tho Lord.

But, it is roplicd, Ananias said to Paul, “Arise
and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling
on thonamo of the Lord.” Acts22:16. And we
eny also, that Peter, relating tho case of Cornelius
and bis friends, says the Lord purified their hearts
through faith; Acts 15:6-9; and through faith
they reccived the witnoss of the Spirit before
their baptism. To deny that God may work in
this snme manner now is to deny the experienco
of multitudes, in all ages of the Christian church,
whose conversion to God and whose genuine
picty were beyond all doubt.

On Acts 22:16, Alexandor Campbell, in his
dobate with McCalla, mado the following remark:
“Paul’s sins were really pardoned when he be-
licved; yet he had no solomn pledge of the fact,
no formal acquittal, no formal purgation of his
ging, until he washed them away in the water of
baptism.” No fault can be found with this; no
ono can object to having, in the words of Mr.
Rice, “ the emblem connected with the grace.”
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If it be insisted that wo mast confine ourselvcs
fo the order laid down in Acts 2:38, 39, we then
reply that according to this scripturo tho position
we call in question is still faulty. That position
leaves tho professed penitent to take for granfed
his reception of the Spirit, because it is promised
on condition of baptism. But not a single in-
stance can bo found in the New Testamont whero
sach a viow obtained. Sco Acts 8:15-17: « Who,
when they were come down, prayed for them
that they might recoive tho IToly Ghost (for as
yet he was fullen upon nono of them; only they
wero baptized in the namo of tho Lord Jesus).
Then laid they their hands on them, and thoy
rcecived the Iloly Ghost.”

Ilero tho reception of the Ioly Spirit was a
matter of consciousness or experience with them.
Ilad they taken for granted that thoy had ro-
ceived it because thoy were baptized, making
baptism their evidenco, as many now do, thoy
would have rested under a delusien, The samo
remarks apply to Acts 19.

This is suficient to show that too much has
beon aseribed to baptism, by thoso who make it
tho solo means and the evidenco of justification,
or remission of sin. That it stands related to
remission—that it is cvon an essential part of
that system by which wo roccive remission—
cannot bo denied. It is a gospel duty, and all
Parts of the gospel abo cssential. All confess
that the gospel itsolf is absolutely essontial; and
WQ capnQt guppose that an essoptial wholo is
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made up of non-esscntial parts. While we dep-
recato 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 Groek word
eis deserves a notice. Itis found in Matt. 3:11:
“J indeed baptize you witk [en, in] water unfo
[eis] repentance.” It can bardly be supposcd
that this text will bear the construction put upon
Acts 2: 38—baytize in order to repentancc—so as
to make the repentance altogether in the futaro.
Indeed, we could not imagine that Jobn would
have baptized any if he know that the work of
repentance were not already then commenced.
So in Acts 2:38, and in evory case where bap-
tism is truly and properly administored accordin:g
to the gospel plan. Faith lays hold of the graco,
already commenced in che heart, of which bap-
tism is the significant cmblem.

CIOAPTER XIL
“A SAVING ORDINANCE.”

I7 is fitting that we notice an objcction which
is presented in the form of a query respecting
baptism as a saving ordinance.

There may be those who have so often heard
the question, “Is baptism*a saving ordinance?”
asked by those in whom they have confidence,
that they have come to think it allowable and
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proper. Tor such we desire to excrciso the larg-
est charity; yet we must express our conviction
that the question originated in a spirit of rebell-
ion and self-will. 1ts evident intention is this:
If it is saving, if we cannot possibly bo saved
without it, thon vro will observe it; but if we can
be saved without it, then we will disregard it.
Or, in other words, we know that the Lord com-
manded it, and it is our duty to obey; but if we
can be saved some other way, we choose to dis-
regard his commandment. If this is not what
the question amounts to, we must confess we can-
not understand the language. A heart thus dis-
posed would ask, “Lord, what may I do?” and
not “ Lord, what wil¢ thou have me to do?”

Morcover, this guestion is almost always asked
by those who repudiate immersion and advocato
“infant baptism.” This is a strango inconsist-
eney on ther part. If their views of “infant
baptism ”” are correct, then baptism is to infants
“a saving ordinance " to the fullest extent of the
term. It is made the means, the only means, of
grace to them. Without faith, without repent-
ance, without any act of accepting tho gospel or
of following Christ, they aro, by baptism alone,
mado hoeirs of God, partakers of the IIeavenly
Gift, and inheritors of eternal lifo. Many, oven
in our own day, and in our own land, hold bap-
tism in this very light. Yet they are often tho
very first to blame us for our tenacity in hold-
ing to baptism, in its form and design. g wo find
it revealed in God's word,
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1t is not our provinco to inquire whether it is
necessary to our salvation or not. We should
look to duties, and leave results with God. It is
wot the part of a faithful sérvant o ask, “ Why
‘am I required to do this?” It is enough to
know that we are required to do it. James, the
apostle of the Lord, gave a stern reproof to this
gpirit 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. Ewerything which the Lord requires is sav-
ing; yet no one duty has salvation in itsclf alone.
If the question means this: Will baptism save me
if I neglect othor duties? then we answer, No;
there is nothing in the Bible which is saving in
this sense. Salvation was never made to rest on
any such grounds. But if it means: Must I sub-
mit to everything which God commands in order
to be saved? then we reply, Yes; there is no
other way of salvation but conformity to the di-
vine will. Man shall live “by every word that
proceedeth out of the mouth of God.”

The spirit which prompts such a question is
only a selfish one, and we aver that selfishness
has no place in the gospel. The duty of the
Christian is to follow Christ; and not a shade of
selfishness was shown in all his life. IIe said he
came not to do his own will; and if he, the Lord of
life and glory, renounced his own_ will, is it too
much for us to renounce ours? Can we indced
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tollow Christ and indulge our selfishnoss and self-
will? If so, his example must pass for nothing.

If we can be saved in a way of our own choice,
then did God reveal his will in vain, and Christ
died in vain.. We could follow our own ways
and indulge our sclfish feelings without the Bible
and without the death of the Son of God. But
the querist may say: “It was neccssary for us
that Christ should die, and open the way of sal-
vation; but since he has died for uws it is not
necessary for us to be so strict in conforming to
the rules laid down in the Scriptures. Before
Christ died, in tho dispensation of law, men were
bound by the express terms of the revelation; but
not go in this dispensation of grace, in which a
larger liberty is allowed.” This statement is no
mere supposition, or “ fancy sketch.” It has act-
nally been urged, not on this subject alone, but
on other subjects also. It is oquivalent to saying
that without tho death of Christ obedience to the
revealed will of God was necessary; but since
'bo has died we may be saved without conforming
to the rules he has laid down. But what is this
but making ¢ Christ the minister of sin”’? wheroas
the Scriptures declare that he is the minister of
righteousness. Have we yet to learn, in this our
age, that he cameo to serve his Father's will; to
‘“save his people from their sins;” “to put away
8in by the sacrifice of himself”’?

That antinomian position is so far from being
true, that Jesus himself shows that sin would
havo beon more <xcusablo (if it be allowable to
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use the word in such a casc), if he had not come
into the world; “but now they have no cloak
for their sin.” If God would suffer and bear
with thoso times of ignorance, ho does so no lon-
ger, “ but now commandeth all men everywhere
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-samo spirit which rejects the law of God
and tho ordinances of the gospel, for the gos-
pel is the means appointed of Heaven to put
away transgression and to bring sinful man to
obedienco 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 Fatber,—neither more
nor less. They who do not find the gospel the
mecans of glorifying God the Father, have studicd
in vain.

Reader, have you followed the Saviour in this
ordinance of his own appointment, which he hon-
ored by his own example? Ilave you died to
transgression and been buried with your dying
Lord in baptism? If not, then we inquire, “ Why
tarriest thou?” Scme say they tremilo and hos-
itate, because it is a very solemn thing to obey
this ordinance. True; but is it not a very sol-
cmn thing to disregard and neglect it? If wo
should tremble at tho thought of obedience to tho
divine requirements, much more should we tremble
at tho thought of disobedience.
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We invite the young. We belicve in baptizing
the children when they turn to Jesus, the chil-
dren’s loving friend. As personified by Wisdom,
he says, “Those that scek me early shall find
me.” Prov. 8:17. This is a precious promise;
but if you neglect it, you will soon grow beyond
it. By and by we may hear him speaking thus:
“He that being often reproved hardeneth his
neck, shall suddenly be destroyed, and that with-
out remedy.” Prov. 29:1. Do not think it a
hardship to serve the Lord; Wisdom's “ways
are ways of pleasantness, and all her paths are
peace.” Prov. 3:17. There is no peace found
in gin. There is no sight more beautiful than to
8ee young pcople give their hearts to God, and
follow their Saviour in baptism. Angels in
Heaven as well as saints on earth rejoice at the
sight. Do not say that you will wait till you get
older; if you are old enough to sin, you are old
enough to repent. And remember too, you are
always old emough to die. There is no time for
delay. «You know not what a day may bring
forth.” Many, very many, have deeply regretted
that they put off the work of obeying God. But
not one, no, not one of all the multitudes who
have served God all their lives, was ever known
to utter one word of regret that he early set out
to follow his beloved Lord. Come now. “Now
is the accepted time.”

We invite the middle-aged. How often do those
in the prime of life say, “ When I get more set-
tled in- life, and old age comes on, then I will



144 TIIOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

gerve the Lord.” Think what this means. Do
you realize what an insult this is to your Cre-
ator? what a contempt of the claims of the Sav-
iour? 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
tho service of your life, you choose to despise his
authority and rob him of that which is justly his,
as long as you ean do it successfully, or cap 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 defied his
threatenings as long as you can,—then, when
your energics aro 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 unut-
terable folly and wickednest! Do you not wou-
der that God, tho infinitely just God, spares you
to pursue such a course? Is it not surprising
grace that he evor saves an aged sinner? Aro
you swie that you will live to carry out your
plans; that you will not be cut off in your obsti-
nacy? Is the dear Son of God, who dicd 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 man-
hood, than Satan, who is ever seeking to ensnare
you and to lead you on to ruin? Young man,
young woman, what are you doing? Whither
are you gojng? Reflect. Stop! your noxt step
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may take you beyond the bounds of mercy.
Turn now from sin; die, yes, die to the transgres-
sion of God's holy commandments, be buried with
your precious Saviour, and rise to live unto God:
to enjoy peace—his peace—a peace that passeth
all understanding, even in this life, and eternal
life and glory in his kingdom. Think of this joy
and glory. And can 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 the 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 Saviour?
They will answer that it is hard to repent of a
whole life of sin; hard to overcome habits of life
80 long settled; hard to change the whole current
of thought, of feeling, and of action, when all have
been so long established. They say, “If I were
only young, how easy it 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 years of
my trifling and folly. Oh that I had repented
in my youth! But now I fear it is too late.”
Let the youth listen to this and take warning.
Too late! it is too late for you to linger, to trifle
on the verge of eternity. Too late to waste any
more precious time; you have ncne to spare.
Josus yet calls. Cast yourself on him now, and
Prove the depth of his love. It may indeed be
too late to-morrow. His mercy has followed you
8ll your life. It lingers for you still. You can-

10
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ot afford to add to the ingratitude of your past
life by spurning the last call of mercy.

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

“ And whosoever will, let him take the water
of life freely.”

AR,
"%ﬁé} sl



HISTORY AND TRINE IMMERSION.

CHAPTER XIIIL
INTRODUCTION—THEODORET— SOZOMEN.

WE have been requested to notice the histor-
ical argument in favor of trine immersion. 1t is
a well-known fact that history is the main reli-
ance of the trine immersionists. The Greek of the
New Testament is decidedly against them. The
analogies of the languago of Scripture are against
them. And the facts of Seripture 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 theso 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

*Eld. Moore has separated himself from the paper since this
Was written,
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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
Method of Baplizing ever practiced by the Apos-
tles and their Immediate Successors.” We think
that neither the contents of the book nor the
facts justify this flaming title.

Eld. Moore frequently quotes from Eld. James
Quinter. Eld. Quinter wrote a tract entitled,
“ The Origin of Single Immersion.” These two
works have becn 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 practice
among the successors of the apostles, inasmuch
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 purpose
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 received with
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distrust. The Christian church, 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 cen-
tury the scene began to change; and before the
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.’”

Milrer 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. 1t 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
Dot to be estimated by their distance from the
apostolic age, is deducible from the times of
Tertullian.”
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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 expenso, a man is dipped in water,
and amid the utterance of seme few words, is
sprinkled, 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
other appendages to the rite, and we shall show
that he is the first to mention trine immersion.

2. We are not to infer that an early practice
was derived from the apostles because we find
mention of the practice, but find no mention of
its origin. Scarcely a single innovation or dogma
peculiar to the Romish church can be traced to
its origin. The Catholics base their argument
on this fact, that you cannot trace their origin;
that being practiced so early, the practice must
have been derived from the apostles. But Arch-
bishop Whately draws an argument against them
from this same fact; inasmuch as the Scriptures
thoroughly furnish the man of God unto all good
works, if these dogmas had been promulgated by
the apostiles we could easily trace them to that
source. The following will illustrate this point.
Bingham, in Antiquities of the Christian church,
speaking of the  Baptism of Bells,” says:—
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“The first notice we have of this is in the
capitulars of Charles the Great, where it is only
mentioned to be censured.”—DBook 11, chap. 4,§ 1.

It was then in practice. Bishops baptized
bells, but when and where this originated, how
it came to be @ part of Christianity, we have no
means of agcertaining. Shall we therefore con-
clude that it was derived from the apostles?

3. As it will not be safe to infer anything
from a practice because it was early mentioned,
80 we may not infer its genuineness because it
was generally received. For (1) Party spirit
ran high; opposition of parties was most bitter,
and the weaker parties were very early crushed
out by power, oftener than they were subdued
by argument. (2) As it was adjudged by the
empire that “the primacy should 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 heresies were extirpated; and the
writings of the heretics, being condemned, were
destroyed. So now we have only the writings
of the orthodox party, which then meant, as it
now 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-
scrupulous in molding everything to suit their
purpose.

To show that we may not implicitly follow
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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.
The evidence in its favor is far greater than
that in favor of trine immersion. And with this
was introduced infant communion. Thus Dr.
Schaff:—

“In the Oriental and North African churches
prevailed the incongruous system of infant com-
munion, which seemed to follow from infant
baptism, and was advocated by Augustine and
Innocent L., on the authority of John 6:53. In
the Greek Church this custom continues to this
day, but in the Latin, after the ninth century, it
was disputed and forbidden.”—History of the
Christian Church, vol. 2, p. 516.

Bingham says infant communion existed in
the days of Cyprian, an African bishop in the
third century. The Greek Church to which
trine immersionists refer with such an air of tri-
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 scrlptural authority
for trine immersion. In hnstory it is not as
strongly fortified as infant baptism. Of tho
three unscriptural rites above referred to, now
held by the Greek Church, trine immersion has
the least plausible argument in its favor.
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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 ke
church was accepted as authority without fur-
ther questioning. This will be seen as we pre-
sent our argument.

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

“Chrystal, in his book entitled, ‘History of
the Modes of Baptism,’ quotes Theodoret, Bishop
of Cyprus, an author of an Ecclesiastical His-
tory and various other works, and who lived in
the latter part of the fourth and early part of
the fifth century, as follows: ‘He (Eunomius)
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 to
immerse the candidate for baptism thrice, nor to
mention the names of the Trinity, but to im-
merse once only into the death of Christ.’”

This quotation is of no real value in this con-
troversy; for, 1. There is not the slightest evi-
dence in existence that trine immersion was
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handed down from the apostles. This was a
common method of enforcing any and every
practice, even before the time of Theodoret. 2.
Theodoret himself was a zealous partisan on the
orthodox side, who biiterly opposed dissenters;
he lived when the controversy on the Trinity
ran very high, and regard for the doctrine of the
Trinity was the main ground of the advocacy of
three immersions. Theodoret wrote more in the
spirit of & controversialist than of an impartial
historian. 3. That his testimony is of no value
on this particular pointis shown by trine immer-
sionists themselves, for they offer proof and argue
directly that single immersion was both prac-
ticed and opposed before the time of Eunomius.
This being so, these words, allowing that they
were written by Theodoret, are of no worth. ‘We
shall refer to this again,

This next quotation is offered from Sozomen.
We quote again from Eld. Quinter’s tract:—

“The following is the language of Sozomen in
regard to the origin of single immersion. It oc-
eurs in his Ecclesiastical History. He lived,
according to Cave, about the year A.D.404.
‘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-
gle immersion; and to corrupt the tradition that
has been handed down from the apostles, and
which is still preserved by all (or among all). .
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« + . But whether it was Eunomius or any
other person who first introduced heretical opin-
ions concerning baptism, it seems to me that
such innovators, whoever they may have been,
were alone in danger, according to their own
representation, of quitting this life without hav-
ing received the lLoly rite of baptism; for if|
after having received baptism according to the
ancient mode of the church (i.- e., by trine im-
mersion), they found it impossible to reconfer it
on themselves, it must be admitted that they intro-
duced a practice to which they had not themselves
submitted, and thus undertook to administer to
others what had never been administered to them-
selves (i. ¢, single immersion unto the death of
Christ). 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, according to their opinion, those who
have not received the rite of baptism in con-
formity with their mode of administration (i.e.,
single immersion) are unbaptized; and they con-
firm this opinien by their practice, inasmuch as
they rebaptize (i. e., by single immersion) all
those who join their sect, although previously
baptized (i. e., by trine immersion) by the Cath-
olic Church.'—Chrystal's History of the Modes of
Baptism, p. 78.”

These are the words ascribed to Sozomen by
the trine immersionists. The following are the
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exact words of Sozomen copied from his His-
tory:—

“Some assert that Eunomius was the first to
maintain that baptism ought to be performed by
immersion, and to corrupt, in this manner, the
apostolic tradition, which has been carefully
handed down to the present day. . . But
whether it was Eunomius, or any other person,
who first introduced heretical opinions concern-
ing baptism, it seems to me that such innovators,
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-
selved submitted, and thus undertook to admin-
ister to others what had never been administered
to themselves. Thus, after having laid down
certain principles, according to their own fancy,
without any data, they proceed to bestow upon
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 con-
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firm this opinion by their practice, inasmuch as
they rebaptize all those who join their sect,
although previously baptized by the Catholic
Church.”

A fierce controversy long raged in the church
as to whether baptism by heretics, or those who
did not conform to the dominant party, was to
be accepted as valid. It will be seen above that
every reference to single and trine immersion was
put into this extract, not by Sozomen, but by the
man who quoted it in favor of trine immersion.
They may indeed say that that is what Sozomen
meant, but if Sozomen was not able to say what
he meant, and needs to stand corrected at this
day, then he is not competent to testify in this or
any other case. It needs no words of ours to
brand the course of Chrystal as dishonorable in
palming on his readers this quotation for the
words of Sozomen. i

We do not dispute that trine immersion pre-
vailed to a considerable extent in the days of
Sozomen; but We strongly object to any contro-
versialigt making him many times say that which
he never said at all. But our opposers may ask,
What else could it mean, if trine immersion then
existed? We answer, 1. If we could discover
no other meaning, we still denounce the course
as unworthy, of weaving into a historical quota-
tion that which we think i¢ means while it does
not say it. The Catholic Church, in all her pious
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Sfrauds, never went beyond this. 2. We find
historical reference to sprinkling in the church
about two and a half centuries before Sozomen
wrote. Now inasmuch as Sozomen spoke dis-
paragingly of immersion (not of single immer-
sion as Chrystal unjustly makes him say) he may
at that time have referred to sprinkling as the
preferable mode. But, 3. Whatever mode Sozo-
men meant to indorse, it is condemned by his
own words, for he speaks in favor of a “¢ra-
“dition handed down from the apostles.” He
knows but little of church history who does not
know that tradition had obtained a standard
position in the fifth century. And we promise
to show also, that the first authority for trine
immersion rested it on tradition only.

CHAPTER XIV.

JUSTIN MARTYR—CLEMENT—TERTULLJAN—
MR. REEVES—APOSTOLICAL CANONS—
MUNNULUS.

ELp. Moore highly indorses Quinter's efforts
in favor of their system, but his own pamphlet
is much more ample in historical references. He
says he has traced it directly to the apostles.
The three writers nearest to the apostles given
by him are Tertullian, A. p. 160-220; Clement
of Alexandria, . . 150-220; and Justin Martyr,
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A. D.100-165. These are the most important of
all the witnesses, because they lived nearest to
the apostles, and those who followed them must
have depended on them more or less for any
“tradition handed down from the apostles.” We
shall take them in reverse order and notice firsg

JUSTIN MARTYR,

Because he was nearest to the apostles. Mr.
Moore quotes and comments as follows:—

“Justin wrote ‘An Apology for Christians,
Addressed to the Emperor, the Senate, and the
People of Rome.” In this work he describes the
doctrines and ordinances of the church of Christ;
and on baptism has the following passage: ¢ Then
we bring them to some place where there is
g&ter, and they are baptized by the same way
of baptism by which we were baptized; for they
are washed in the water in the name of God the
Father, Lord of all things, and of our Saviour
Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit.’

“Justin’s works were written in the Greek
language, and are translated by Mr. Reeves, who,
when speaking of the confession usually made in
those early times, says of the above passage:
‘The candidates were thrice plunged under the
water at the naming of the Three Persons in the
blessed Trinity.’

“This is the candid opinion of the learned
translator, that when Justin writes of the Chris-
tians being washed in the name of the Father,
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and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, he means
nothing short of trine immersion. We give Mr.
Reeves’ convictions and candid opinion as a fair
argument in support of the fact that the above
passage refers to trine immersion.”

Mr. Moore makes his quotations in the above
from Pengilly on Baptism. And here, reader,
we have the first stone, the very corner-stone of
the edifice of trine immersion; the first witness
—the one nearest to the apostles—to prove that
trine immersion existed in the very days of the
apostles. Here we have several points of interest.

1. Justin says nothing at all about trine im-
mersion! We are reminded of the case of tho
lawyer who said he had five reasons to give why
his witness was not in court. First, he was dead.
The Judge here excused him from giving o
other four. So we might stop right here with a
clear case, but we will examine a little further.

2. It is Mr. Reeves’ candid opinion that Justin
meant trine immersion, though he says nothing
about it. Upon what this opinion is based, and
what it is worth, we shall presently see.

3. Mr. Reeves’ opinion is offered as a fatr ar-
gument in favor of the fact that the passage re-
fers to trine immersion.

It must be remembered that no other author
of Justin's day is cited to prove the existenco
of the fact assumed. The whole burden of evi-
dence lies in M. Reeves’ opinion.
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In the “Ante-Nicene Library,” published by
Clark, Edinburgh, the works of Justin are trans-
lated by Dr. Dods. From chap. 61 of his first
Apology we copy as follows:—

“I will also relate the manner in which we
dedicated ourselves to God, when we had been
made new through Christ; lest if we omit this,
we seem to be unfair in the explanation we are '
making. As many as are persuaded and believe
that what we say and teach is true, and un-
dertake to be able to live accordingly, are in-
structed to pray and to entreat God with fasting,
for the remission of sins that are past, we pray-
ing and fasting with them. Then they are
brought by us where there is water, and are re-
generated in the same manner in which we our-
selves were regenerated. For in the name of
God, the Fatber and Lord of the Universe, and
of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy
Spirit, they then receive the washing with water.
For Christ also said, ¢ Except ye be born again,
ye shall not enter into the kingdom of Heaven.'”

If the translation of Dr. Dods is correct, and
Dr. Schaff gives it the same way, then the term
baptism is used by Mr. Reeves only by implica-
tion. However, the idea of baptismal regenera-
tion is strongly favored by the language of Jus.
tin; so early did erroneous views of baptism begin
to find their way into the church. But by nopos-
sible construction can trine immersion be inferred
from his langunage. 11
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Chrystal, in his examination of “the Fathers,”
for whose testimony he entertains a most pro-
found reverence, offers this as proof for immersion,
but claims nothing on it in favor of trine immer-
sion. Thus Mr. Moore’s first witness utterly
fails him.

The next witness quoted nearest to the time of
the apostles is

CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA.

Mr. Moore quotes and comments as follows:—

¢« Clement is addressing himself to the churches
planted by the apostles—churches composed of
members, many of whom were baptized by the
immediate successors of the apostles—-when he
uses the following words: ‘Ye were conducted
to a bath just as Christ was carried to the grave,
and were thrice immersed, to signify the three
days of his burial.’— Wiberg on Baptism, p. 228."

We cannot say positively that Clement never
wrote these words, yet we are left strongly to
doubt. No reference is made to any work
where they may be found. We think we have
had access to and have examined all the writings
that are usually ascribed to Clement, but these
words are not in them. We have seen what lib-
erty was taken with Sozomen to make him tes-
tify to their purpose, and what astrong argument
is made out of nothing in the case of Justin; and
why, if this quotation is genuine, are we not told
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whence it is taken? That which is offered in
proof must be shown to be proof. We have &
right to call in question such loose quotations.

Chrystal, who examines the words of the Fa-
thers at length, and sets down everything he can
find in favor of trine immersion, even quoting
from writings which he confesses are spurious,
makes no mention of this quotation. We cannot
think he would omit it if it were to be found in
the works of Clement. We have no confidence
(a8 we have no reason to believe) that the quo-
tation is genuine. If it were, yet the reason it
offers is contrary to the Scriptures, and it would
then only be another proof that trine immersion
was recognized in Africa earlier than anywhere
else; and Africa was, even at that time, the very
hot-bed of superstitious innovations in the Chris-
tian faith. See Milner as before quoted.

TERTULLIAN.

There is no dispute that Tertullian did men-
tion trine immersion; but he referred it only to
tradition. This is denied by the trine immer-
sionists, but the proof is decidedly against them.
Eld. Moore publishes an appendix of Caution on
this point. He says:—

“In the writings of Campbell, Hinton, Fuller,
and Wiberg, Tertullian is accused of stating that,
‘we are immersed three times, fulfiling some-
what more than our Lord has decreed in the gos-
pel’ This, however, is simply an incorrect trans-
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lation of the Latin text, the Oxford translation
of which reads as follows: ‘Then are we thrice
dipped, pledging [not fulfilling] ourselves to some-
thing more than the Lord has prescribed in the
gospel.” Before the candidates were baptized
they pledged themselves to some things not men-
tioned in the gospel, and to these Tertullian re-
fers.”

These words of Eld. Moore are not warranted
by the facts. Tertullian does not speak of what
was done before baptism, but ¢n baptism. And
the version of Campbell, Hinton, Fuller, and Wi-
berg, is most accurate in following the original,
which is both followed and given by Stuart,
whom we quoted elsewhere. The words of Stu-
art in full on this passage are as follows:—

¢« Tertullian himself, however, seems to have
regarded this ¢rine immersion as something su-
peradded to the precepts of the gospel; for thus
he speaks in his book, ‘De Corona Militis,’ § 3:
‘Thence we are thrice immersed (ter mergita-
mur), answering, t. e, fulfilling, somewhat more
(amplius aliquid respondentes) than the Lord has
decreed in the gospel.’”

Stuart is surely as literal as may be in render-
ing respondentes answering; and no one can pos-
sibly object to his making it equivalent to ful-
JSilling, in this case; while the whole sentence in
Tertullian points unmistakably to the action of
trine immoersion, and not to anything before bap-
tism.
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But there is a decisive test to which we shall
now bring this matter. Bingham, “ Antiquities
of the Christian Church,” is one of the witnesses
cited by Eld. Moore, in his historical evidences.
Bingham has treated the whole subject at length,
though he does not directly give his own opinion
of the correctness of the method. Of the deri-
vation of trine immersion he says:— ‘

“Some derive it from apostolic tradition;
others, from the first institution of baptism by
our Saviour; whilst others esteem it only an in-
different circumstance or ceremony, that may be
used or omitted without any detriment to the
sacrament itself, or breach of any divine appoint-
ment. Tertullian, St. Basil, and St. Jerome put
it among those rites of the church which they
reckon to be handed down from apostolic tradi-
tion."—Book 11, chap. 11, § 7.

We here learn that the early advocates of trine
tmmersion were not at all agreed as to its origin.
Some ascribed it to the institution of the Sav-
iour, but these were not its earliest advocates.
Others ascribed it to tradition; and still others
considered it an indifferent matter. There was
not among them such an agreement on the sub-
ject as the trine immersionists would have us
believe.

It will be noticed that ¢ apostolic tradition”
is distingnished from that which was appointed
by the Saviour. Tertullian, the very earliest
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witness for trine immersion, and the prince of
traditional innovators, “ put it among those rites
of the church which they reckon to be handed
down from apostolic ¢radition.”” This shows that
Eld. Moore's “ Caution ” is utterly futile, and that
his construction of the words of Tertullian is
wrong.

The first name given by Bingham among those
who held that trine immersion came from the
appointment of the Saviour, is that of Chrysos-
tom; but Chrysostom lived two centuries this
side of Tertullian, in a day when traditions were
more firmly established as authority in the
church. In a review of the whole ground we
shall refer to both Tertullian and Chrysostom
again. We will briefly notice

MR. REEVES.

This is a witness of- great importance to trine
immersionists. It is his opinion which makes
the “fair argument ” that Justin Martyr believed
in trine immersion] We think, however, that
injustice is done to Mr. Reeves by Mr. Moore.
He might speak in truth of «the confession of
those early times,” which is quite indefinite, and
of trine immersion in early times, without ascrib-
ing that idea to Justin. Mr. Reeves has stated
the strong argument, in his own mind, for that
practice, in the following words:—

“The ancients carefully observed trine immer-
sion, insomuch that, by the  Canons Apostolical,’
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either Bishop or Presbyter who baptized without
it was deposed from the ministry.”

That somebody believed in and practiced trine
immersion at an early age in the Christian
church, we do not deny. But we wish the
reader to bear in mind that we are now search-
ing for the authority for the practice. Mr. Reeves
has been quoted with great confidence, and he
refers to his authority. This same authority is
elsewhere given by Eld. Moore, so we will now
notico

“ TIOE APOSTOLICAL CANONS.”

Of these, Eld. Moore says: “These ¢Canons,
which consist of eighty-five ecclesiastical laws,
contain a view of the church government among
the Greek and Oriental Christians in the early
centurics of the Christian religion’ (Moskeim,
vol. 4, p. 44), and can be relied upon in tracing
Christian baptism back to a very early dato-
Some learned men, who have made profound re-
searches respecting the origin of these Canons,
have assigned to some of them a date much ear-
lier than A. p. 200.

“The fiftieth of the Apostolical Canons reads
- as follows: ¢If any Bishop or Presbyter do not
perform thrce immersions of one initiation, but
one immersion which is given into the death of
Christ, let him be deposed; for the Lord did not
sﬁy, “ Baptize into my death,” but “Go ye, and
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make disciples of all nations, baptizing them into
the n:me of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Ghost.” Do ye, therefore, O Bishops,
immerse thrice—into one Father, and Son, and
Holy Ghost, according to the will of Christ by
the Spirit.'—Quinter and McConnel's Debate, p.
114.”

This is that to which Mr. Reeves refers; but
he does not say one word as to its date, origin,
and authenticity. It was of course written by
somebody, and that somebody believed in three
immersions. But who it was, and when he wrote,
nobody knows. It was a very commcn practice
in those days of pious forgeries to label their
writings apostolical, or to ascribe them to some
worthy Christian, to give them weight among
those who did not stop to discriminate between
the true and the false.

These Canons are from unknown sources,
They did not all come into notice at one time.
Notice that Mr. Moore says: “Some learned men
. + . have assigned to some of them a date much
earlier than A. ». 200.” But of the one in ques-
tion, the fiftieth, he says nothing. He must
bave known some of the facts respecting it, and
to endeavor to give authority to this by speaking
a good word for “some of them,” savors much of
the same spirit which originated them. Of the
Canons, Dr. Schaff says:—

“They are evidently of gradual growth, and
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were collected either after the middle of the
fourth century, or not till the latter part of tho
fifth, by some unknown hand, probably also in
Syria.”

These Canons are found, with notes, in a
“History of Christian Councils,” by Bishop
Hefele, of Germany. Appended to Canon 50,
the one quoted above, is this remark:— ‘

“This Canon is among the most recent of the
collection. It is not known from what source it
is derived.”

For the present we dismiss the Canons Apos-
tolical, willingly according to the trine immer-
sionists all the honor they acquire by the use
which they make of them.

Preceding these Canous, in point of chronology,
comes the testimony of

MUNNULUS, BISHOP OF GIRBA.

His words, claimed in favor of three immer-
sions, were spoken in the seventh Council of
Carthage, held under Cyprian, o. . 256. Therc
swere eighty-five bishops present. The sole ob-
ject of this council was to settle the question of
the validity of baptism administered by here-
tics; and tl.e unanimous testimony was that those
who had been baptized by heretics must be bap-
tized again, if they would enter the Catholic or
orthodox church. Not one word was spoken
against their mode or form of administering it;
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only that it was invalid, or no baptism at all, -
because it was by the hands of a heretic. Cyprian
preserved on record the decision of each member
of the council. We give specimens, that the ani-
mus of the council may appear. Januarius of
Muzzuli said:—

“I am surprised, since all confess there is ono
baptism, that all do not perceive the unity of the
same baptism. For the church and heresy are
two things, and different things. If heretics
have baptism, we have'it not; but if we have it,
heretics cannot have it. But there is no doubt
that the church alone possesses the baptism of
Christ, since she alone possesses both the grace
and the truth of Christ.”

Ahymus of Ausvaga said: “ We have received
one baptism, and that same we maintain and
practice. But he who says that heretics also
may lawfully baptize, makes two baptisms.”

The following we copy from Eld. Moore's
book:—

«A. D. 256, while at the famoas Council of
Carthage, Munnulus made use of the following
language in one of his speeches, preserved by"
Cyprian: ¢The true doctrine of our holy mother,
the Catholic Church, hath always, my brethren,
been with us, and doth yet abide with us, espe-
cially in the article of baptism, and the trine im-
mersion wherewith it is celebrated; our Lord
having said, “ Go ye, and baptize the Gentiles, in
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the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Spirit.” '—Works of Cypriam, part 1, p.
240.”

The following, as the words of Munnulus, we
copy from Cyprian’s records of this council, in
his Works, vol. 2, p. 204:—

“The truth of our Mother, the Catholic Church,
brethren, hath always remained and still re--
mains with us, and even especially in the Trinity
of baptism, as our Lord says, ‘Go ye and bap-
tize the nations in the name of the Father, of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,' Since, then,
we manifestly know that heretics have not either
Father or Son or Holy Spirit, they ought, when
they come to the church our Mother, truly to be
born again, and to be baptized; that the cancer
which they had, and the anger of damnation,
and the witchery of error, may be sanctified by
the holy and heavenly laver.”

We fear the same liberty was taken with the
words of Munnulus that was taken with the his-
tory of Sozomen. That which was called by
him “the Trinity of baptism,” is, by those who
use his testimony to uphold a tradition, called
“baptism, and the trine immersion,” etc. The
difference is material, there is a reduplication of
the term baptism, or immersion, and the dupli-
cate thus becomes a word of explanation, just
such as we find inserted in the words of Suzo-
men.
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But the query may arise, What did he mean
by “the Trinity of baptism'? He explains this
himself; we, says he, baptize in the name of the
Father, of the Son, and of the Spirit, while here-
tics have neither Father, Son, nor Holy Spirit.
Thus, instead of three immersions he refers to
the three persons invoked in the act of baptism.
And the same idea is still more clearly expressed
by other early authors. Thus in Clement’s “ Rec-
ognitions,” book 3, chap. 67, as follows:—

“But every one of you shall be baptized in
ever-flowing water, the name of the Trine Beat-
itude being invoked over him.”

And again twice in his “ Homilies,” thus:—

“ Washing in a flowing river, or in a fountain,
or even in the sea, with the thrice blessed invo-
cation, you shall not only be able to drive away
the spirits which lurk in you,” etc.—Hom. 9,
chap. 19.

“For there is something that is merciful from
the beginning borne upon the water, and res-
cues from the future punishment those who are
baptized with the thrice blessed invocation.”—
Hom. 11, chap. 26.

We are well aware that the «trine beautitude,”
or “thrice blessed invocation,” drawn directly
from the words of the Scriptures, was soon made
the foundation of three-fold baptism, not at all
bared on the Scriptures, but resting- on tradition
(nly. Thus do the facts of history completely
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demolish the claim of early practice of trine im-
mersion, or of tracing it to the days of the apos-
tles. We admit that it was early enough to be
found among the superstitions which sprung up
even in the days of Tertullian. We have little
care to follow the historical testimony further,
because volumes of tradition have no weight
with us, and this is proved to have no other
origin.

The words of Dr. Miller, of Princeton College,
are worthy of constant remembrance: *Even
suppose you had found such declarations in
gome of all or the early fathers. What then?
Yistoric fact is not divine institution.”

CHAFTER XV,

EUNOMIUS—WEIGHT OF HISTORICAL QUO-
TATIONS—1HE GREEK CHURCH.

TreE advocates of three immersions claim that
Eunomius, Bishop of Cyzicum, was the originator
of single immersion. No sufficient evidence to
this effect exists. They profess to prove it by
Sozomen and Theodoret. But Sozomen does not
say what they ascribe to him. Theodoret, in his
history, gives quite a full account of Eunomius,
of his being condemned as a friend of Arius, of
his taking the bishopric, but those words ascribed
to Theodoret are not given in his History; they
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are derived from another source. He has also
recorded a Synodical letter of a council held in
Constantinople, A. p. 381, in which are the fol-
lowing words: —

“ We have rejected the hypothesis of Sabelleus,
which confounds the three persons by denying
their characteristics; neither do we receive the
blasphemy of the Eunomians, of the Arians, or
of the Spiritualists, who divide the substance,
the nature, and the divinity of the Godhead, and
who, denying the uncreated and consubstantial
and co-eternal Trinity, speak of a Trinity which
they represent as h&ving been created, or as con-
sisting of diverse natures.”

What these persons really believe will never
be known. A brief notice of the treatment of
heretics in those times may not be out of place.
Bower says:—

“We shall find very few, if any at all, who,
upon their teaching doctrines not approved by
the fathers, have not been immediately trans-
formed by them, out of their great zeal for the
purity of the faith, into monsters of wickedness,
though they themselves had perhaps proposed
them before for patterns of every Christian vir-
tue. It behooves us, therefore, to be very cau-
tious in giving credit to what they say of those
whom they style heretics,”—History of the Popes,
vol. 1, p. 150.

On reading the history of those times we have
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often been impressed with the idea that am:-
bition, rather than Christianity, prompted the
dominant party, and that the zeal of the ortho-
dox was not so strongly roused against the lives,
or even the doctrines, of those called heretics, as
against their persons. The spirit and temper of
the times seem to be well expressed by Gibbon:
“ Religion was the pretense; but in the judgment
of a contemporary saint, ambition was the genu-
ine motive of episcopal warfare.”

Eunomius was ordained bishop, probably about
A.D. 360. Mr. Moore does not, indeed, say that
the 50th Canon was of earlier date than A. D.
200, but he evidently wishes to make it appear
to be so. Why else plead for its early date, say-
ing that some learned men have ascribed to
some of them a date muck earlier than A. p. 200?
But if the 50th Canon was even nearly as early
as that, as they would have us think, how does
it ther appear that Eunomius originated single
immersion nearly two centuries afterward? Here
is an Apostolical Canon, if not coming from the
very age of the apostles yet from their immedi-
ate successors, near enough to them to be justly
called ¢ Apostolical,” which strongly condemns a
practice which was not introduced till near the
close of the fourth century! Chrystal so highly
esteems this Canon that he constantly calls it
“ Canon 50 of the Apostles,” and yet he contends
that Eunomius, near the fifth century. was the
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originator of single immersion, which this « Can-
on of the Apostles” so strongly condemns! So
does error lean on a “tottering fence” for sup-
port.

Bishop Beveridge wrote on these canons and
trine immersion. Chrystal quotes considerably
from him. He says that Beveridge showed from
Sozomen, * that, long before Eunomius, the Mon-
archians, the Praxeans, and many other heretics,
denied the doctrine of the trinity, and that they,
on account of this denial, did not baptize into all
the persons of the trinity, since this would have
seemed to teach the doctrines, nor did they use
the trine immersion for the same reason, but they
immersed once only, into the death of Christ.”
Chrystal refers approvingly to the works of
Beveridge to show that the canons, including the
B0th, were collect~d in the second century, “or at
least at the beginning of the third.” How, then,
ocan he believe the testimony which he offers from
Theodoret ? ’

WEIGHT OF HISTORICAL QUOTATIONS

Those who favor trine immersion secm to
think that their argument is strong if they can
quote many authors who agree that trine immer-
sion prevailed among the early Christians. We
admit that it did, and ten thousand witnesses to
that affect do not at all increase the truthfulness,
nor yet the importance, of the fact. But, while
we know that many scandalous errors, held to
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this day by some, but by most repudiated, pre-
vailed at the same time, and were introduced
fully as early, the bare fact that the practice ex-
isted at an early age proves nothing at all in its
favor. The question is not, Did it exist? but,
By what authority did it exist? Satan existed
at a very early age, and assumed to take his
place among the sons of God; but neither his
age nor such association gives any sanctity to
his character.

If it could be shown that the church was ex-
ceedingly pure in the age of its first recognition
by “the Fathers,” and that no other error had yet
obtained a footing among the bishops and pres-
byters, that would be a presumption in its favor.
Yet only a presumption, if it cannot plainly be
found in the Scriptures. History makes no au-
thority. It is for this reason we did not pursue
the historical argument at the first, because it
has no weight in our minds. We should not
have deviated from the course first marked out,
to notice the historical argument at all, had it
not been for the request of brethren whom we
highly respect, and whose judgment we honor.
We said, and we repeat it, We care nothing for
what people Aave done; our sole inquiry is re-
specting what they ought fo kave dons. History
may inform us what they did, but we look to the
Bible alone for duty—for what we ought to do.
But in addition to this statemcnt, wo must re-

cord our most solemn conviction that hizstory-—
1
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early-history—is not at all in favor of trine im-
mersion. - We trace it directly to Africa, for its
first adherents, and fird them -acknowledging
tradition 4s its basis.

There are three points which we must exam-
ine:" the welght of the testimony of the Greek
Church; the light in which baptism was -held
among the ancient Christians; and the ressons
which were early urged in favor of trine immer-
sion. And first

THE GREEK UHURCB

Though it is a matter of minor 1mportance, yet
Eld. Moore is not strictly correct in dating the
age of the Greek Church prior to its separation
from.the communion of Rome in the latter part
of the ninth century. Prior to that, they were
considered one body; after that, the Greek and
Roman churches became distinct. So far, how-
ever, as their. practice is concemed it is not,
probably, affected by this circumstance. The
Greek Church is often referred to as an example
on the sub_]ect of baptism. It is said they ought
best to understaund.their own original tongue;
therefore it is safe to follow them in their defi-
nition of baptism.

‘We have said, We safely follow them in the defi-
nition of the word, but we dare not follow them in
their qbr_as[ruc_tionof the ordinance. For this we can
show a reason. In giving to daptizein the defini-
tion, fo immerse, they foliow the usage of the
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language in which the New Testament was wrk-
ten. But, having established the.identity ef bap-
tism and immersion, if they follow tradition, and
practice three immersions, which isin truth tires
baptisms, they then depart from the Greek text
of the New Testament, which plainly says. one
daptiem. And here {ruth compels us to leave them.
Eld. Moore quotes Alexander de Stourdza as de-
claring that the Greek Church “administer bap-
tism after the similitude of that of Christ,” and
as they practice trine immersion he infers that
is after that similitude. We here repeat other
words of this author as follows:—

“The church of the West has, then, departed
from the example of Jesus Christ; she has ob-
literated the whole sublimity of the exterior
sign; in short, she commits an abuse of words,
and of ideas, in practicing baptiem by aspersion
this very term being, in itself, a derisive contra-
diction. The verb baptizo, immergo, has in fact
but one sole acceptation. It signifies literally and
always to plunge. Baptism and immersion, there-
fore, are identical; and to say, baptism by ae-
persion, is as if one should say, smmersion by
aspersion, or any other absurdity of this nature.”

This is surely a strong presentation of the
case; but if it be true, which we all admit, that
tmmersion and baptism are identical, it will take
a wiser than Alex. de Stourdza to sliow that
three smmersions and three baptisms are nof idon-
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ticall And, inasmuch as baptism and immer-
sion are equal, if three baptisms and three immer-
sions are nof equal, it is because three are not
equal to three! There remains no dispute about
the equality of baptism and smmersion; the whole
matter turns on the question, Is the number
three equal to me{/? Here is the absurdity of
the trine immersion theory reduced to a math-
ematical demonstration. For it is an axiom that
if equals are added to equals the results are
equal. Then, a8 three are equal to three, if they
be added respectively to immersion and to bap-
tism, which are also equals, the results are
equal. Hence three tmmersions equal three bap-
tisms. We would be pleased to see somebody
try to establish the converse of this proposition.
But three baptisms are contrary to the Script-
ures; therefore three immersions are contrary to
the Scriptures.

Mr. Moore quotes Dr. Carson to confirm the
view that the fhres immersions (properly desig-
nated three baptisms by Dr. Carson) have respect
te the action, while one baptism (properly one
immersion) has respect to the rite- Dr. Carson
said:—

“The three immersions are, in the estimation
of sthose who used themn, only one rite.”

Dr. Carson was a very conscientious man. He
sacrificed everything that & man of the highest
culture and best worldly prospects could sacri-
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fice to introduce immersion into the practice of
the church. But he never uttered one word in
favor of three immorsions, as we would expect
liim to do if he believed that to be the sense of
the Scripture injunction.

There is, moreover, an error in distinguishing
between the action and the rite. A rite is nec-
essarily an action; the sense of one determines
the sense of the other. The distinction assumed,
“in the -estimation of those who used them,” as
Dr. Carson said, we assert is unjust. Mr. Moore
says of Alexander Campbell's advocacy of one
baptism:—

“The one baptism, or one immersion, seen by
Campbell, was not the action by which the rite
was performed, but the rite itself. . . . The
three immersions seen through bhis historical
glasses were the same thing, only under a differ-
ent appearance.”

And it is only by the magic power of ¢ histor-
ical glasses” that anybody can see three immer-
sions. The real value of the sight we have tricd
to lay before our readers. We have noticed for
some time that Aistorical spectacles are a panacea
with a certain class given to theological squint-
ing. We consider it a device of empirics, injuri-
ous to the moral vision, sometimes resulting in
total Bible obscuration. .

Constantinople was the central city of the
Greek Church, as Rome was and is of the Latin.
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The prosent head of the Greek Church, so-called,
is the Czur of Russia. They were of one com-
munion till the ninth century; but it was do-
cided by Pope Gregory the Great that a diversity
of practice in regard to baptism did not invali-
date the ordinance. We have seen that the
Greek Church do not act consistently with the
New Testament in practicing three baptisms.
Ilave we any other reasons for distrusting their
testimony and their example? We have.

1. They practice infunt baptism, which is
plainly a corruption of the ordinance. They
profess to found this also dircctly on the teach-
ings of Christ; affirming that baptism is the
birth spoken of in John 3:5, which only can se-
cure their entrance into the kingdom of God.
Thus we see that we cannot safely trust to their
example, nor to their claim that they derive it
from the Scriptures.

2. They practice infant communion, which is
also a corruption of the gospel. But they pro-
fess to draw this also from Christ’s own words in
Jobhn 6:53, 54. They affirm that in the com-
munion is the flesh and blood of Christ, which
infants also must eat and drink, or lose eternal
life. This, another perversion of Scripture,
proves that they are not safe guides in faith
and practice.

3. In common with the Latins, the Greek Church
are addicted to the grossest idolatry in image
worship. This is confessed by Chrystal, who yet
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points us to the Greek Church as worthy to ba
followed in its three immersions. Thus ho says:—

“The Greek Church in the matter of image
worship and creature worship, and the preva-
lence of superstition, is nearly as far from primi-
tive truth as the Latin.” Page 140.

And again:— .

“This church, with all these grand memories
and advantages in its own worship, is, in practice,
the most thoroughly creature-worshiping part of
Christendom.” Page 168.

How inconsistent, then, to ask us to follow the
Greek Church with the idea that in her practices
we shall find the ordinances of the gospel pre-
served in their purity! .

4. They acknowledge the authority of tradi-
tion, holding it equal to the Scriptures. It is
well known that the authority. of tradition was
placed beyend question ¢n the whole Catholic
Church, long before the separation of the Greek
and Latin parts. But we need not argue the
point on this occasion, for Eld. Moore himself
says: “Indeed, the scriptural and traditional au-
thority are with the Greeks equally binding.”
This decides the question as to the value of their
practice as example for us. The Scriptures are
our only rule. We can harmonize with others
as far as they barmonize with this rule; when
they leave it, or corrupt it, er exalt tradition to
an equality with it, we cheerfully take another
direction, and separate from their company.
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THOUGHTS ON BAPTISM.

CHAPTER XVIL
BAPTISM IN THE FIRST CENTURIES,

Ir the example of the church in the first centu-
ries is of any weight or importance as indicating
our duty in regard to baptism, it can only be
because they preserved it in purity. For if they
did not preserve it purc—if they perverted and
corrupted it—then their examplo should be
avoided and not followed. We shall now give
abundant reasons for not only distrusting the ac-
knowledged tcachers and leaders of the early
centuries, but turning away from them with
feelings of pity for their blindness and folly, if,
indeed, we are not led to indulge stronger feclings
than those of pity.

Bingham gives the various titles which wero
given to baptism, going back as early as Tertul-
lian. It was called “absolution,” for an evident
reason; “regeneration of the soul;” “illumina-
tion,” becauso it was supposed to impart a knowl-
edge of divine things to the understanding; *sal-
vation,” because it was supposed to be nccessary
to salvation and to insure it; “ the sign of God,”
“character Dominicus,” because the character of
the Lord was supposcd to be imparted to the
subject! “It was a saying that baptism washes
away all sins.” It was for this reason that Con-
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stantine, for thirteen years after he professed
Christianity, refused to be baptized, only request-
ing it on his death-bed, thus to make sure that
his.sins might all go together, as if to “compound
his felonies” with Heaven! It was considered
useful for physical as well as spiritual disorders,
a8 a cure for diseases. Bingham relates that
those who had no interest in Christianity them-
selves used to carry their infants to the bishops
for baptism, in order to preserve them from dis-
eases. It is said of Novatus, “From & hope of
recovering his health he professed Christianity.”
“He was baptized in his bed when apparently
about to die.” Such were the views of baptism
in the second, third, and fourth centuries.

Connected with it, and as necessary to the full
performance of baptism as “trine immersion,”
was the “renunciation.” And Bingham says,
“The antiquity of this renunciation is evidenced
from all the writers that have said anything of
baptism.” If antiquity gives authority or makes
it apostolical, then this ceremony must be sac-
cepted] Bingham gives Dionysius as his author-
ity, thus:—

“In another place he thus deseribes the whole
cercmony: The priest makes the person to be
baptized to stand with his hands stretched out
toward the west, and striking them together (the
original denotes collision, or striking them to-
gether by way of abhorrence); then he bids him
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thrice exsuffiate, or gpit, in defiance -of Batan;
afterwards, thrice repeating’ the solemn words of
renunciation, he bids him thrice renounce him in
that form; then he turns him about toward the
enst, and with his hands and eyes lift up to
Heaven, bids him enter into covenant with
Christ. Vicecomes thinks this triple renunéia-
tion was made, either Pecause there were" three
things which men renounced in their baptism, the
devil, his-pomps, and the world; or to signify the
three persons of the Trinity, by whom they were
adopted as sons upon their renouncing Satan.”—
Book 11, chap. 7,83 and 6. Section 4 says, “It
was accompanied with some other ceremonies.”

Then there were the unction, sighing with the
cross, and the consecration of the water. _

“The bishop begins the unction by thrice sign-
ing him with the sign of the.cross, and then com-
mits him to the priests to be anointed all over
the body, whilst he goes and consecrates the
water in the font."—Id.

“—The unction of confirmation, which was
then usually the conclusion of baptism, both in
adult persons and infants; and many of the
passages which speak of the signof the cross in
baptism do plainly relate to this as an appendage
of baptism, and closely joined to it, as the last
ceremony and consummation of it."—Book 11,
chap. 7, § 4.

And § 3 says, “The water of baptism was
signed with the sign of the cross.”
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There is no doubt that the ceremony of conse-
crating and crossing the water had much to do
in building up the idea of the wondrous effects
of the water of baptism, both physically and
spiritually. Thus Chrysostom said:—

“ They who approach the baptismal font are
not only made clean from all wickedness, but
holy and also just. Although a man should be
foul with every human vice, the blackest-. that
can be named, yet should be fall into the baptis-
mal pool, he ascends from the baptismal waters
purer than the beams of noon.” Ses Coleman
Ancient Chris. Exemplified, pp. 368, 369.

There was a regenerating and saving power
ascribed to the consecrated waters. Neander
says:—

“ Chrysostom specifies ten different effects of
grace wrought in baptism; and -then he com-
plains of those who make the grace of baptism
consist simply in the forgiveness of sin.”—Vol. 2,
p- 665.

This superstition of consecrating and crossing
the water, dates as early as the age of Tertullian.
Of its efficacy he thus speaks:—

¢« All waters, therefore, in virtue of the pristine
privilege of their origin, do, after invocation of
God, attain the sacramental power of sanctifica-
tion; for.the Spirit immediately supervenes from
the heavens, and rests over the waters, sanctifying
them from himself; and being thus sanctified,
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they imbibe at the same time the power of sanc-
tifying.”—Tertullian on Baptism, chap. 6.

This mass of nonsensical mockery is traced to
the second century, almost to the very time of
the apostles!

Tertullian mentions, also, sponsors in baptism
and penance for sins after baptism. He is the
first writer who mentions them, and also some
other errors; but his mention proves that such
¢ustoms existed in Africa in his day.

We have said that Tertullian first mentions
sprinkling for baptism, and quoted from him
wherein he relates that the candidate was both
tmmersed and sprinkled.

There seems to be no doubt that sprinkling
was first introduced, with many other things
herein related, a8 an addition to baptism, and not
altogether as a substitute for it. This is confirmed
by the ritual of the Armenians, which required
that the candidate be both sprinkled and im-
mersed. But such additions or appendages soon
supplant the original, as man, in the pride of his
heart, ever tries to introduce his own institutions
as an improvement of the Lord’s plan. The fol-
lowing words of Tertullian do clearly show that,
in his day, sprinkling was considered sufficient
to fulfill the act of baptism. They are concern-
ing a controversy as to whether the apostles
were baptized by other than John’s baptism. He
FAYS:—

% Others make the suggestion—forced enough,
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clearly—¢ that the apostles then served the turn
of baptism when, in their little ship, they were
sprinkled and covered with the waves; that Peter
bimself also was immersed enough when he
walked on the sea.’ Itis, however, as I think,
one thing to be sprinkled or intercepted by the
violence of the sea; another thing to be baptized
in obedience to the discipline of religion. ., .
Now whether they were baptized in any manner
whatever, or whether they continued unbathed to
the end,” etc.—Z'ertullian on Baptism, chap. 2.

Reading these remarks, we must bear in mind
that Tertullian does not speak against sprinkling
itself, but against the occasion referred to, as not
being in “the discipline of religion.” For he else-
where shows that sprinkling was then practiced
in baptism, and his words, “baptized in any man-
ner whatever,” show that one particular manner
was not then deemed essential.

Algo in his book on Repentance, chap. 6, urging
a genuine repentance, he says:—

“For who will grant to you, a man of so faith-
less repentance, one single sprinkling of any
water whatever?”

The prevalence of infant baptism at this early
day cannot be fairly questioned. The historical
evidence on this point is very full and explicit.
Tertullian himself did not favor the baptism of
infants, not because he did not regard the ordi-
nance in the sar_o ‘ight in which it was regarded
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by others, but he held the same view which after-
ward influenced Constantine. However, where
death was to be apprebhended, he thought they
ought to be baptized. Bingham draws a just
eonclusion from Tertullian’s opposition to it,
thus:-- .

“Of his own private opinion he was for defer-
Ting the baptism ef infants, especially where
there was no danger of death, till they came to
years.of discretion; but he so argued for this, as
to show us that the practice of the e¢hurch was
otherwise.”-—Book 11, chap. 4 § 10.

We should not overlook this important fact,
right here, that, though the words of Tertullian
prove the practice of infant baptism, they equally
prove that he did not consider it of authority
higher than tradition. Had he believed that it
was in accordance with a Scripture eommand-
ment, he certainly would not have argued against
itb'

We think there is no room to doubt that “the
Ppractice of the ehurch” in the secoud eentury,
especially in Africa, the home of Tertullian, was
to baptize infants.

Cyprian argues in ite behalf thus, in his lefter
to Titusi—

“Who comes for that reason more easily to re-
ceive forgiveness of sins, because they are not
his own but other men’s sins, that are forgiven
him."—1d., § 12,
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This unseriptural idea, well worthy of . the-
darkness and superstition of the age .in which it
originated, is held to this very day by Protestant
churches which practiee infant baptism.

Origen also uses this custom as an argument
for the sinfulness of infants! A stronger evidence
that the custom prevailed eould not be required,
Bingham quotes Origen’s views on this pomt.,
and remarks as follows:—

“<It may be inquired, What is the reason why
the baptism of the church, which is given for the
remission of sins, is, by the custom of the church,
given to infants also? Whereas if there were
nothing in infants that wanted remission and
indulgence, the grace of baptism might seem
needless to them. . . .. Infants are baptized
for the forgiveness of sins.” . -. .. He affirms,
that- the church received the order.of baptizing
infants from the apostles.”—Boek 11, chap. 4, § 11.

Cyprian and his colleagues in council decided
that infants might be baptized as soon as born,
lest they:should die without baptism. Cyprian’s
own words in defense of this are these:—

« As far as we can, we must strive that, if pos-
sible, no soul be lost.”—Cyprian, vol. 1, p. 198.

This shows that it was the belief in that early
age that unbaptized infants were lost. And all
this they professed to derive from the teachings
of Christ and his apostles!

With infant baptism came infant communion.
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The Greek Church, that pattern of Christian
faith and practice in the eyes of trine immer-
sionists, yet retains both these rites handed down
from early fathers. St. Augustine, and others
whose evidence is relied upon to prove the valid-
ity of three immersions, advocated infant com-
munion. Dr. Schaff calls it “the imcongruous
system of infant communion, which seemed to
follow from infant baptism.” It naturally fol-
lowed infant baptism, and accompanied it in the
Ppractice of the whole church for about six hundred
or seven hundred years. By the whole church,
we mean all embraced in the communion of Rome.
But it is no more incongruous, no more un-
scriptural, than infant baptism. And this was
ancient as well as general. Quoting from Cyprian,
Bingham says:—

“Here we may observe that children were
made partakers of the eucharist (which Cyprian
calls the meat and drink of the Lord); and this
is evident from other passages of the same au-
thor; which is a further evidence for the practice
of infant baptism; for it is certain that none but
baptized persons were allowed to partake of the
eucharist at the Lord’s table.”—Antiquities, book
11, chap. 4, § 12.

Dr. Schaff seems to think it had the strongest
hold among the North African churches. It is
highly probable that it took its earliest hold
there; but the evidence clearly shows that it
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became as general as infant baptism or three
-immersions, or three aspersions; for it is true
that three sprinklings or three pourings were ad-
mitted, a8 well as three immersions.

The reader will readily agree with us that
this is enough on this subjoct. The early church,
even in the second century, did mot retain bap-
tism in the purity of the gospel. They connected
with it an almost inconceivable number of rites,
some of them of the most ridiculous form and
nature. Therefore it is beyond all question true
that we do not safely appeal to them for the true
practice—the gospel form, and apostolic practice
—of baptism.

CHAPTER XVIL

REASONS FOR THREE IMMERSIONS—
THE CONSEQUENCES.

A most important point remains to be noticed.
It is that of the reasons offered for three immersions.
It will generally be found that in regard to re-
ligious rites and institutions, scriptural reasons
and scriptural methods stand or fall together.
When any people give an unscriptural reason for
their practice, the presumption is that their
practice is itself unscriptural, or & perversion of
Scripture. Very early in the Christian church,

reasons were assigned for three immersions which
13
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are cither contrary to the Scriptures, or others
than those given in the Scriptures. While on
the other hand, wherever we find “one baptism”
literally and strictly followed, there we find the
scriptural reason assigned for the action.

1. Paul says we are baptized into the Saviour’s
death, and raised in the likeness of his resur-
rection. But this reason was not only ignored,
but condemned, by those who advocated three
immersions. This speaks more against the the-
ory and practice than whole volumes of history
can speak in its favor. It brands it as an inno-
vation, setting aside both gospel faith and gospel
practice. Speaking of trine immersion, Bingham
Bays:—

“Two reasons are commonly assigned for this
practice: 1. That it might represent Christ's three
days’ burial. . . . 2. Another reason was that
it might represent their faith in the holy Trinity.”

Pope Gregory the Great wrote to one who in-
quired of this: —

« Concerning the three immersions in baptism,
you have judged very truly already, that ditter-
ent rites and customs do not prejudice the whole
church, whilst the unity of faith remains. The
reason why we use three immersions (at Rome)
is to signify the mystery of Christ's three days’
burial, that whilst an infant is thrice lifted up
out of the water, the resurrection on the third
day may be exprossed thereby.”



REASONS FOR THREE IMMERSIONS. 195

This reason is unscriptural and inconsistent.
We are baptized into Christ's death; he died but
once. We are raised in the likeness of his res-
‘urrection; he was raised but once. “Thrice
lifted up out of the water” cannot be made to
represent his resurrection, even though a great
pope says it; while the Scriptures say nothing. at
all of the three days being represented by bap-
tism.

The very first witness claimed by trine im-
mersionists as speaking in favor of the practice,
gives the same unscriptural reason. This is
Clement of Alexandria. We believe that the
testimony is apocryphal; but if it is not, it only
serves to show how very early this erroneous view
was grafted into the Christian faith. Theso are
the words ascribed to Clement:—

“Ye were conducted to & bath, just as Christ
wasg carried to the grave, and were thrice im-
mersed to signify the three days of his burial.”

Thus this testimony, whatever its origin, stands
self-condemned, as being directly outside of the
scriptural ideas of baptism. It is based on a false
view of the ordinance.

And the famous fiftieth “Apostolical Canon,”
which does such good service in the cause of
trine immersion, says:—

“If any bishop or presbyter do not perform
three immersions of one initiation, but one im-
mersion which is given into the death of Christ,
let him be deposed.”
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The word of the Lord is yea and amen, not yea
and nay. If we had no other evidence that the
three-immersion theory is based on a false con-
struction of our Lord’s commission, this is suffi-
cient, that it could only be maintained by setting
aside the words of Paul in Rom. 6. There is no
discrepancy in baptizing into the names of the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and baptizing into
the death of Christ, if we preserve, in the action,
the likeness of his burial and resurrection. But
it was clearly seen by the originators and early
advocates of three immersions, that that practice
could never be harmonized with the words of
Rom. 6. Therefore an order of deposition was
issued against any one who baptized into the
death of Christ, notwithstanding that such was
the baptism of the gospel according to the wriz-

_ings of the apostle Paul, not according to “apos-
tolical tradition.”

And not only the early advocates of three bap-
tisms denied the words of the apostle on this
subject, but their followers of the present day
maintain the same unscriptural position. Thus
Mr. Moore, speaking of the words imputed to
Clement, says:—

“Christ was placed in the grave, they in the
water; Christ three days, they three times.”

It is only by a wondrous strain of the language
that any analogy can be found between three im-
mersions and lying three days in tho grave. If
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Christ had been buried once each day, or had thres
times died and been buried, then they would have
their case. But as he died once, and was buried
-once, and was raised up once, we can be baptized
into the likeness of his death and raised in the like-
ness of his resurrection only by a single burial or
immersion, and a single rising out of the water
And all the flourish about “the fathers” so well
understanding the Greek language, amounts to
nothing on this question. The Greek can never
be forced to favor “three baptisms,” three burials,
or three resurrcctions. Good common sense and
reverence for the exact words of Scripture are
quite as essential as a knowledge of the Greck.

We know that these same fathers were advo-
cates of innovations and absurdities in both faith
and practice. And we are assured that if they
speak not according to the law and the testimony
their words are not light, but darkness.

Again: Mr. Moore makes the Scriptures con-
flict with themselves in the following language:—

“The law of holy baptism demands that all
persons should be baptised ‘into the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,’
while the contrary law requires baptism ‘into
the death of Christ.’”

We know not in what words to express our
surprise that a man should quote the ewact words.
of Seripture which refer to baptism, and denounce
them as a “contrary law ” and a perversion of
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the doctrine of baptism! The words of Rom. 6:
3-5 are as follows:—

“ Know ye not that o many of us as were bap-
tized into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his
death? 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. For if we have been planted together in
the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the
likeness of his resurrection.”

These words, according to Eld. Moore, contain
the “contrary law” which he and his associates
refuse to follow! We fully agree with him that
it contains a rule clearly and explicitly contrary
to “ trine immersion.” But we never ghall admit
that these words of Paul's are contrary to the
commission of the Saviour while we retain any
reverence and respect for the Bible.

One thing is now most clearly proved, which
is this: RoM. 6 :3-5 18 CONTRARY TO THE CON-
STRUCTION WHICH IS PUT UPON THE COMMISSION
BY THE TRINE IMMERSIONISTS. This is proved by
their arguments and their own admissions. The
conflict is evident and the issue is a plain one.
And one question alone remains: Which is cor-
rect, Rom. 6 : 3-5, or_their construction of the
commission? We are at no loss for the answer.
We do not see how any one can have confidence
in their view of the commission while it involves
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such a plain contradiction of the Scriptures. The
trine-immersion theory stands self-condemned.

2. Those who will have the patience to read
- the writers of the early centuries in their contro-
versies over the doctrine of the Trinity, must
agree in this, that very much which was then
written on the subject was an interminable jar-
gon, a bitter contention over words to no profit;
made up more largely of invectives and ‘personal
criminations than of argument; showing more
zoal for party success than piety. With ene
thing we have been particularly struck,—that
the dominant or orthodox writers sometimes ex-
pressed their faith in the very same words which
were bitterly assailed as the rankest heresy when
used by an opposing party. The « Athanasian
creed” was saved only by the greater influence
of the bishop of Rome. Athanasius himself was
not always considered orthodox; he was not only
banished from his place in the church, but & re-
ward was get upon him by the emperor Constan-
tius “ to whomsoever should bring him alive or
dead.” The bishop of Rome endeavored to pro-
cure his pardon, to whom the emperor replied:—

“All, without exception, have been injured by
him, but none so deeply as I have been. Not
content with occasioning the death of my eldest
brother, he endeavored to excite Constans, of
blessed memory, against me; and bad not his
aims been frustrated by my moderation, he
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would have caused a violent contest between us.
None of the victories which I have gained, not
even those obtained over Magnentius and Silva-
nus, appear so satisfactory to me as the ejection
of this despicable man from the government of
the church.”—Theodoret, book 2, chap. 16.

The creed was formulated and the faith de-
fined by -Athanasius. Previous to that time
there was no settled method of expression, if, in-
deed there was anywhere any uniformity of be-
lief. Most of the early writers had been pagan
philosophers, who to reach the minds of that
class, often made strong efforts to prove that
there was a blending of the two systems, Chris-
tianity and philosophy. There is abundance of
material in their writings to sustain this view.
Bingham speaks of the vague views held by some
in the following significant terms:—

- “There were some very early that turned the
doctrine of the Trinity into Tritheism, and, in-
stead of three divine persons under the economy
of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, brought in three
collateral, co-ordinate, and self-originated beings,
making them three absolute and independent
principles, without any relation of Father or Son,
which is the most proper notion of three gods.
And having made this change in the doctrine of
the Trinity, they made another change answerable
to. it tn the form of baptism.”—Antiquities, book .
11, chap. 3, § 4
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Who can distinguish between this form of ex-
pression and that put forth by the council of
Constantinople in a. . 381, wherein the true
faith is declared to be that of * an uncreated and
consubstantial and co-eternal Trinity ”?. The
truth is that we find the same idea which'is here
described by Bingham running through much of
the orthodox literature of the second and third
centuries. There is no proper ‘“relation of
Father and Som’” to be found in the words of
the eouncil, above quoted. And we willingly
leave it with the good judgment of every unprej-
udiced reader that three baptisms are more con-.
sistent with the idea of “ three collateral, co-ordi-
nate, and self-originated beings,” than with the
idea of baptism into the names of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, and in the likeness of the
Saviour’s death and resurrection.

Bingham says this error in regard to a Trinity
of three co-ordinate and self-originated and inde-
pendent beings arose in the church very early ;
and so we find it in the earliest authors after the
days of the apostles. He said that a change was
made in the form of baptism corresponding to
this form of belief; and so we find that three
baptisms were announced by the same writers.
Three baptisms are contrary to the express
words of the Scripture and contrary to the
Scripture ideas of baptism into the death and’
resurrection of Christ. We must determine, and
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that to a certainty, that three baptisms is that er-
roneous form which was made to correspond to
the doctrine of three. co-eternal beings, which did
not regard the true relation of Father and Son,
and which gave rise to a rejection of the baptism
of the gospel, into the death of Christ.

Eld. Moore says:—

“We have shown conclusively that Justin was
baptized ¢in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost, and by trine tm-
mersion, which traces trine immersion in an un-
broken line to within thirty-three years of the
close of the apostolic age.”

We quote this to show with what surpassing
confidence he claims to have proved conclusively
that of which he has not given one particle of
evidence. And this seems to be characteristic
of that class. The most absurd and improbable
things are put forth with as much assurance as
if they were demonstrated. Again he says:—

“The origin of single immersion can be found
among the innovations of the fourth century,
while sprinkling and pouring, as well as infant
baptism, can boast of no better birth.”

We say that single immersion has not been
and cannot be traced to the innovations of the
fourth century. It is according to the plain
teachings of the New Testament; and the his-
torian or tradition-monger who seeks to elevate
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another form to its place only proves that he
does not follow the light of divine truth. And,
if Eld. Moore means to say that sprinkling and
pouring and infant baptism are also among the
innovations of the fourth century, then he states
what every one knows to be untrue who does
not take all his historical knowledge at second-
hand. Or, if he means to say that sprinkling
and pouring and infant baptism, and, we may
add, infant communion, have not as good histor-
ical evidence in their favor as trine immersion
bas, he then speaks against his own knowledge,
or shows that his knowledge of history is very
limited. Let this be specially noticed: While his-
tory is the chief dependence of trine immersion, it
is not one whit more strongly fortified by history
than are sprinkling, infant baptism, and infant
communion. On this point we are willing to rest
the case on the evidence herein presented.
Chrystal, who is quoted so largely by the
advocates of trine immersion, advocates infant
baptism as strongly as he does trine immersion.
And he defends tradition, because by it he
proves these dogmas. But it is a suspicious cir-
cumstance that he is silent in regard to infant
communion, which, he must know, is as strongly
entrenched in tradition, as are infant baptism
and trine immersion. Infant baptism and infant
communion are logically inseparable; they stand
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or fall together, so far as reason and traditional
evidence are concerned.

THE CONSEQUENCES.

Some may be led to inquire, Does it not inval-
idate the Christian faith, or raise a doubt of the
accuracy and sufficiency of the New Testament,
to thus prove that the writers of the second and
third centuries were so divided in sentiment, or
so completely followers of traditions? We an-
swer, not at all. It proves the correctness of
the New Testament, which pointed out this very
state of things as soon to exist after the days of
the apostles. Even in their own times they had
to labor against this spirit of contention and
division, which already began to distract the
churehes. Paul at Ephesus said:—

“ For I know this, that after my departing shall
grievous wolves enter in among you, not sparing
the flock. Also of your own selves shall men
arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away
disciples after them.”

This fitly represents the condition of the poor,
distracted church, under the leadership of ambi-
tious men, such as obtained the controlling influ-
ence in the early centuries. We have no doubt
that many honest souls mourned over this de-
clension, but the willful and the ambitious are
the ones who are heard, and who leave their im-
press on the multitude, and stand out most
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prominent in history. This contentious and am-
bitious spirit gave rise to the Roman hierarchy,
a dominion in the church of Christ such as the
Scriptures never sanctioned, and Christ himself
forbade. The Papacy, as a power among the
kingdoms of earth, was erected in the sixth cent-
ury; but we shall greatly mistake if we think
it arose so late as that. Paul, speaking of the
“falling away " and the revealing of the “ man
of sin,” said, “ The mystery of iniquity doth al-
ready work.” We must bear in mind that this
mystery of iniquity was working in the church;
it was by a falling away that the man of sin
was developed.

Such being the case, is it any credit to any
gystem or doctrine that it found advocates and
followers in that age? If we pay proper regard
to the warnings of ¢he apostles, and respect to
the Scriptures as the only and sufficient rule of
faith and. practice, we shall rather avoid quot-
ing the opinions of “the fathers” in favor of any
dogma, knowing that they lived in an age of
darkness and great confusion. We pass no judg:
ment upon their sincerity of purpose or honesty
of intention. But we do affirm that it is not
safe to follow every one who, we think, intends
well; we must remember their liability to be de-
ceived. We contend for “the Bible and the Bible
alone.” Centuries ago this was declared to be
“the religion of Protestants.” Dut alas for the
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day! Protestants, or those calling themselves
by this name, are turning again to the fog of
tradition for support, and rejoice when they can
find the testimony of the futhers on their side, as
if they had found great treasures.

We do not consider it necessary to consume
time and space to show why the writings of the
fathers have not been preserved as free from cor-
ruptions and interpolations as the Holy Script-
ures. Reasons, good and sufficient, may be given.
We never feel more thankful that we have the
Bible, given by inspiration of God, and wonder-
fully preserved by the providence of God, than
when we are reading the writings of the success-
ors of the apostles. They present & labyrinth of
contradictions and superstitions, from which we
turn to find glad relief in the writings of those
who “gpake as they were moved by the Holy
Ghost.”

¢ Should all the forms that men devise
Assault my faith with treacherous art,

I'd call them vanity and lies,
And bind the gospel to my heart,”
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