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The Meaning and Purpose of “Baptism”

Scriptural and Historical Proof that New Testament “Baptism” is an  Immersion that is for the Forgiveness of Sins
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In this study we are going to investigate two subjects:  (1) The meaning of the word “baptism” that is found in our English Bibles and;  (2) The purpose of “baptism.”

The Scriptures are the primary proof we shall use for our position that baptism is an  immersion that is, when preceded by genuine faith and repentance, for the “remission of sins.”

 Jesus told the Sadducees; “You are mistaken, not knowing the Scriptures nor the power of God” (Matt. 22:29). When we stray from the Scriptures, we get into error. One way we can get sidetracked from the truth of Scripture is our religious traditions. Jesus said: “Why do you also transgress the commandment of God because of your tradition. …And in vain they worship Me, teaching as doctrine the commandments of men” (Matt. 15:3,9). Tradition in itself is not wrong e.g., what time you assemble, the order of the worship service, etc. It is when “tradition” contradicts, and thus usurps, a direct commandment of God that we displease Him and run into danger. That is why all of us must make sure God’s Word is our standard alone, not friends, family or what we may have been taught from our youth. No one is above correction from God’s Word. Aquila and Priscilla, two tentmakers, took Apollos, a powerful preacher, aside and corrected him on the subject of baptism (Acts 18:24-26). In the same spirit of love I am attempting to do so for others herein. I invite those reading this article to return the favor if they think that I am the one actually in error on this, or any other point.

For the mode of baptism section of this article, I have borrowed extensively from Richard Hollerman’s comprehensive (398 pages) work called: What Really Is The Act of Baptism?. I would recommend his book to anyone who wants to dig further into this subject. It is available from: Richard Hollerman at Christians P.O. Box 330031 Fort Worth, TX  76163-0031. 
“Baptism” Properly Translated

At the start of article it would helpful to discuss a point that you may not have ever considered. In investigating the meaning of “baptism,” we are discussing a word that has not been translated by modern translations! Generally speaking, the Old Testament was originally written in Hebrew and the New Testament was originally written in Greek. The word “baptism” (and its other forms baptize, baptized etc.,) in our Bibles was transliterated from the Greek New Testament manuscripts. “Transliterated” means they took the Greek word baptisma and gave it its closest equivalent English letters, leaving it untranslated. This in itself should raise a red flag in our mind. What motive could there be for not translating such an easily translatable word as baptisma? As we shall see later, the word baptisma was in wide use in New Testament times, not only among Christians but also in the everyday language of the non-religious Greek speaking people of the Roman empire. The New Testament was written in Greek, because that was the chief language of the Roman world in which the early church lived. So why didn’t modern translators simply translate this word so we could know what it means? (If they had, the first part of this study would be unnecessary) Thousands of Greek words are properly translated in our English Bibles. If this were not so, we would not be able to read the Bible unless we knew Greek! For example, the Greek word “metanoeo” is translated into the English word “repent” in nearly every English translation of the Bible. Most of us would not understand a single word in the Bible, if it weren’t translated for us by Hebrew and Greek scholars.

Note the following lengthy comments from Hollerman showing when the tradition of not translating the word “baptizo” (the verb form of the noun “baptisma”) developed and numerous proofs that “baptizo” is an immersion, not a sprinkling or pouring.

“Soon after the original gospels and letters were written in the Greek language by Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Paul, James, Jude, Peter, and the unknown Hebrew writer, they began to be translated into other languages. This began as early as the second century.  While some of this is conjecture, the following represents approximate dates:

· The Old Syriac

Second Century

· The Peshitta (Syriac)

Fifth Century

· The Old Latin


Ca. AD 150-250

· The Latin Vulgate

AD 384

· The Sahidic (Egypt)

AD 200

· The Coptic


Third Century

· The Gothic


Fourth Century

· The Armenian


Fifth Century

· The Arabic


Seventh Century

· The Georgian


Eighth Century

How do early versions and later versions (until the sixteenth century) translate the Greek baptizo into their respective languages?
  Notice several:

Version

Term


Meaning



Syriac


amad


to dip, immerse

Coptic


tomas, oms

to dip, immerse

Sahidic


baptize


(untranslated)

Old Latin

baptize


(untranslated)

Ethiopic

tamaka


to dip

Gothic


daupian, daupjan
to dip

Armenian

mogredil

to dip, immerse

Arabic


amad, tsabagha
to dip, immerse

Georgian

nathlistemad

to immerse

Lower-Saxon

doepen


to dip

Augsburg (Germany)
taufen


to dip

Luther’s Version
taufen


to dip

Dutch


doopen


to dip

Swedish

doepa, dopa

to dip or plunge

Danish


doebe


to dip

Welsh


bedyddio

to dip


Chrystal writes: “In all these [ancient versions] the term baptizo is either transferred, translated by some word not specifying any particular mode, or translated by a term signifying immersion.”
  None of them suggest sprinkling, pouring, or any action other than dipping.

Translations continued to be made as we approach the time of the Reformation.  In the first lower-Saxon Bible (1470-80), baptizein was translated as “to dip” (using the word doepen).  Matthew 3:11 stated: “And I, indeed, dip you in water.”  John 1:33 read: “But he who sent me to dip in water.”  The Augsburg Bible (1473-75) renders baptizein as taufen, “to dip.”  John 1:33 is rendered, “But he who sent me to dip in water,” and Matthew 3:11 has, “And I, indeed, dip you in water.”
 Martin Luther’s translation, made during the Reformation period (in 1522), translates baptizo with the German taufen, which means to dip.
  In harmony with the meaning of taufen, Luther preferred immersion and practiced it early in his work of reformation.

What can we say at this point in regard to early translations and their rendering of baptizo and baptisma?  Lawson offers these two conclusions:

(a) Every translation of the New Testament made during the first six centuries after Christ employs a word for baptize which primarily means to immerse.

(b) No other translation of the Bible has ever employed a word for baptize which signifies any other mode than immersion, or which is not in harmony with the practice of immersion.

Hinton comments on the fact that translations from the very beginning support immersion as New Testament baptism:

The fact that almost every version of the Bible existing, ancient and modern, previous to 1820, has invariably, either not translated the word at all, or else rendered it by a term equivalent to dip is interesting and worthy of attention . . .. Leaving modern missionary versions out of the question, there is not a solitary version in either the Eastern or Western languages, which in the slightest degree favors any other meaning to the term baptizo than that of immerse.  Better collateral evidence could not be desired.

…By the early seventeenth century, many recognized a need for a standard translation in the English language. In 1604, at the Hampton Court Conference, John Reynolds of Oxford proposed a new translation of the entire Bible.  King James of the English throne made this translation a reality.  Some 48 scholars
 of the Church of England formally began the task in 1607 and completed it in 1611.
  What do we know about this event and what bearing does it have on our study of the action of baptism?  Consider the following background.

In the latter 1500s and early 1600s, the Church of England used the High Commission Court to bring about conformity to the state church.  It “could examine and imprison anywhere in England and had become the right arm of Episcopal authority.”
  Under King James I, Archbishop Richard Bancroft was a leading member of this Commission and oversaw the translation that has come to be known as the King James Version.  He made the rules for translation and approved the entire translation work.  Norris adds:

Other members of this High Commission Court were KJV translators Lancelot Andrewes and George Abbott.  Abbott became Archbishop after Bancroft died.  Other KJV translators that were Bishops were most likely also members of this Court.  A disciple or follower of Lancelot Andrewes, William Laud (1573-1645), who was a leader among the younger Anglicans during the reign of James, would become the Archbishop during the reign of Charles I, James’s son.
  

Bancroft, as mentioned above, “approved or made the rules for the translation of the KJV.  By his establishment of the rules and overseeing of the actual translation, Bancroft had great influence on the KJV.”


What do we know about Andrewes and Archbishop Bancroft?  Higham says that their faith was “Catholic in its respect for ancient custom, ordered worship, and episcopal rule.”
  Ashley said that Andrewes “sought to reconcile Catholic ceremonies with Protestant beliefs.”
  Hill says that “Catholic tradition in the Church of England owes a great deal” to Andrewes.
  


James I of England was not known as the most devout, sincere, and consecrated Christian.  Jack Lewis comments: “One can hardly envision King James doing a lasting service to Christendom.”
  Yet, at the urging of John Reynolds (or Rainolds), James did arrange for a new translation of the Scriptures into English.  We must remember that all of the translators were members of the Church of England.
  How would this loyalty to the established Church of England affect the translation of God’s word into English?  James White rightly observes that some translators “may have harbored less than perfect motivations for their work.  Some hoped to gain favor with the king and advancement in their positions through their work on the translation itself.  Some were far too enamored with the idea of royalty.”
 

How would devotion to King James I, who was regarded as the head of the Church of England, influence the translation of key words?  How would Anglican belief and practice influence this translation?  Since James was from Scotland, how would this fact influence the translation?  The third rule of translation stated: “The old ecclesiastical words to be kept, viz. The word ‘church’ not to be translated ‘congregation.’”
  Not only was “church” an “old ecclesiastical word” that differed from the Greek ekklesia (assembly, community, company) but the term “baptize” was also an “old ecclesiastical word” (used at least since Wycliffe) that differed from the original baptizo (meaning dip, immerse, sink, plunge, etc.).  Some 90 percent of the wording of Tyndale’s 1534 or 1535 edition found its way into the King James version!

In the preface to the King James Version of 1611 (“The Translators to the Reader”), the translators stated how they applied this specific rule.  They explained: “We have . . . avoided the scrupulosity of the Puritans, who leave the old Ecclesiastical words, and betake them to other, as when they put WASHING for BAPTISM.”  In other words, the Anglican translators specifically refused to use a term that is closer to the meaning of the Greek baptismos (although admittedly even “washing” is not the best English translation) and used an ecclesiastical term that simply transliterated the Greek letters into English.  They continued to use the terms that Wycliffe and Tyndale had used earlier.  They continued to use the terms that the Bishop’s Bible had used in place of immersion!  

One writer asks the pointed question: “Why did not the translators of the Authorized Version render these Greek words in their correct English equivalent, which is ‘immerse’?”
  He then answers: “As scholars they could not translate them falsely, while as biased theologians they could not translate them truly!”
  “The English ecclesiastical language,” says Warns, “does not render this act by ‘dip’ or ‘immerse’ but by ‘baptize,’ and thus by a borrowed Latinized word.”  He goes on to note: “The English reader is thus precluded from knowing that the Greek word means to dip.  The Greek is not translated but transliterated.  To have translated the Greek word would have shown that the practice of sprinkling is not apostolic or scriptural.”
  

Further evidence of the bias of the scholars of the King James and modern translations is demonstrated in how they translated the Greek word “bapto” when it was found in an uncontroversial context. Note again Hollerman’s book on the topic:

The verb bapto is the root word of baptizo, the term translated “baptize” in most standard translations of the New Testament.  First, let us notice how bapto and its derivative, embapto  (found only six times) is translated:

· “He who dipped his hand with Me in the bowl is the one who will betray Me” (Matt. 26:23).

· “It is one of the twelve, one who dips with Me in the bowl” (Mark 14:20).

· “ . . . send Lazarus so that he may dip the tip of his finger in water and cool off my tongue” (Luke 16:24).

· “Jesus then answered, ‘That is the one for whom I shall dip the morsel and give it to him.’  So when he had dipped the morsel, He took and gave it to Judas” (John 13:26).

· “He is clothed with a robe dipped in blood” (Rev. 19:13a).

It can be seen that in all six occurrences, the Greek term bapto is translated as “dip.”  This may be seen in various Bible translations of Luke 16:24:

· “ . . . that he may dip the tip of his finger in water” (KJV).

· “. . . to dip the end of his finger in water” (RSV).

· “ . . . to dip his finger in some water” (TEV).

· “. . . to dip the tip of his finger in water” (NIV).

· “ . . . to dip the tip of his finger in water” (JB).

· “ . . . to dip the tip of his finger in water” (NEB).

· “ . . . so that he may dip the tip of his finger in water” (NASB).

· “. . . to dip the tip of his finger in water” (Phillips).

· “ . . . to dip the tip of his finger in water” (NRSV).

· “ . . . that he may dip the tip of his finger in water” (NKJV).

· “ . . . to dip the tip of his finger in water” (Translator’s NT).

· “ . . . so that he may dip the tip of his finger in water”(Simple English)

  There is no controversy about this among Greek scholarship or Bible translators.  Bapto clearly means “to dip.”
  Notice several authorities as they define the Greek bapto:

· Bapto: “to immerse, dip” (W.E.Vine).

· Bapto: “to dip” (Richardson).

· Bapto: “dip . . .. dip into dye” (Arndt and Gingrich).

· Bapto: “(a) to dip, dip in, immerse . . .. (b) to dip into dye, to dye, color” (Thayer).

· Bapto: “to dip, to dye” (Perschbacher).

· Bapto: “to dip in, to dip under” (Richards).

· Bapto: “dip” (The New International Dictionary of NT Theology).

· Bapto: “to dip” (NASB Exhaustive Concordance).  

How is Baptism Defined in English Dictionaries?

A modern English dictionary will define an English word according to its contemporary usage in the English-speaking world.  For instance, the term “God” is defined in this way: (1) The Supreme Being, the creator and ruler of the universe; (2) one of several deities; (3) any deified person or object.
  We realize, of course, that there is only one true and living God who created all things and who is the Father of the Lord Jesus Christ (cf. 1 Cor. 8:6).  However, since people in the world worship and serve different real or imagined beings, an English dictionary will include in its definition anything unscriptural that people call “god.”  

In the case of the term “baptism,” we find a similar practice.  An English dictionary will define baptism according to its English usage regardless of whether the definition is Scriptural or not.  Therefore, “baptize” is defined in this way: (1) To immerse in water, sprinkle, or pour water on, in the Christian rite of baptism; (2) to cleanse spiritually; initiate or dedicate by purifying; (3) to christen.  This is the way the term is used today in the religious and secular world.  However, to arrive at the original meaning of the term, one must look under the entry for the meaning of the term in the original Greek.  This is often found in parentheses or brackets after the English definition.  A simple or brief dictionary may not have the origin of the word but the larger dictionaries will.  Notice the statements of several secular dictionaries:

(a) “Gr. Baptizein, to immerse, baptize, substituted for earlier baptein, to dip, used in post-classical Gr. Chiefly in sense ‘to dip in dye’” (New World Dictionary, Second College Edition).

(b) “Greek baptizein dip, bathe baptein dip” (The World Book Encyclopedia Dictionary).

(c) “Gk. baptizein to dip, baptize, fr. baptein to dip” (Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, Unabridged).

(d) “Gk. baptizein to immerse (bap [ein] [to] bathe + izein—ize)” (The Random House Dictionary of the English Language, Unabridged Edition).

(e) “Gk baptizein to dip, baptize, fr. baptos dipped, fr. baptein to dip” (Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary).
Secular encyclopedias reveal the same duality.  They sometimes define a word as it is used in the present age: “Baptism is a sacrament of the Christian church in which candidates are immersed in water or water is poured over them in the name of the Father, the Son, and Holy Spirit” (Grolier Encyclopedia, 1997).  

In other cases, both the Greek meaning and the English definition are given.  Under “baptism” we read: “(Greek baptein, ‘to dip’) . . . . Orthodox and Baptist churches require baptism by total immersion.  In other churches, pouring (affusion) and sprinkling (aspersion) are more common” (Encarta Encyclopedia, 1997).  This secular work plainly states that the Greek term means “to dip” but then says that modern churches practice immersion (dipping), pouring, and sprinkling.  Sometimes they merely refer to the original action: “Baptism, an immersion in water to represent the washing away of sin, was the initiating rite by which one became a member of the church” (Compton’s Interactive Encyclopedia, 1999).  

The important point to notice as we examine secular dictionaries and encyclopedias is that we must go beyond the contemporary meaning of “baptism” and return to the meaning of the original Greek word, baptizo, which these authorities identify as immersion.  We continue to discover more and more evidence that reveals baptism to mean immersion rather than moistening, sprinkling, or pouring.
How is Baptism Defined by Greek Dictionaries?

We must remember that “baptize” is an untranslated word.  The Greek term baptizo was simply brought into the English, without translation.  The final “o” (omega) was dropped and the English “e” was added to give us the English verb “baptize.”  In the case of the Greek baptisma, the final “a” (alpha) was dropped to give us the English noun “baptism.”  Therefore, instead of trying to discover the meaning of the English terms—“baptize” and “baptism”—we need to discover the meaning of the Greek terms baptizo and baptisma (and the related baptismos).

Just as a modern English dictionary defines English words according to contemporary usage in the English-speaking world, so a dictionary or “lexicon” of the Greek language of ancient times will define the Greek term according to its usage at that time in history.  We are concerned about the meaning of the Greek term baptizo at the time of Christ when He commanded his disciples to “baptize” all nations (Matt. 28:19).

How do standard and generally reliable lexicons define this important Greek term?  This is an important question since a very few unreasonable anti-immersionists make certain startling affirmations, such as the following: “Baptizo in various forms is used 112 times in the New Testament, always meaning ‘pouring.’”
  A Lutheran writer also makes this incredible assertion: “Neither John’s nor any other baptism mentioned in the New Testament was administered by immersion."
  Is there any possibility that such statements can be consistently maintained?  Is there any linguistic evidence that would lead to these utterly extreme assertions?  This shows the importance of careful word studies, particularly using contemporary, unbiased, and reliable Greek lexicons.

It is important that we consult the better, more reliable, and more contemporary lexicons in our study of this term as well as other Greek terms.  A.T. Robertson makes this point: “When one quotes an antiquated and partisan lexicon in favor of sprinkling, he should be sure to give the date.  No modern Greek lexicons give any other meaning for baptizo than dip. . . . A man today who argues that baptizo means to sprinkle or pour throws suspicion on his scholarship and is on the defensive.”
  With this caution in mind, notice these quotations from a variety of Greek lexicons:

(a) Baptizo:  “To make a thing dipped or dyed.  To immerse for a religious purpose” (A Critical Lexicon and Concordance to the English and Greek New Testament, E.W. Bullinger).

(b) Baptizo:  “Dip, immerse,  mid. Dip oneself, wash (in non-Christian lit. also ‘plunge, sink, drench, overwhelm. . . .’)” (A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, Arndt and Gingrich, p. 131).

(c) Baptizo:  “immersion, submersion” (A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, Grimm-Thayer, p. 94).

(d) Baptizo:  “to dip, immerse, sink” (Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament, Abbott-Smith, p. 74).

(e) Baptizo:  “dip, plunge” (A Greek-English Lexicon, Liddell & Scott, p. 305).

(f) Baptizo:  “consisting of the process of immersion, submersion and emergence (from bapto, to dip)” (Vine’s Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words).

(g) Baptizo:  “immerse, sumberge.  The peculiar N.T. and Christian use of the word to denote immersion, submersion for a religious purpose” (Biblico-Theological Lexicon of the New Testament Greek, Cremer).

(h) Baptizo:  “to dip, immerse; to cleanse or purify by washing” (The New Analytical Greek Lexicon, Perschbacher, p. 66).

(i) Baptizo:  “to dip, to immerse, to sink. . . . There is no evidence that Luke or Paul and the other writers of the New Testament put upon this verb meanings not recognized by the Greeks” (Greek and English Lexicon, Sophocles).

This is sufficient for us to see that there is little controversy as to the meaning of the term baptizo as found in the Koine (common) Greek language of the first century.  The standard Greek lexicons reveal that the term means to dip, to immerse, to plunge, to sink, to submerge, to overwhelm, and other synonyms
The Septuagint
Does the Old Testament Septuagint
Help us to Understand the Act of Baptism?
The Septuagint (LXX) was the Greek translation of the Hebrew Old Testament,
 begun in the third century BC and completed by the middle of the second century BC.  The product of Greek-speaking Jews in Alexandria, Egypt, the Septuagint became the Bible of the Diaspora Jews as well as the early Christians.  Although there are some deficiencies to this translation, particularly in the prophets, Merrill F. Unger points out that “historically as well as religiously and spiritually, the Septuagint is of immense importance.”
  Of special concern to us is the fact that Jesus and the New Testament writers often quoted from this Greek translation.

The Greek term that is translated “baptize” in the New Testament is baptizo.  This comes from the root word bapto.  What is the meaning of these two verbs in the Greek Old Testament and how are they translated?  First, let us examine bapto.  Notice these occurrences and the way they are translated into English:
(1) “You shall take a bunch of hyssop and dip it in the blood” (Exodus 12:22).
(2) “The priest shall dip his finger in the blood” (Lev. 4:6).
(3) “The priest shall dip his finger in the blood” (Lev. 4:17).
(4) “. . . he dipped his finger in the blood” (Lev. 9:9).
(5) “. . . it shall be put in the water and be unclean” (Lev. 11:32).
(6) “. . . and shall dip them and the live bird in the blood” (Lev. 14:6).
(7) “The priest shall then dip his right-hand finger into the oil” (Lev. 14:16).
(8) “. . .and dip them in the blood of the slain bird” (Lev. 14:51).
(9) “. . . and dip it in the water” (Num. 19:18).
(10) “And he may dip his foot in oil” (Deut. 33:24).
(11) “. . . the feet of the priests carrying the ark were dipped in the edge of the water” (Josh. 3:15).
(12) “Come here, that you may eat of the bread and dip your piece of bread in the vinegar” (Ruth. 2:14).
(13) “. . . he put out the end of the staff that was in his hand and dipped it in the honeycomb” (1 Sam. 14:27).
(14) “. . . he took the cover and dipped it in water” (2 Kings 8:15).
(15) “Yet You would plunge me into the pit” (Job 9:31).
(16) “. . . that you may plunge your feet in the blood of your foes” (Psalm 68:23a, NIV).
(17) “You be given grass to eat like cattle and be drenched with the dew of heaven” (Dan. 4:25; cf. 4:33; 5:21).

A reading of these instances of bapto will show that the term definitely means “to dip”
 or “to immerse.”
   Pardee comments on the use of bapto in the above examples to indicate dipping:
It is argued . . . that the dipping of one’s finger according to Leviticus 4:17 or the dipping of a morsel in vinegar as in Ruth 2:14 does not involve the total immersion of the objects named.  Granted!  But it does involve the dipping or the immersion of those objects to the extent specified in the text.  The end of Jonathan’s rod was dipped, plunged, into the honeycomb (1 Sam. 14:27).  The end of the priest’s finger was plunged into the blood (Lev. 4:17).  In the first case the honey could not have been sprinkled or poured on the rod.  In the second, the blood was not sprinkled on the priest’s finger.  Ruth (2:14) was to dip the morsel in the vinegar, not sprinkle or pour vinegar on it.  Whether the word be used of the whole or part of a person or thing, it means dipping or immersion, but never sprinkling or pouring.

Another authority says that in the LXX bapto is found sixteen times.  Apparently the last mentioned occurrence above is in dispute.
  Scott says that in thirteen of these instances, bapto was used to translate the Hebrew term tabal which means “dip” (whereas in three other instances bapto is used to translate other Hebrew words).
  Ford summarizes this information as follows: “Tabal, occurring in the Old Testament sixteen times, is in the Seventy [LXX] fourteen times translated by bapto, . . once by baptizo (2 Kings 5:14), and once by moluno (Gen. 37:31).”
  
The two places where baptizo is used (2 Kings 5:14 and Isa. 21:4), the Hebrew original also has tabal, to dip.
  Are we sure that tabal means “immerse”?  Standard Hebrew authorities plainly say that it does.  The Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament discusses tabal in this way:
Tabal: dip, plunge.  The verb conveys the immersion of one item into another: bread in vinegar (Ruth 2:14), feet in water (Josh. 3:15), a coat in blood (Gen. 37:31).  Bapto is the common LXX rendering of this root...
If the root Greek word, bapto, has the meaning of dip, what about the important term, baptizo?  This verb is found only twice in the Old Testament portion of the Septuagint:
(1) “So he [Naaman] went down and dipped himself seven times in the Jordan” (2 Kings 5:14).
(2) “My mind reels, horror overwhelms me” (Isaiah 21:4a).
The first instance obviously is a literal usage of baptizo.  It plainly means “to dip.”  Amazingly, one anti-immersionist maintains that Naaman sprinkled himself!
  However, the text plainly says that Naaman dipped himself in the Jordan River.  This is virtually the same as Matthew 3:6 where it states that the people “were being baptized by him [John] in the Jordan.”  Those baptized (dipped) by John were immersed once, whereas Naaman immersed himself seven times.  In the case of John’s baptism, the people were immersed by John; in the case of Naaman, he dipped himself.  
The evidence from the Septuagint indicates that the Jewish translators understood both bapto and baptizo to mean dip or immerse.  We must also bear in mind that the Jews who used the Septuagint during the New Testament era were constantly reminded that these Greek terms meant to dip or immerse—and not to moisten, sprinkle, or pour.
How Do Standard Reference Works Define the Term?

A variety of reference works also may be consulted by the student who wishes to learn something of the act of baptism.
  Although some of them are colored by denominational and theological presuppositions, many of them honestly deal with the linguistic evidence and provide unbiased definitions.  Notice this sample of quotations from standard works:

(a) Baptize:  “dip, plunge, baptize” (An Analytical Concordance to the Revised Standard Version of the New Testament, p. 46).

(b) Baptism:  “a dipping or immersion” (Catholic Biblical Encyclopedia: New Testament, p. 59).

(c) Baptism:  “From the Greek word baptizien, ‘to immerse.’ . . . In the history of the Church, three modes of baptism have been practiced: immersion (baptizo), sprinkling (rantizo), and pouring (cheo)” (The Compact Dictionary of Doctrinal Words, Terry L. Miethe, p. 42).

(d) Baptizo:  “Dip, immerse, submerge, baptize. . . . Despite assertions to the contrary, it seems that baptizo, both in Jewish and Christian contexts, normally meant ‘immerse,’ and that even when it became a technical term for baptism, the thought of immersion remains” (The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, p. 144).

(e) Baptizo:  “The meaning of baptizo, which is the intensive or frequentative form of bapto, ‘I dip,’ and denotes to immerse or submerge” (A Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, Vol. 1, p. 169).

(f) Baptism:  “Gr., baptizein, ‘to dip in water’” (Westminster Dictionary of Theological Terms, p. 25).

(g) Baptism:  “The word is derived from the Greek bapto, meaning ‘to dip’ or ‘to immerse’” (The New Dictionary of Theology, 1987, ed. Joseph A. Komonchak, p. 77).

(h) Baptizein:  “Baptizein, to dip, plunge under water, sink, or swamp” (A Theological Word Book of the Bible, ed. Alan Richardson, p. 27).

(i) Baptisma:  “This word, not found in classics or LXX, describes the state resulting from the action of the verb baptizein.  The verb means to dip, immerse, sink (Polybius), or, metaphorically, to swamp, as when refugees inundate a city (Josephus).” (Vital Words of the Bible, J.M. Furness, p. 23).

(j) Baptism:  “Deriving from the Greek baptisma, ‘baptism’ denotes the action of washing or plunging in water” (Baker’s Dictionary of Theology, p. 83).

(k) Baptism:  “Baptism, the sacrament of (Gr. Baptismos, dipping in water)” (The Catholic Encyclopedic Dictionary, ed. Donald Attwater, p. 49).

(l) Baptism:  “The Gr. Baptisma literally means a ‘dipping’ or ‘immersion’; from baptizo, a casual or iterative form of bapto, I dip, or submerge.  The active form baptismos (‘dippings’) is used always of Levitical or Jewish ‘washings’ (Mk. 7:4; Heb. 9:10)” (The New Smith’s Bible Dictionary, p. 41).

(m) Baptism:  “The verb baptizo is secular enough, meaning ‘dip,’ and is peculiarly Christian only in the sense of ‘baptize whether of John in the Gospels or of Christian baptism elsewhere” (Nigel Turner, Christian Words, p. 37).

(n) Baptism:  “Gk., baptismos, a dipping or immersion” (Catholic Biblical Encyclopedia, p. 59).

(o) Baptism:  “Transliteration of the Greek baptisma and baptismos.  Literally, a dipping” (The Language of the King James Bible, Melvin E. Elliott, p. 16).

(p) Baptism:  “’dip,’ ‘bathe,’ ‘immerse,’ ‘baptize’” (A Translator’s Handbook on the Gospel of Mark, UBS, p. 17).

Just as we have noticed in the previous section, there is little doubt about the meaning of the term baptizo when we examine the Greek authorities.  The nearly consistent testimony is that it means to immerse, to dip, to plunge, to submerge, to sink, and metaphorically, to overwhelm.  It should be observed that these authorities come from various religious backgrounds but they seek to define the Greek words in an unbiased manner.

How is the Term “Baptizo” Used in Secular Greek

The New Testament was not written with a special “Holy Spirit” language, as some writers formerly thought, but it was written with a language that was common across the Graeco-Roman world of the first century.  The Holy Spirit chose to use the language with which both Jews and Gentiles were familiar.  If there was not a word that conveyed the precise meaning intended by God, the common Greek word would be defined in the process of Christian usage.
  

This means that we may learn something of the meaning of Biblical terms by examining the way the language was used in the secular, Gentile world.  While we must recognize that language can change over time and that examining classical Greek of the pre-Christian era has limitations, still a study of the non-Biblical usage of baptizo is of value.  Biblical Greek was not used in a literary vacuum.
  The early church writers also give us insight into how Greek words were used in the early, post-apostolic church.  The fact that we can learn something of Biblical Greek by studying non-Biblical Greek has opened up great areas of understanding to Bible students during the past century.  As we examine how baptizo was used in secular Greek and in the Greek of the early church writers, we find examples like those which follow:

· “They made continued assaults and submerged [baptized] many of the vessels” (Polybius, ca. 205 BC, History, Book 1).

· “They passed through with difficulty, the foot-soldiers immersed [baptized] as far as to their chests” (Polybius, History, Book 3).

· “. . . through ignorance of the localities required no enemy, but themselves by themselves immersed [baptized] and sinking in the pools, were all useless, and many of them also perished” (Polybius, History, Book 5).

· “. . . even those who cannot swim are not immersed [baptized], floating like pieces of wood” (Strabo, born 60 BC, Geography).

· “The soldiers, along the whole way, dipping [baptizing] with cups, and horns, and goblets, from great wine-jars and mixing-bowls were drinking to one another” (Plutarch, born 50 BC, Life of Alexander).

· “. . . he took away the shields of the slain enemies, and dipping [baptizing] his hand into the blood, he set up a trophy” (Plutarch, Parallels between Greek and Roman History).

· “Most of the wild animals are surrounded by the stream and perish, being submerged [baptized]; but some, escaping to the high grounds, are saved” (Diodorus, Historical Library).

· “The river, rushing down with the current increased in violence, submerged [baptized] many, and destroyed them attempting to swim through with their armor” (Diodorus, Ibid.).

· “The ship being just about to be submerged [baptized]” (Josephus, AD 37-100, Antiquities, concerning the storm of Jonah).

· “And there, according to command, being immersed [baptized] by the Gauls in a swimming-bath he dies” (Josephus, Jewish War, concerning the drowning of Aristobolus).

· “He plunged [baptized] the whole sword into his own neck” (Josephus, Jewish War).

· “For our vessel having been submerged [baptized] in the midst of the Adriatic, being about six hundred in number, we swam through the whole night” (Josephus, Life).

· “But the foolish are stocks and stones; and yet more senseless even than stones is a man immersed [baptized] in ignorance” (Clement of Alexandria, ca. AD 200, Exhortation to Pagans).

· “For drowsy is every one who is not watchful for wisdom, but is plunged [baptized] by drunkenness into sleep” (Clement, The Educator).

· “Of those who were altogether whelmed [baptized] by wickedness . . . “ (Origen, third century, Commentary, on John 11:35).

· “Not to be whelmed [baptized] by the troubles of the present life nor to be puffed up by prosperity” (Chrysostom, fourth century, Discourse on 1 Corinthians).

· “Thus, then, the congregation immersed [baptized] in ignorance” (Chrysostom, Discourse on Zeal and Piety).

We can see that baptizo was used in many different contexts, sometimes in a literal manner (to immerse or dip or sink) and other times in a figurative way (to overwhelm).  This study of the usage of baptizo (the “usus loquendi”) “makes it obvious that the only notion that inheres in the word is that of immersion.”
  All of these uses help us to understand what Jesus meant when He said, “He who has believed and has been baptized [immersed, dipped, submerged] shall be saved” (Mark 16:16).  Notice a listing of various ways baptizo was used in non-Biblical Greek:

(a) Sinking of ships

(b) Overwhelmed in debts

(c) A flooded city

(d) Plunge the sword into the enemy’s chest

(e) Soldiers wading through a river, immersed to their chest

(f) Soldiers sinking in the river because of heavy armor

(g) Immersed and soaked in wine

(h) Dyeing of a garment (by dipping it)

(i) Dipping vessels to draw water

(j) Overwhelmed or overcome with calamities

(k) Swimming, with the body submerged in water

(l) Drowned with questions

(m) Overwhelmed with drunkenness

(n) Land animals immersed and sinking in a river

(o) A hand that is dipped in blood

(p) A man who is plunged into the water

(q) An arrow that is buoyant and cannot be dipped in the water

(r) Sunk into sleep

(s) Overwhelmed by desires

(t) Overwhelmed by sickness

(u) Immersed in fornication

(v) Plunged into stupor

(w) Plunged into bottomless depths

(x) Immersed into an ocean stream

(y) Plunged a pole into the water

(z) Plunged into a lake

(aa)  Plunged into the sea

(bb) Plunged the sword into his own neck

(cc) Plunged into Lake Copais

(dd) Immersed into Lake Tatta

These examples show that even when a “religious” baptism is not in view, baptizo still has a fairly clear meaning.  Thomas Jefferson Conant, of the American Bible Union, made an exhaustive study of the use of the Greek terms by secular writers, detailing numerous examples, and published the results of his research in The Meaning and Use of Baptizein.  He makes this lexical and grammatical summary:  “From the preceding examples it appears, that the ground-idea expressed by this word is to put into or under water (or other penetrable substance), so as entirely to immerse or submerge; that this act is always expressed in the literal application of the word and is the basis of its metaphorical uses.  This ground-idea is expressed in English, in the various connections where the word occurs, by the terms (synonyms in this ground-element) to immerse, immerge, submerge, to dip, to plunge, to imbathe, to whelm.”
  Conant makes this further clarification:

The word immerse, as well as its synonyms immerge, etc., expresses the full import of the Greek word baptizein.  The idea of emersion is not included in the meaning of the Greek word.  It means, simply, to put into or under water (or other substance), without determining whether the object immersed sinks to the bottom, or floats in the liquid, or is immediately taken out. . . . A living being, put under water without intending to drown him, is of course to be immediately withdrawn from it; and this is to be understood, wherever the word is used with reference to such a case.

Kittel’s Theological Dictionary of the New Testament points out that baptizo “occurs in the sense of ‘to immerse’ from the time of Hippocrates.”  This standard linguistic work also notes that the term can be used metaphorically to mean “to sink into” such things as sleep, intoxication, and impotence.  It can be used to denote “to be overwhelmed” by faults, desires, sicknesses, and magical arts.

Since the term baptizo (which is generally translated “baptize”) has this background, it seems obvious that this also should be its meaning in the New Testament.  As we consider how baptizo was used by the Greek speakers and Greek writers, we can see that the “ground-idea” (to use Conant’s term) of baptizo cannot denote a mere moistening, sprinkling, or pouring.

“Sprinkle” and “Pour” in the New Testament

Are the Greek Words for “Sprinkle” or “Pour”

Ever Used for New Testament Baptism?
The New Testament writers use two words for “sprinkling.”  Hebrews 11:28, uses the term proschusis and says that Moses “kept the Passover and the sprinkling of the blood.”  The term may be rendered, “pouring, sprinkling, spreading.”
  It is not used for Christian baptism.

The other word for sprinkling is rantizo.  The six occurrences of this term are listed below:

· “For if the blood of goats and bulls and the ashes of a heifer sprinkling those who have been defiled” (Heb. 9:13).

· “He took the blood of the calves and the goats, with water and scarlet wool and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book itself and all the people” (Heb. 9:19).

· “And in the same way he sprinkled both the tabernacle and all the vessels of the ministry with the blood” (Heb. 9:21).

· “. . . having our hearts sprinkled clean from an evil conscience” (Heb. 10:22).

· “And to Jesus, the mediator of a new covenant, and to the sprinkled blood” (Heb. 12:24).

· “. . . that you may obey Jesus Christ and be sprinkled with His blood” (1 Peter 1:2).

Obviously, these have no reference at all to the baptism that Christ commanded (Hebrews 10:22 will be examined more fully later).  Rather, “each of them deals with the relationship that the blood sacrifice of the Lord Jesus had to the pictures drawn by the sacrifices of the Old Testament law.”
  The reference to Heb. 9:13 above does refer to water but it was water mixed with the ashes of the heifer mentioned in Numbers 19.  We must conclude that in none of the occurrences in the New Testament was plain water employed.


Let us now consider the Greek words for “pour.” Katacheo literally means “to pour down upon”
 and is found in the account of Mary’s anointing of Jesus with the ointment: “A woman came to Him with an alabaster vial of very costly perfume, and she poured it on His head as He reclined at the table” (Matt. 26:7; cf. Mark 14:3).  Ballo means “to throw” or “to cast” and is found in the same account of Mary’s anointing: “She poured this perfume on My body” (Matt. 26:12).  When Jesus washed the feet of His disciples, this word was also used: “Then He poured water into the basin, and began to wash the disciples feet” (John 13:5).  Neither of these words refer to Christian baptism in any way.


The most common word for “pour out” in the New Testament is ekcheo.  Notice several usages of the term: It is found when Jesus “poured out the coins of the money changers” (John 2:15).  It refers to the giving of the Holy Spirit: “I will pour forth of My Spirit on all mankind” (Acts 2:17; cf. vv, 18, 33).  “He [God] poured out [the Holy Spirit] upon us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior” (Titus 3:6).  It is also used of the great pouring out of God’s wrath: “Go and pour out on the earth the seven bowls of the wrath of God” (Rev. 16:1; cf. vv. 2, 3, 4, 8, 10, 12, 17).  Further, the enemies of God “poured out the blood of saints and prophets” (Rev. 16:6).  Again, it is found in Acts 22:20: “When the blood of Your witness Stephen was being shed.” It was also used of wine that was poured out: “. . . the wineskins burst, and the wine pours out and the wineskins are ruined” (Matt. 9:17; cf. Mark 2:22; Luke 5:27).  Blood could also be poured out: “Their feet are swift to shed blood” (Romans 3:15).
   From these examples we can see that ekcheo is not connected with Christian baptism or used in place of baptizo, the term actually used of Christian baptism.  Wilson examines all of the occurrences of pouring and concludes, “There is no case in the New Testament in which water was poured upon any person.”

Briney discusses the fact that sprinkling, pouring, and other words could be associated with water in the New Testament.  He refers to several of these: “Raino and rantizo, to sprinkle; cheo, to pour; brecho, to wet; katharizo, to cleanse; louo, to wash (the body); nipto, to wash (a part of the body, as the hands or feet).  It is obvious that there was no scarcity of words which might have been employed to denote the use of water.”
  However, when the Lord Jesus chose a word to refer to the action we are discussing, He overlooked all of these words. What is the significance of this fact?   Briney answers: “He certainly did not want to say sprinkle, or he would have used raino or rantizo; he did not mean to say pour, or he would have used cheo; he did not want to express an effect that might be accomplished by an application of water, or he would have used brecho, or katharizo, or louo.”
 

         We must conclude, therefore, that if God had wanted to convey the idea of sprinkling or pouring water, there would have been excellent words in the Greek language available for His purposes.  However, instead of using rantizo (sprinkle) or ekcheo (pour) or any of the other words we have noticed, the Holy Spirit used the term, baptizo.  The significance of this will be discovered as we continue.

Proof From the Context

To add to Hollerman’s arguments, we now point out how the Greek word baptizo is used contextually in the New Testament further substantiates that Bible baptism is an immersion. Biblical baptism requires much water: “John was baptizing (Greek baptizo) in Aenon near Salim, because there was much water there” (John 3:23). “Much water” is required to immerse, but not to sprinkle or pour water on someone. Bible baptism requires going down into the water: “And both Philip and the eunuch went down into the water, and he baptized (Greek baptizo) him” (Acts 8:38). Sprinkling or pouring does not require going down into the water. Bible baptism requires coming up out of the water: “Now when they  [Phillip and the Eunuch] came up out of the water…” (Acts 8:39). “When He was [immersed], Jesus came up immediately from the water…” (Matt. 3:16).

In light of these truths, it is no wonder that the Bible likens our baptism to a burial—not a sprinkling or a pouring! “Therefore we were buried with Him through baptism into …” (Rom. 6:4, cf. Col. 2:12). Notice the typology used by Paul. When one is immersed, he is placed in a watery tomb corresponding to Jesus’ literal tomb of death.  (Remember, Jesus was “buried”—that is fully encompassed in His tomb.) This is where we identify with Jesus death and, as we shall see later, reap its benefits. The following chart from Hollerman’s book aptly illustrates the point we are making:

What Does Scriptural Baptism Require?
De​scription​____
Sprinkling
Pouring
Immersion__

 (a) Water

   Yes

   Yes

   Yes
       (Acts 10:47)
 (b)  Much water
   No

   No

   Yes
       (John 3:23)
(c)  Going to water
   No

   No

   Yes
       (Acts 8:36,38;
       Mk. 1:5; Matt. 3:5-6)
(d)  Both going into
the water

   No

   No

   Yes
(Acts 8:38)
(e)  Coming up out
of the water
   No

   No

   Yes
(Matt. 3:16;
Acts 8:39)
Objections To Immersion

Objection: John said: “I baptized you with water; but He [Jesus] will baptize you with the Holy Spirit” (Mark 1:8; cf. Matt. 3:11; Luke 3:16; John 1:33).  Jesus also repeated the promise just before Pentecost: “John baptized with water, but you will be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now” (Acts 1:5).  …. As we turn to the fulfillment of this promise on the day of Pentecost, we see that the words of the prophet Joel came to pass on that occasion: “I will pour forth of My Spirit on all mankind . . . . I will in those days pour forth of My Spirit” (Acts 2:17,18).  Peter verifies this by saying: “He [Jesus] has poured forth this which you both see and hear” (v. 33).  Regarding the experience of Cornelius, we read: “The Holy Spirit fell upon all those who were listening to the message” (Acts 10:44).  Luke interprets this “falling” in this way: “The gift of the Holy Spirit had been poured out on the Gentiles also” (v. 45).  When Peter explained all of this on a later occasion, he said that “the Holy Spirit fell upon them” and this fulfilled the promise of the baptism of the Holy Spirit (11:15-16).  This terminology is similar to that of Luke in the case of the Samaritans whom Philip baptized.  He says that the Holy Spirit “had not yet fallen upon any of them” (Acts 8:16).  Moreover, Paul says that God has richly “poured out” the Holy Spirit on us as well (Titus 3:5-6).  According to this view, the “pouring out” of the Spirit and the “falling” of the Spirit is the baptism of the Spirit.  If the giving of the Holy Spirit involves a pouring—according to this argument—then water baptism also involves a pouring!

Answer: Is there anything wrong with the reasoning here?  Yes, there is.  Although the argument appears reasonable, there is serious fallacy in this view.  Let us consider the reasons why.

First, the Greek is clear that the term ekcheo means “to pour out”
 and the term baptizo means to dip, to immerse, to sink, and to overwhelm (many sources have so defined the term).  We simply cannot equate the terms.  Pouring and dipping are two distinctly different actions, although both may involve the element of water.  We cannot say that to baptize (to dip) means to pour and to pour means to baptize.  This would be a clear contradiction of terms.

Second, the argument we are dealing with confuses the means with the effect.  It is true that the Holy Spirit was “poured out” and “fell” on people at Pentecost and in Cornelius’ household.  In fact, the Spirit is also “poured out upon us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior” (Titus. 3:6).  This is the action of God but it is not a literal use of the term ekcheo but a metaphorical one.  The Holy Spirit is personal and as a divine Person cannot literally be “poured out.”  This simply is a way of describing the fact that God graciously gives and bestows the gift of the Spirit abundantly to His people (cf. Gal. 4:6).  Perschbacher points out that ekcheo is used metaphorically to denote “to give largely, bestow liberally” in Acts 2 and 10.
  Thus, “pouring” is the metaphorical means of the Spirit’s bestowment.  This pouring looks at the action from the perspective of God the Giver: He is the One who pours out or gives the Spirit in abundant measure.

On the other hand, when John promised the people, “He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit” (Mark 1:8), he was speaking of the effect of the Spirit’s bestowment.  The result of the pouring out of the Spirit was a “baptism” in the Spirit!  This is looking at the action from the standpoint of man, the receiver.  Just as pouring was metaphorical, so is the baptism.  The disciples were “overwhelmed” or “immersed” in the Spirit—and thus “filled” and “controlled” by the Spirit (cf. Acts 2:4; 4:8, 31; Eph. 5:18).  The argument that equates the pouring with the baptism fails to distinguish between the means and the result or the effect.

Although Romans 5:5 does not use the term baptize, we may illustrate this matter of means and result.  The passage says, “The love of God has been poured out [ekkechutai] within our hearts through the Holy Spirit who was given to us.”  Just as God “poured out” the Holy Spirit upon us (Titus 3:5-6) to such an extent that we are baptized (immersed or overwhelmed) in the Spirit, so it may be said that God’s love has been “poured out” to such an extent that we are “baptized” or immersed in His love.  In this case, the “pouring out” of God’s love is the means or method by which we are “baptized” or overwhelmed (or even “filled,” to use another metaphor) with the love of God, which is the result or effect of such pouring.

Another illustration may help. Let us say that you have a pitcher of water and have an empty glass.  You place a spoon in the glass and then proceed to “pour” the water from the pitcher into the glass.  The result of the pouring is that the glass is “filled” with water and the spoon is “immersed” in the water.  The pouring was the means and the filling and immersion were the effects or results of the pouring.  This makes it easy to see the metaphors involved in the giving of the Spirit.  God (Acts 2:17,18) and Christ (v. 33) both “pour out” the Holy Spirit on the recipients, to such an extent that they are “filled” with the Spirit (v. 4), and are “immersed” in the Spirit (1:5).  Christ, therefore, “baptizes” or immerses believers with the promised gift of the Holy Spirit (John 1:33).  As Plumptre notes: “As heard and understood at the time, the baptism with the Holy Ghost [Spirit] would imply that the souls thus baptized would be plunged, as it were, in that creative and informing Spirit which was the source of life and holiness and wisdom."
  This should clarify what is being said in this passage.

Third, the argument for pouring (by defining literal water baptism by a reference to metaphorical Spirit baptism) employs faulty grammatical logic.  This point is brought out quite clearly in the following exposition.

“POUR OUT”

AND THE RULES OF GRAMMAR


Do we ever, by any law of grammar, determine a word’s meaning from a related phrase in the context?  Observe the phrase, “pour out,” as used in various different settings.  Observe with each case, the result of that pouring out—and then consider whether the words “pour out” define the result:

Passage     
Action​​​​



Result​____________

1. (Acts 2:17)
God will pour out His Spirit
baptism (Acts 1:5)

2. (Rev. 16:1)
God will pour out His wrath
judgments (vv. 5, 7)

3. (2 Chron. 34:21) The Lord poured out His wrath
calamity (vv. 24, 28)

4. (Gen. 7:12)
God poured out the rain

flood (v. 24)

5. (Mal. 3:10)
God will pour out His blessing
blessed and delightful land 






(v. 12)

6. (Isa. 53:12)
The Savior will pour out His soul
unto death (v. 12)


Now, consider thoughtfully, does the phrase “pour out” give us a proper definition for any of the above result words?  The word “judgment” has a meaning as also the word “calamity” has a meaning.  The word “flood” has a meaning.  The word “blessed” has a meaning.  The word “death” has a meaning.  Likewise, the word “baptism” has a meaning.  The phrase “pour out” cannot replace or in any sense overrule the inherent meaning of any of these words.  In each case, the phrase “pour out” simply tells how the result came about.

Fourth, some may object that Scripture says we are “baptized with the Spirit” and this lends support to the pouring or sprinkling theory.  The problem here is that the term “with” is from the Greek en which may be rendered “in” as well as “with” or “by.”  Actually “in” is a more accurate rendering here.  Note the following table:

Passage
Water



Spirit

​​​​

Matt. 3:11
en hudati


en pneumati hagio



in water


in Spirit holy

Mark 1:8
hudati



en pneumati hagio



in water


in Spirit holy

Luke 3:16
hudati



en pneumati hagio



in water


in Spirit holy

John 1:33
en hudati


en pneumati hagio



in water


in Spirit holy

Acts 1:5
hudati



en pneumati hagio



in water


in Spirit holy

Acts 11:16
hudati



en pneumati hagio



in water


in Spirit holy

​​​​​

The point to this is that the apostles were baptized (immersed or overwhelmed) in the Holy Spirit just as one is to be baptized (immersed) in water.  This is why the ASV uses “in” in Matthew 3:11: “I indeed baptize you in water . . . he shall baptize you in the Holy Spirit” (cf. Mark 1:8).  The JB, Simple English, and the NIV margin also render this, “in water” rather than “with water.”  Sadly, the KJV, which has influenced millions upon millions of people for some four centuries, perpetuates the phrase, “with water,” which seems to justify either pouring or sprinkling.

A.T. Robertson notes that hudati, in Mark 1:8, is locative case, literally “in water.”
  He goes on to note that Matthew 3:11 “has en (in), both with (in) water and the Holy Spirit.”
  More plain are Gordon Fee’s comments: “The use of en with baptizo throughout the New Testament is locative, expressing the element into which one is baptized.”
  Just as some were baptized (immersed) “in water,” so Christ would baptize (immerse) some “in the Holy Spirit.”  As Morris says: “They were immersed, engulfed, ‘baptized’ en, ‘in,’ the Holy Spirit.  It was not a ‘sprinkling’ by the Holy Spirit, or with the Holy Spirit.  It was an immersion in the Holy Spirit.”
  

Even if we were to accept the rendering of some translations, “with water,” there would be no real problem since one who is immersed in water is also immersed with water in regard to the element.  Dorris explains this well:

From the expression “with” many contend the water was applied to the individual, not the person baptized in the water.  The first meaning of the word translated “with” is “in,” but “with” does not carry the idea of applying the substance to the person.  A woman colors her cloth with dye; the smith cools his iron with water; but neither does it by sprinkling or pouring water on the substance.  The woman colors her cloth and the smith cools his iron by dipping—immersing them in water, and “baptizing with water” shows the substance used in baptism and not the manner of applying it.
 

Fifth, another metaphor is used in Acts 2, along with the pouring out of the Spirit.  “And they were all filled [eplesthesan pantes] with the Holy Spirit”(v. 4a).  They received not simply a small sprinkle of the Spirit or a small pouring, but received the Spirit in abundant measure.  They were “filled” with the Spirit (see also 4:8, 31).  McLendon states: “Thus, they were brought completely under the influence of the Holy Spirit’s presence and power—their souls were completely immersed in Him.”
  Even the noise that accompanied the pouring out of the Spirit “filled the whole house where they were sitting” (Acts 2:2).  All of this describes a circumstance in which the apostles were actually “overwhelmed” by the Spirit or “immersed” in the Spirit.  Just as a few drops of a liquid would not “fill” a glass, so a small “measure” of the Spirit would be insufficient to “fill” people.  “He gives the Spirit without measure” (John 3:34b).  

Sixth, a further point that leads us to see baptism as immersion or overwhelming may be found in the promise of the Spirit that we already noticed.  In Matthew 3:11, the promise reads: “He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire” (cf. also Luke 3:16).  Not only were some to be baptized with or in the Holy Spirit, but some were to be baptized in fire!  Some people see this fulfilled in the “tongues as of fire distributing themselves, and they rested on each one of them” (Acts 2:3), and they suggest that the apostles were not “immersed” in the fire since only a small tongue rested on their heads.  

One anti-immersion writer even says this: “Notice that this dividing caused that it sat on each of them.  God’s Spirit sits on each as each one meets the conditions necessary for the blessing. . . . No immersion here, though a great outpouring that overwhelmed the multitude in awe.  It was performed by pouring.  It sat on each.”
  Actually, it was the “tongues as of fire” (they were not fire but “like” fire) that “rested on each one of them” (Acts 2:3).  This writer thinks that God’s Spirit was what “sat” on each one and this supposedly supports pouring.  In contrast, the Spirit was poured out to such an extent that the people were “all filled with the Holy Spirit” (v. 4).  The Holy Spirit was inside of the people—not on their heads!  (See also John 14:17; Romans 8:9,11; 1 Cor. 6:19.)

The context in the gospels would lead us to suggest a different interpretation of the baptism in fire than that suggested by this writer.  In Matthew 3:10, John issues a solemn warning to those who refuse to repent: “Every tree that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire.”  Then, John speaks of God holding a “winnowing fork” in His hand so that He might “thoroughly clear His threshing floor” and “He will burn up the chaff [the unrepentant] with unquenchable fire” (v. 12).  Since verses 10 and 12 speak of the fire of judgment or hell, in all probability verse 11 also refers to this.
  Two classes of people were in John’s audience—the repentant and the unrepentant.  What is the warning to those who fail to repent?  They will be “baptized” or immersed in fire!  “The Messiah would entirely immerse the penitent ones ‘in the Holy Spirit,’ and those who were impenitent, he would overwhelm with the fire of judgment, and at last in final perdition.”

We should recall all of the descriptions of hell fire in Scripture: one’s whole body will be “thrown into hell” (Matt. 5:29; cf. v. 30); one will be “cast into the eternal fire” (18:8) or “cast into the fiery hell” (v. 9); one will be thrown into a furnace of fire (13:42, 50).  The lake of fire is another depiction in Revelation (20:14,15; 21:8).  All of this means that the unrepentant will not simply be “sprinkled” or “poured” with a little fire, but they will be thrown into a lake of fire.  They will be “baptized” or “overwhelmed” in fire unless they repent.

What is the meaning of these facts?  Since the “pouring out” of the Spirit is not strictly compared with baptism in water, one cannot cite the pouring out of the Spirit to prove the acceptability of either sprinkling or pouring.  Instead, the meaning of baptizo, that we have examined from many different angles, stands firm.  It simply means to dip, to immerse, to sink, to plunge, or to overwhelm—in water or in the Spirit.

Objection:“Paul says in 1 Corinthians 10:1-2 that Israel received a baptism consisting of sprinkling or pouring rather than immersion.  If Israel was sprinkled or poured, then Christian baptism is merely a sprinkling or pouring.”

Answer: We must realize that Paul’s use of “baptize” in this passage is figurative or symbolic and not literal.  The apostle writes: “I do not want you to be unaware, brethren, that our fathers were all under the cloud and all passed through the sea; and all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea.”  As the Israelites departed from Egyptian slavery and were escaping from pharaoh’s army, they were “baptized [ebaptisthesan] into Moses” or into a relationship with Moses, their deliverer.  We escape from slavery to sin and are immersed into Christ our Deliverer or Savior (Romans 6:3-4; Gal. 3:27).

Some proponents of sprinkling or pouring claim that God sent a thunderstorm while the Israelites were crossing the Red Sea, and they cite a psalm to support this argument: “The clouds poured out water; the skies gave forth a sound; your arrows flashed here and there. . . . Your way was in the sea and Your paths in the mighty waters, and Your footprints may not be known” (Psalm 77:17,19).  This argument says that the water “poured” upon the Israelites as they walked through the sea, and this constituted the “baptism” about which Paul writes.
  

One anti-immersionist puts it this way: “The Israelites were baptized unto Moses on dry ground, by pouring (Ex. 14:16; Psa. 77:17; 1 Cor. 10:1,2) while the enemies were all immersed and drowned (Heb. 11:29).”
  Another affusionist asserts: “The Psalmist in Psalms 77, speaking of that experience, says, ‘The clouds poured out water.’  Thus, we conclude they were baptized by water being poured upon them from the clouds as they passed through the sea.”
  Yet another affusionist asserts: “The baptism was not by immersion, but possibly by pouring or sprinkling (Psalm 77:17).  The Egyptians were immersed (Exodus 14:27,28; Psalm 106:11), but Israel was not.”
  What shall we say about this contention that the Israelites were “baptized” by rain as it poured down on them—rather than “in the cloud and in the sea,” as Paul says?

First, it is possible that the psalmist has the entire journey from Egypt to Sinai in mind in the passage quoted.  This is reasonable in light of what we discover in the original context of Exodus as well as Paul’s words to the Corinthians.  Srygley also asks the pertinent question: “May it not be true that the clouds poured out water just before or immediately after they crossed the sea?”
  

Notice the passage in Exodus that describes Israel’s deliverance from Egyptian bondage.  After God divided the sea by means of “a strong east wind,” the pathway was to be dry: “The sons of Israel shall go through the midst of the sea on dry land” (Exod. 14:16).  God then “turned the sea into dry land, so that the waters were divided” (v. 21).  “The sons of Israel walked on dry land through the midst of the sea” (v. 29; cf. v. 22).  Much stress is laid on the fact that the ground the Israelites walked on (the former bed of the sea) was indeed “dry land.”  If there had been a dreadful thunderstorm and “the clouds poured out water” at this specific time, there would not have been “dry land.”
  The contention that the rain landed on the heads of the Israelites but that it evaporated before it reached their feet is a mere quibble arising from a defective theory!  

It is also interesting to note that Josephus refers to rain that fell on the Egyptians and not on the Israelites.  While the writings of this Jewish historian are not without error, they do provide background information on how the Exodus event was understood by Paul’s contemporaries.  Josephus says that “the Hebrews . . . got first over to the land on the other side without any hurt.”  He then describes the rain that fell on the Egyptians—not on the Israelites:

As soon, therefore, as ever the whole Egyptian army was within it, the sea flowed to its own place, and came down with a torrent raised by storms of wind, and encompassed the Egyptians.  Showers of rain also came down from the sky, and dreadful thunders and lightning, with flashes of fire.  Thunderbolts also were darted upon them; nor was there anything which used to be sent by God upon men as indications of his wrath which did not happen at this time, for a dark and dismal night oppressed them.

Josephus understood that the storms came and rain fell on the Egyptians rather than on the Israelites.  Furthermore, this historian emphasized that God provided “dry land” for the Israelites: “When Moses had thus addressed himself to God, he smote the sea with his rod, which parted asunder at the stroke, and receiving those waters into itself, left the ground dry, as a road and a place of flight for the Hebrews. . . . The sea went out of its own place and left dry land.”
  Josephus, therefore, understood that the Israelites walked on “dry land” but the Egyptians were destroyed by the sea at the same time that rain fell on them.

Second, the Corinthian passage actually says that they were “baptized . . . in the cloud and in the sea” (1 Cor. 10:2).  There is no mention of rain.  One anti-immersionist writer argues in a different line: “The only moisture which could have touched them, if the Biblical account is accepted as correct, would have been a light spray from the walls of water beside them. . . . It was only the Egyptians who were immersed!”
  Another writer offers this explanation: “They were not immersed, but the ‘strong east wind,’ which divided the waters, no doubt produced a dashing of the spray, which sprinkled them.  In no other way could they have been baptized by the waters of the sea, in the case here referred to.”
  But the Israelites were no more “baptized” with a “light spray” from the walls of water than they were from clouds above them.  Scripture simply says that they were “baptized . . . in the cloud and in the sea”—not from sprinkling spray or pouring rain!  

The above writers who hold the “spray theory” as well as those who hold to the “rain theory” fail to recognize that Paul is speaking in figurative language in this place.  Water did not touch the Israelites.
  They walked on dry ground.  It was the “cloud” and the “sea” that provided the “baptism into Moses.”  Furthermore, the previous verse says that the Israelites were “under the cloud” and “passed through the sea” (v. 1).  This exactly describes what happened in Exodus.  These people were to go through “the midst” of the sea (14:16).  The “waters were divided” (v. 21), and these waters were like “a wall to them on their right hand and on their left” (v. 22; cf. v. 29). Since these people were “under the cloud” and “passed through the sea,” with waters “on their right hand and on their left,” they were, in effect, enclosed or enveloped or covered or surrounded by these elements—even when the element of water did not touch them….
We must bear in mind, of course, that this is a figurative usage of the term and we cannot press the literal meaning beyond the way Paul intended.
  This is a point that anti-immersionists often misunderstand.  For instance, Swain states: “The Israelites were on that occasion baptized without being immersed; the Egyptians were immersed, but not baptized.”
  This argument is without merit since the writer is thinking in terms of a literal baptism but Paul does not have this usage in mind.  As Beasley-Murray says: “The Israelites were surrounded by both elements, though literally untouched by either.”
  Notice these further comments:

The passage of the children of Israel through the Red Sea is figuratively called a baptism, from its external resemblance to that ordinance . . . . It was a real immersion—the sea stood on each side, and the cloud covered them.  But it was not a literal immersion in water, in the same way as Christian baptism. . . . The going down of the Israelites into the sea, their being covered by the cloud, and their issuing out on the other side, resembled the baptism of believers.

[It was] a figure of baptism by immersion; as the Israelites were under the cloud, and so under water, and covered with it, as persons baptized by immersion are; and passed through the sea, that standing up as a wall on both sides of them, with the cloud over them; thus surrounded they were as persons immersed in water, and so said to be baptized.


Third, one more observation about Israel’s experience is in order.  The account in Exodus reads: “The angel of God, who had been going before the camp of Israel, moved and went behind them; and the pillar of cloud moved from before them and stood behind them.  So it came between the camp of Egypt and the camp of Israel; and there was the cloud along with the darkness, yet it gave light at night.  Thus the one did not come near the other all night” (14:19-20).  “It came about at the morning watch, that the LORD looked down on the army of the Egyptians through the pillar of fire and cloud and brought the army of the Egyptians into confusion” (14:24).  This description suggests that the cloud was a cloud of fire, at least to the Israelites, and that it “gave light at night.”  Rather than being a storm cloud that poured rain on the Israelites, it was a “fire” cloud that gave light to them and enabled them to escape through the sea.  Thus, they were “baptized” or enveloped and covered “in the cloud and in the sea.”

Another point to add to Hollerman’s excellent observations goes as follows. The Israelites Red Sea crossing was a type of New Testament baptism, Egypt representing the world, and the Promised Land represented heaven (Heb. 4:1-13). The Israelites repented and heard Moses’, a type of Christ, voice  and followed him. We are to hear Christ’ voice and follow Him. Like Phillip lead the Eunuch “down into the water (Acts 8)” to baptize him (immerse, encompass), so Moses lead the children of Israel down into the depths of the water of the Red Sea for their “baptism into Moses in the cloud and in the sea.” After immersing the Eunuch, Phillip lead him “up out of the water.” So too, did Moses lead the Israelites up out of the water of the Red Sea. Just as the Eunuchs worldly sins were washed away and put behind him by faith when he was immersed, freeing him from the bondage to Satan, so too were the sins of the Israelites washed away, figuratively speaking, when the water came crashing down on the pursing Egyptians who were intent on holding them in bondage to Pharaoh. Just as the Israelites were to follow Moses into the promised after their baptism “unto Moses”, so too are we to follow Jesus the rest of the way into heaven after rising from our “baptism into Christ.”
We will now answer a few objection not covered in Richards book:

Objection. Strong’s lexicon defines baptism as a “moistening.” Therefore baptism must either be a pouring or a sprinkling.

Answer: First, Strong’s is a very abbreviated lexicon found at the back of his immense concordance of the Bible. His is not considered a standard reference lexicon. Second, Strong’s doesn’t define baptizo as sprinkling or pouring. Third, what he does say, albeit ambiguously, harmonizes indirectly with all of the lexicons quoted thus far in this study. For example, read his definition for bapto, the root word of baptizo:

“to whelm, i.e. cover wholly with a fluid: in the N.T. only in a qualified or spec. sense, i.e. (lit.)” to moisten (a part of ones person), to stain as (as with dye).. (Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible—Greek Dictionary of the New Testament pg.18. Emphasis mine).

Some take Strong’s use of the word moisten as proof that the apostles baptized by sprinkling or pouring. But, to “cover wholly” points to an immersion. Remember, also, that Strong is defining bapto, the root word for baptizo. There is only one time a person in the N.T. was said to bapto “a part of ones person”  i.e., Lazarus dipping (bapto) his finger in the water. (Luke 16:24).

Yes, Lazarus’ finger would only be “moistened” by dipping it into the water. But Strong’s definition, in the way it is presented, is a misleading half-truth. Notice that Lazarus had to first “wholly” “cover” the tip of his finger by dipping it into the water in order for the specified area to be “moistened.” Verbs are defined by its action, not the result of that action. I hit the car and made a dent. I hit the glass and it broke. One action verb, two distinct results from that contract i.e., a dent and broken glass A dent and broken glass do not define the verb hit. Likewise, moisten or wetted etc., could not possibly define the verb baptizo In the case of Jesus robe being “dipped” (bapto) in blood (Rev. 19:13), or the bread being “dipped” (bapto) into the sop (Matt. 26:26), the result would not be a moistening. The cloth and bread would have soaked up the fluid into which it was dipped. Whereas, a finger cannot soak up water. 

Finally, and most conclusively, hundreds of Greek scholars, from numerous translation committees, translate bapto six times in the New Testament as dip. None translate it “moisten” or “stain” “sprinkle” or “pour.” (See earlier section about bapto).

Now let’s look at Strong’s definition of Baptizo:

Baptizo: “to make whelmed (i.e. fully wet); used only (in the N.T.) of ceremonial ablution, espec. (techn.) of the ordinance of Chr. Baptism: 

This hazy definition can only be accomplished by an immersion! Sprinkling or pouring does not make one “fully wet.” Second, Strong only gives the effect of a dipping or immersion, not the true definition itself. Whether this was his way of avoiding translating this word honestly because of denomination bias, or it just an unprofessional mistake, only God knows. Either way his definition does not contradict the scholarship quoted earlier by Hollerman, but rather supplements it. 

Objection: It is said of Paul that he “arose and was baptized” (Acts 9:18) Since it doesn’t mention Paul leaving the house, he couldn’t have been immersed. He must have been sprinkled or poured. (Some make a similar argument with regard to Cornelius’s conversion)

Answer: This is an argument based on silence and it cuts both ways. Yes, it doesn’t mention Paul leaving the house but it also doesn’t mention him staying in the house either. It doesn’t mention a host of other things e.g., Paul being baptized in the name of the Father Son, and Holy Spirit. Does that mean Paul wasn’t baptized in obedience to Matt. 28:19 because it doesn’t specifically mention it in this instance?

 It does mention the fact that he “arose and was [immersed].” So it can be Scripturally deduced that whatever was necessary to obey this command took place, beginning with his arising from the ground. One does not necessarily have to get up to be sprinkled or poured. That could have been done to Paul while he was kneeling or prostrate. It is likely that Paul had to travel somewhere to be immersed. Or, it is possible he was immersed in a large tub if the residence had one. Paul’s immersion was explained in generic terms thus leaving out insignificant details. It doesn’t have to say that, “Paul got on his horse with Ananias and went to the 5th Street lake and was immersed” in order to know he was immersed. The Holy Spirit let us know Paul was immersed by choosing the Greek word Baptizo to explain what happened. This is also made clear by Paul likening his baptism to a burial: “We were therefore buried with him through baptism...” Rom 6:4). One could hardly imagine Paul saying “we were therefore sprinkled or poured with him through baptism.” Immersion corresponds much better to the action of burying someone i.e., encompassing someone in a tomb, sealed off from the world. When we are immersed, we are likewise completely hidden from view until we emerge to walk in newness of life.

Objection: Acts 8:38 should not be translated, “And both Philip and the eunuch went down into the water, and he baptized (Greek baptizo) him. Now when they came up out of the water…” (Acts 8:38). Instead, it should be translated, “Phillip and the eunuch went down to (not “into”) the water…” And the phrase “out of ” should be translated “from.”
This proves that they never went into the water, but only alongside it. Therefore immersion could not have been the mode of baptism practiced by the apostles.

Answer: First, I have not found one committee translation that translates the passage  in this way. Words are often defined by other words found within the same context. Since the word “baptize” means dip, as we have already proven, this would necessitate going “into” the water and coming up “out of ” it. The objector cannot prove that the Greek words behind these phrases cannot be rightly translated “into” and  “out of” respectively. Therefore he does not have a valid point. Second, if sprinkling or pouring were the scriptural mode of baptism, why the need to go “down to the water?” A canteen or flask in the chariot would have held sufficient water for such a practice. Most anti-immersionists do not go “down to the water” to “baptize.” Instead, they bring the water “to” the baptismal candidate in the church building. Third, even if we were to concede, for argument’s sake, that Acts 8:38 should be translated “to” and “from” instead of “into” and “out of,” that would not logically exclude immersion. It could be said that in order for Phillip to immerse the Eunuch, they would need to go “to” the water and depart “from it.”

What Is The Purpose of Immersion?

Having established that New Testament “baptism” is an immersion, we will now investigate its purpose. Many believe that although baptism should be translated immersion, it is an unessential and “minor” command. Those of us who teach that immersion is an extremely important part of the gospel, sometimes are accused of majoring on the minors or, worst still, perverting the gospel itself. “Baptism is important,” they say, “but it is has no relation to salvation whatsoever.” Is baptism one of those “least commandments” in the order of the head covering for women? Should it be classed with after salvation works like taking the Lord’s Supper, giving to the poor, etc.? If so, we would expect it to be classified as such. Or is baptism a foundational and fundamental command closely linked with initial salvation? Paul settles this earnest debate quite clearly:

“There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called in one hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism [Greek baptisma, immersion]; one God and Father of all, who is above all and through all, and in you all” (Eph. 4:4-6) 

What! On what basis does the inspired apostle list baptism alongside such foundational and fundamental truths as the Trinity and the body of Christ? Could it be that baptism is a salvation issue? If so, wouldn’t that contradict everything we have been taught about baptism by Protestantism? Obviously, “baptism” being included in the “essential seven” listed in the true “apostle’s creed”, including the Trinity i.e., the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, the faith and the church, prove unquestionably that it is indeed a major command. But the critical question remains: What relation does the command of water baptism have to do with the Father, Son and Holy Spirit? Thankfully, the Scriptures define this relationship very clearly, leaving nothing to our imagination. Consider the following key passages.

Matt. 28:29-30, the Great Commission

Jesus, in the “Great Commission,” told his apostles to: “Go ye therefore and make disciples of all the nations baptizing them into [Greek eis] the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things that I have commanded you…” (Matt. 28:19-20 ASV.)

First, notice how baptism is listed along side of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit just like in Ephesians 4:4. Why? Because baptism, as we shall see, is the last act of faith whereby we are converted. Immersion is God’s ordained way for us to reach the death of Christ (Romans 6:3-4; Col. 2:12).  

Second, notice the word “into.” The Greek word here is eis.  This word can be translated “into” (See Rotherham Emphasized Bible, NIV footnote.). In Acts 19 Paul encountered twelve disciples who had previously been immersed by John’s baptism that was out of date and thus no longer valid. He asked them: “into (Greek eis) what then were you baptized? So they said, “Into (Greek eis) John’s baptism.” John’s baptism did not place one “into” the relationship of the Trinity. So Paul reimmersed them by the authority of Jesus’ Great commission, not into John’s baptism but into the relationship with Jesus. 

If immersion was just an after salvation work, why Paul’s urgency to confront these twelve so quickly with the issue? Because Paul knew that immersion puts the penitent sinner into Christ. Writing to the Romans he said, “Do you not know that as many of us as were baptized into (Greek eis) Christ Jesus, were baptized into His death (Rom. 6:3). Once you are “into [Christ’s] death” you are reconciled to the Father (“that God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself.” 2 Cor. 5:19) and are filled with the Holy Spirit. So baptism puts us simultaneously into the relationship of all three persons of the Trinity. 

Third, notice also the distinction made by Jesus between baptism and the those things that are taught after: “…Baptizing them into the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things that I have commanded you…” Most today classify baptism as almost an afterthought, postponing it weeks or months. This practice is totally foreign to the New Testament. The three thousand on the day of Pentecost got baptized the same day they accepted Christ (Acts 2:41). The Eunuch got baptized within minutes of accepting Christ (Acts 8:37-38). The Jailor got baptized at midnight within minutes of accepting Christ (Acts 16:33). And the apostle Paul got baptized within minutes of Ananias’s arrival (Acts. 22:16). This demonstrates the urgency and importance Jesus and the Apostles placed on the command to be baptized.

Mark 16:15-16 and the Gospel

“And He said to them, ‘Go into all the world and preach and gospel to every creature. He who believes and is baptized will be saved; but he who does not believe will be condemned.” (Mark 16:15-16)

In Mark’s account of the great commission, Jesus Himself specifically places baptism as part of the gospel message. Here Jesus very clearly lists baptism as a precondition of salvation. He that “believes” corresponds to the “one faith” of Ephesians 4:4 and “baptized” relates to the “one baptism of Ephesians 4:4.   

But most of us today were handed the tradition that puts baptism after salvation. I for one unknowingly received this erroneous tradition from our Protestant forefathers. The following illustration shows how the simplicity of Jesus’ words has been changed over the millennia.

                          1                        2              3

Jesus: He that believes and  baptized  =   saved.

                           1                       3              2

Man:  He that believes    =    saved   and baptized.

 Can you tell the difference between 1-2-3 and 1-3-2? Which order were you taught? Which order do you “go into all the world” to preach?

This may be a shocking revelation to you as it was for me. I was taught the basic Protestant doctrine that baptism has nothing whatsoever to do with the preaching of the gospel. Baptism was classified as a so-called sacrament of the church along with the Lord’s Supper. But the Lord’s Supper is not mentioned in the great commission or in Paul’s Ephesians 4 list. The Lord’s Supper, like most of the other New Testament commands, is not part of the gospel message of salvation. It is part of the “all things” (Mt. 28:19) new born disciples are to be taught to observe after baptism; 

The Catholic Church taught the heresy that baptism alone, apart from faith, saves. (This, by the way, is the true definition of “baptismal regeneration.”) Catholics don’t Scripturally immerse but instead substitute sprinkling The Protestant reformers, rightfully broke away from the Catholic church for baptismal regeneration and other errors but went to the opposite extreme teaching that  “faith alone” saves i.e., bare mental assent and acceptance of the basic facts of the gospel. The truth lies somewhere between these two extremes. Mental faith and reliance on Jesus’ atoning death for our sins is by far the most important part of the gospel. That is why Jesus placed belief first in Mark 16:16 and other passages. Yet God ordained that baptism, “immersion into Christ death,” to be the last act of faith we must obey before we are Scripturally saved

At this juncture, let me make this point unmistakably clear to avoid any possible confusion. Baptism that is not proceeded by faith and repentance it is absolutely worthless whereas faith without baptism is not. One is not a Scriptural candidate for immersion until they first have put their total trust in the atoning work of Christ and repented of their sins that put Christ to death on the cross in the first place.

Since the Lord Jesus himself placed baptism as part of the gospel and thus a precondition of salvation, further explains why Jesus inspired Paul to place baptism in the fundamentals list of Ephesians 4:4-6.  But how could baptism be part of the gospel you ask? This is a fair question. The gospel has two parts: the facts of the gospel and our response to the gospel i.e., God’s ordained plan of salvation. The bedrock facts of the gospel are the good news about Jesus’ death burial, and resurrection. 1 Cor.15:1-3 Our response to the gospel is called  “obeying the gospel” (2Thess.1:7; 1 Peter 4:16). So how do we “obey” Jesus’ death, burial and resurrection? Well, we can’t literally be crucified, buried and raised from the death. But we can “obey that form of doctrine which was delivered you.” (Rom. 16:17). Paul said to the Romans that we are “reconciled to God through the death of His Son, much more, having been reconciled, we shall be saved by His life.” (Romans 5:10). The death of Christ is what the gospel is all about. He died in our place on the cross. His blood was shed in his death the cross. (John 19:33-34, Col.1:20). The big question is how did God ordain that we reach Jesus death and the blood of Christ? Do we just believe it in our hearts only, as most teach today?

 This is where we might need to lay aside preconceived traditions and accept what Jesus and the apostles taught. Jesus said: “He that believes and is immersed shall be saved.” Paul, in agreement with this, wrote the Roman Christians the following:

“ Or do you not know that as many of us as were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into His death? Therefore we were buried with Him through baptism into death, that just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life” (Rom. 6:3-4). 

Notice, how newness of life did not come to the Romans and the apostle Paul until after they were immersed “into His death” and  “raised” to “walk in newness of life.” Notice also that when Paul said so “many of us” as were immersed into Christ (Rom. 6:4), he was referring to his salvation experience too. Paul sins were not forgiven until he was immersed. Paul states this explicitly in his testimony, as we shall see later on

Having said this we should mention how some Protestant objectors resort to drastic counter arguments to combat this clear teaching. For example, some say that Mark 16:16 is not the inspired word of God. They say that Mark 16:9-20 doesn’t’ appear in two of the older manuscripts therefore our point should be thrown out.

Even though Mark 16:9-20 does not appear in two of the three manuscripts that we have from the fourth century (the Vaticanus and Sinaiticus), it does appear in the Washington manuscript. It also appears in five versions of the New Testament from the second century—two centuries older that the manuscripts which do not contain Mark 16:9-20. (The five versions are the Peshitto, Curetonian, Coptic, Sahidic, and the Tatians’s Diatessaron.) Mark 16:9-20 is also found in the writings of three of the “church fathers” of the second century; Irenaeus, Papias and Justin Martyr. In the third century, it is found in the writings of the  “church father”  Hyppolytus and the philosopher Celsus.

 If you reject Mark 16:9-20 because it is left out of the Vatican manuscript, then you must also reject 1 and 11 Timothy, Titus, the last part of Hebrews and the Book of Revelation because they are also left out of the Vatican Manuscript, then you must also accept the Catholic Apocryphal Books because they are also included in the Sinaitican Manuscript. Moreover, what is the likelihood that Mark would have finished his book with Jesus still in the grave and the disciples in a state of fear? (Read Mark 16:8, the supposed last verse of Mark’s gospel according to the objector.).  

Finally, some argue that since Jesus didn’t say in Mark 16:16b: “he that believes not and is baptized not shall be damned,” therefore baptism is not necessary. First, you do not have to do two things to be damned, just one, not believing. In Mark 16:16 there are two conditions for salvation and one for damnation. It is that simple. If Jesus had made two conditions for damnation, then an unbeliever could avoid damnation, by getting immersed, thus avoiding fulfilling both conditions. Second, a doctor could say: “He that eats and digests his food shall live.” He then could say: “He that does not eat shall die.” He would not need to say: “He that does not eat and does not digest his food shall die.” If you don’t eat, digestion is irrelevant. If you don’t believe, baptism is irrelevant. 

Acts 2:12-38: The first Gospel Sermon

Jesus gave the apostles the Great Commission (Matt. 28:19; Mark 16:15-16, Luke 24:47) to go into the world to preach the gospel. How did the apostles understand the Great commission? Did they get the understanding from Jesus that baptism was a necessary to be saved or is that our misinterpretation of His words? To answer this question one need only examine how the apostles went out and put Jesus words into practice. Did the apostles believe that to be saved you should just bow ones head and ask Jesus into your heart? Or did they believe that one must accept Jesus and be immersed as well? 

On the day of Pentecost, a Jewish Holy day, the apostles took the opportunity to preach the first gospel sermon in the New Testament.  Over three thousand Jews were gathered together in what the apostles turned into the first evangelistic crusade. But unlike many of today’s evangelistic crusades, the plan of salvation offered was markedly different.

Peter began his sermon in Acts 2:12 and concluded it with these convicting words: 

“’And let all Israel be assured of this that God has made this Jesus whom you crucified both Lord and Christ.’ And when the people heard this they were cut to the heart and said to Peter and the other apostles, ‘men and brethren what shall we do?’” (Acts 2:36-37).

Before we go further, notice several things here. First, these lost sinners were convicted of their sin. They were “cut to the heart.” Second, these lost sinners had faith, “and when the people heard this” The Bible says, “faith comes by hearing and hearing by the word of God.” (Rom. 10:17). Since they now believed that Jesus was their sin bearing Messiah, they naturally asked what they should do to be saved. So if “faith alone” saves, these Jews had it. But they still were not saved. How do I know that? By reading Peter’s answer to their question:

“’Men and brethren, what shall we do?’ Peter replied, ‘Repent and be baptized, everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of your sins and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.’” (Acts 2:38)

The whole Bible revolves around the soul-redeeming phrase, the remission of sins! Therefore, any command connected with the “remission of sins” should grab our attention. And Peter told them that in order to receive the forgiveness of their sins they needed to repent and be immersed. He did not tell them to believe, for they had already done that, as we previously discussed. Baptism being classed with faith and repentance speaks volumes to the issue at hand. Peter didn’t say repent and observe the Lord’s Supper or repent and give to the poor or give to the church, for all these issues are after salvation discipleship works. But baptism, like repentance, is precondition of initial salvation.

One objection people often raise against the plain and natural interpretation of Acts 2:38 is that the word “for” in Acts 2:38 means “because of.” Therefore, Peter was really telling the 3,000 to be baptized “because your sins are already forgiven.”

But this objection is untenable. The phrase “for the remission of sins” found in Acts 2:38 is the same phrase in English and in the Greek as found in Matthew 26:28 where Jesus said His blood was shed “for the remission of sins.” If “for” means “because of,” then Jesus shed His blood because man’s sins were already forgiven. This conclusion would be unscriptural and unacceptable by anyone who believes God and the Bible. 

In Acts 2:38, the little word “and” links words of equal rank and value. Therefore, whatever the repentance is for, the baptism is for. If repentance is necessary for the remission of sins, then baptism is equally necessary for the remission of sins. If we should insert the words “because of” in place of “for” in Acts 2:38, then we would have to conclude that Peter was asking about 3,000 Jews on the Day of Pentecost to repent because their sins were already forgiven. Finally, the assertion that the baptism is because your sins have already been forgiven is refuted by Peter own inspired commentary in 1 Peter 3:21. He said, “…baptism does also now save us” 

A few objectors respond to this by asserting that according to a certain Greek rule of grammar, only the command to repent is connected to the phrase “remission of sins” in Acts 2:38.  Baptism is something that comes after the phrase “remission of sins.” This argument is seldom used today, and for good reason. It is a myth. There are hundreds of Greek scholars who were involved in translating our many English translations. The simple fact that not one English translation so renders Acts 2:38 in such a fashion alone refutes this particular objection. The significance of this lies in the fact that most of the translators involved in these committee translations were Protestants who did not believe baptism was for the forgiveness of sins. If such a Greek rule existed, they certainly would have employed it to conform Acts 2:38 to their “faith only” understanding. (If needed, call or write for an in depth article on this objection.)

And for those who would argue that Acts 2:38 is Holy Spirit baptism, consider how redundant that would be: “repent and be Holy Spirit baptized and you shall receive the Holy Spirit,“ No, Peter in Acts 2:38 was clearly fulfilling Jesus’ Great Commission to water baptize as the last part of the gospel plan of salvation (Mark. 16:15-16, Matt. 28:19-20). 

The Conversion of Paul and Acts 22:16

Outside of Christ’s life and death, the conversion of the Apostle Paul is heralded by many as the most significant event in history. And rightly so. Paul went on to write more books of the New Testament than all of the other apostles combined. Paul said: “The things which you learned and received and heard and seen in me, these do, and the God of peace will be with you” (Philippians 4:9). Paul’s conversion experience is found three times in the book of Acts, more than anyone else. God indeed has put a spotlight on the conversion of Paul for us to follow. But how was Paul saved? Did he just simply believe in the gospel by accepting Jesus in his heart as we Protestants were taught?  

“As [Paul] journeyed he came near Damascus, and suddenly a light shone around him from heaven. Then he fell to the ground, and heard a voice saying to him, ‘Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting Me?’ And he said, ‘Who are You Lord?’ Then the Lord said, ‘I am Jesus, whom you are persecuting. It is hard for you to kick against the goads.’ So he, trembling and astonished, said, ‘Lord, what do You want me to do?’  Then the Lord said to him, ‘ Arise and go into the city, and you will be told what you must do.’ (Acts 9:4-6)

Because Paul had submitted to the Lordship of Christ as evidenced by his declaration “Lord, what do You want me to do,” most preachers teach that Paul was saved on the road to Damascus. Indeed, the murderous Paul was a changed man. He recognized his error and had finally submitted his stubborn, hardened will to the Lord Jesus Christ. He had fulfilled the command to believe, no question about it. But was he saved at this point? Did not Jesus say, “He that believes and is baptized shall be saved” (Mark 16:16)? Will Paul’s conversion line up with Jesus’ commission? Let’s see.

By reading Luke’s account of Paul’s conversion (Acts 9:1-22) and Paul’s own testimony of his conversion (Acts 22:1-16) we discover the following facts. (1) In obedience to Jesus directive, Paul went into Damascus to wait for the answer to his question: “Lord, what do You want me to do?” (2) While waiting in Damascus, Paul fasted for three days. (Acts 9:9). During this time Paul was praying (Act 9:12). Being the “chief of sinners” Paul was no doubt praying for God to forgive him of his many sins. Praying to God for forgiveness is Scriptural, as it is a natural part of repentance. But the question is: How does God answer the salvation prayer of an unsaved, alien sinner? Does He forgive him on the spot or does He send someone in accordance with the Great Commission to baptize him? (3) While Paul was waiting and praying in Damascus, Jesus appeared to Ananias and sent him to Paul to fulfill His Great Commission. Note very carefully Ananias words to Paul:

“And now why are you waiting? Arise and be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on the name of the Lord” (Acts 22:16). 

Paul’s sins were not washed away by the blood of Christ until he was immersed! This coincides perfectly with Mark 16:16: “He that believes and is baptized shall be saved.” That is why Paul told the Romans “As many us as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into his death.” Paul and Romans were saved the same way in obedience to Jesus words. Notice also that baptism is God ordained way for an alien sinner to call on the name of the Lord. “Arise and be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on the name of the Lord” (More on this later in our discussion of 1Peter 3:21). 

In Acts 2:21, Peter in his gospel sermon to the three thousand stated, “And whosoever calls upon the name of the Lord shall be saved.” Then within a few verses Peter tells them exactly how to call upon the name of the Lord: “repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.” (Acts 2:38). Jesus ordained immersion, preceded, of course, by genuine faith and repentance, as God’s ordained way for us to reach the blood of Christ. It is through that blood of the sacrifice that we call upon God’s name. So we see that contrary to today’s majority view, Paul was not saved by “faith only” on the road to Damascus three days before.  

By the way, Acts 22:16 could not be Holy Spirit baptism, as some suggest, for Paul had to “get up” to receive it. Water baptism is a command to be obeyed physically, whereas Holy Spirit baptism is a promise to be received. When the Apostles received Holy Spirit baptism, they were sitting (Acts 2:2). And besides, the faith only view requires that once one “believes” he is instantly baptized by the Holy Spirit. This should have occurred, if the “faith only” view were correct, on the road to Damascus three days before. 

I Peter 3:20-21, Peter’s Inspired Commentary

We already learned what Peter told three thousand lost souls who asked what must they do to be saved. He told them to “repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of your sins and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.” Acts 2:38. Many modern commentaries have sought to reinterpret these words into something other than what the plain, literal sense Peter’s words convey. But in sharp contrast, Peter in his Epistle, gives his own inspired commentary of what he meant in Acts 2:38: 

“Who formerly were disobedient, when once the Divine longsuffering waited in the days of Noah, while the ark was being prepared, in which a few, that is, eight souls, were saved through water. There is also an antitype which now saves us—baptism (not the removal of the filth of the flesh, but the [appeal*] of a good conscience toward God), through the resurrection of Jesus Christ” (1Peter 3:20-21).

(*Vine states this about the word “answer” in the KJV for which we here substituted the word “appeal”: “Eperotema, 1 Peter 3:21, is not, as in the KJV, an “answer.” It was used by the Greeks in a legal sense, as a “demand or appeal. Baptism is therefore the ground of an appeal…” (Vines, pg. 29).
Peter, in complete agreement with Jesus and Paul teaches that baptism saves us through the resurrection of Christ,“Buried with Him in baptism in which you also were raised with Him, through faith in the working of God, who raised Him from the dead” (Col. 2:12). When Paul was baptized, he submitted to God’s plan of salvation and had his sins washed away, “calling on the name of the Lord.” Peter said that we appeal or call to God for a good conscience through the resurrection of Christ? Why, because baptism is God’s ordained way we are: “Buried with Him through baptism into death, that just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life” (Rom. 6:4). When a penitent sinner looks to Christ on the cross in faith and is immersed into His death, he meets with the blood of Christ through which he calls upon, “appeals to”, God’s name to be saved from his sins. 
Again, this bears repeating because we are so often misunderstood or misrepresented, on this point.  The water of New Testament baptism no more washes away sin than the water of the muddy Jordan river cleansed Naaman of his leprosy when he dipped himself seven times (More on Naaman later.) Peter makes this emphatically clear when with reference to New Testament baptism when he said,  “not the removal of the filth of the flesh but the [appeal] of a good conscience toward God), through the resurrection of Jesus Christ” Peter was making the distinction here between the New Testament ordinance of immersion as commanded by Jesus and the many Jewish purification baptisms. The Jews were obsessed with outward pomp and the cleansing of the outside of the person. They were quite familiar with the religious immersions.  This is why they were not surprised when they saw John the Baptist immersing people in the wilderness. (John 1:19-28). The major difference is that Jews practiced hundreds of washings (Heb.9:10), perhaps reflecting their hundreds of continuous animal sacrifices. The Christian church practiced but “one baptism” (Eph. 4:4-6) coinciding with the one sufficient sacrifice of Christ. 

Objections To Immersion For the Remission of Sins

Objection: How can this be? Salvation is by grace alone, not by baptism!

Answer: First, salvation is never said to be by “grace alone.” If salvation was by “grace alone,” everyone in the world would be saved. Grace defined is “unmerited favor.” No one deserves salvation. It is a gift of God. But it is a conditional gift: “For by grace you have been saved through faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God.
(Eph. 2:8). “…through whom also we have access by faith into this grace in which we stand…” (Rom. 5:2).

Objection: “Okay, then, we are saved by “grace alone” through “faith only” not by baptism. 

Answer: This may come as quite a shock, but the phrase “faith only” is found only one time in the entire Bible, and it has a NOT in front of it. “You see then that a man is justified by works, and not be faith only.” (James 2:24).

The following Scriptural examples should help the objector see how immersion for the remission of sins fits into the pattern of God’s conditional dispensing of grace.

#.1. God commands that a log be thrown into bitter water for the thirsty people: “And the Lord showed him a tree, which when he had cast into the water, the waters were made sweet.” (Exodus 15:25).

What purified the bitter water: a dirty log or the grace and power of God? The Isralites were certainly unworthy of this miracle so it must have been the grace of God predicated on humble submission to His command.

 #2. “And he went forth unto the spring of waters, and cast the salt in there, and said, ‘Thus saith the Lord, I have healed these waters; there shall not be from there any more death or barren land’” (2 Ki. 2:21).

What caused these poisonous waters to be healed; the grace and power of God or the bowl full of salt brought by the people and cast in the river by Elisha? If the power of God, why did God insist that salt be thrown in first?

#3. God commanded Naaman to go and dip himself seven times in the river Jordan to be cleansed of his leprosy: “Go and wash [LXX baptizo]in the Jordan river seven times, and thy flesh shall come again to thee, and thou shalt be clean.” (2Ki. 5:10).

When Naaman finally humbled himself (remember, he had refused to do it at first because God’s precondition seemed so absurd and disconnected to the healing he so desperately wanted), and was healed of his leprosy after the seventh dip, was it the muddy Jordan River that cleansed Naaman’s leprosy, or the power of God? If it was God’s power, why did God require Naaman to dip seven times before he would release his healing power? Since Naaman had the faith to travel into hostile territory to see a prophet of God, why didn’t God just heal Naaman straightway? 

#4.  Jesus requires a blind man to wash in a pool in order to have his sight restored: “When [Jesus] had thus spoken, he spat on the ground, and made clay of the spittle, and anointed the eyes of the blind man with the clay, And said unto him, ‘Go, wash in the pool of Siloam…’ He went his way, therefore, and washed, and came seeing” (John 9:6).

What healed this man’s eyes: the water of the pool or the grace and power of Jesus? If the power of Jesus, why was it necessary for this man to have to go wash in a pool of water to be healed?

Based on these examples, wouldn’t you agree that God has the right to release His grace and power contingent to the obedience of any condition that He wishes to set?—no matter how arbitrary or disconnected  it may seem to us?  Wouldn’t you agree that in each of these instances it was the grace of God that brought deliverance and not the puny “works” of men that God required? Wouldn’t you agree that the preconditions of deliverance set by God were simply a test of man’s faith and humility? 

Naaman in pride at first balked at the seeming absurdity of God’s command to wash in a muddy river: “But Naaman was angry, and went away, and said, ‘Behold, I thought, [Elisha] will surely come out to me, and stand, and call on the name of the Lord his God, and strike his hand over the place, and cure the leprosy.’”  (Men today walk away from God’s command to be immersed for the forgiveness of sins” with the words: “Surely I thought that I could just pray the sinners prayer and be cured of my sin”) This reminds me of the Scripture: “For my thoughts are not you thoughts, neither are your ways my ways. As the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts.” (Isaiah 55:8-9). When God commands us to do something, we must be careful to obey rather than justify or rationalize disobedience to His word. For “To this man will I look, to him that is poor and of a contrite of spirit and trembleth at my word” (Isa. 66:1-2). 

So when God says, “He that believes and is immersed shall be saved,” the safest thing to do is to obey it in humble faith knowing from the infallible Bible that God has chosen to forgive our sins on the basis of Christ’s blood sacrifice the instant we go beneath the water. No, it is not the works of men that saves us. To the contrary, it the death of Christ and our being united with “Him through baptism into [His] death” that saves us.  It is your faith in the mighty work God will perform once you are united with Him by immersion that cleanses you from all wickedness: “Buried with Him in baptism in which you also were raised with Him, through faith in the working of God, who raised Him from the dead” (Col. 2:12). Yes, it is God who performs the operation. But it is we who must in child-like faith lay back on the operating table (the watery tomb of baptism), to let God do His work. It is at this precise time that the “righteousness of Christ” is imputed--“put on”--to us: “For ye are all the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus. For as many of you as have been [immersed] into Christ have put on Christ.” (Galatians 3:27 cf. Mark 16:16) (You could call it a spiritual heart transplant.) This is the way of grace God has prescribed

Think this through for a moment. If we obediently respond to Jesus’ commands to believe, repent and be baptized, would God accuse us of doing “human works” to merit our salvation? Surely not! God would never condemn someone for doing precisely what is commanded of him in Scripture. In fact, you cannot be saved by Jesus until you obey Him! “ …He became the author of eternal salvation to all who obey Him…” (Heb. 5:9)

Objection: Wasn’t the thief on the cross saved without being baptized? 

Answer: First, it is possible that he thief had been previously baptized “for the remission of sins” by John the Baptist (Matt. 3:5-6, Mark 1:4, Luke 3:3) and later apostatized. Second, the simple fact is that none of the apostles in the New Testament ever negated someone’s need to be baptized merely because of the thief. On the contrary, they always required baptism in order to be converted, even if it took place in the desert or after midnight! (See Acts 8:36; 16:30-33). Third, even if it could be proven that the thief had never been baptized, that would only go to show that Jesus could make exceptions to the rule to be baptized when it was physically impossible to do so. Therefore, unless you are nailed to a cross, or in similar circumstances where it is impossible for you to comply, you should obey the command to be baptized in order to be saved. Jesus called Himself the Lord of the Sabbath. Jesus is also the Lord of baptism and every other command of the New Testament. As such, He alone holds the right to make exceptions to His own rules.

Objection: Didn’t Paul say that he was not sent to baptize but to preach the gospel (1 Cor.1:17)?

Answer: If your application of Paul’s statement, “Christ sent me not to baptize,” is correct, would you conclude that he was disobedient to his calling when he baptized Crispus, Gaius, and the household of Stephanas? (1 Cor. 1:14,16). We know that Paul was not disobedient to his calling (Acts 26:19), but he was faithful to preach the baptism of the Great Commission. Since Paul was sent to baptize under the “Great Commission”  

(Matt. 28:19, 20) we must understand 1 Corinthians 1:17 to be elliptical. Otherwise, we have a contradiction in the Bible. An elliptical phrase is one in which a word (the ellipsis) must be supplied for it to make sense in keeping with other clear passages of Scripture.

For example:

John 12:44, “Jesus cried and said, He that believes on me, believes not on me, but on his that sent me.” Unbelieving Jews might try to use this verse to say that they do not have to believe on Jesus. But we know from John 3:16 and Acts 16:31 that we must believe on Jesus too. Therefore, we must conclude that Jesus’ statement in John 12:44 is elliptical. When we supply the ellipsis, it reads, “he that believes on me, believes not on me (only) but (also) on him that sent me.”   

Note also John 6:27 “Labor not for the meat which perishes, but for that meat which endures unto everlasting life… Since we know from other passages that Christians are commanded to work (2Thess. 3:10), we must supply the ellipsis as follows “Work not for the meat which perishes (only) but (primarily) for the meat which endures…” Likewise, 1 Cor.1: 17 should be understood as follows “Christ sent me not to baptize (only) but to (also) preach the gospel

Another way of looking at Paul’s statement goes as follows. Paul wasn’t sent to baptize those who would focus in on the baptizer, instead of Christ. Some of these Corinthians, to Paul’s horror, were doing just that, taking on man-made names of preachers saying: “‘I am of Paul,’ or  ‘I am of Apollos,’ or ‘I am of Cephas, …” Paul rebuked them saying, “Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the name of Paul?” (1Cor.1:12-13). Paul was glad he didn’t baptize these sectarian Christians. They needed to hear the fundamentals of the gospel all over again, for it is Christ’s name alone that we are to exalt and be baptized into. As we said earlier in this study, baptism that is not preceded by faith in Christ and repentance is worthless. 

Objection: Doesn’t the conversion of Cornelius household contradict your baptism doctrine? He received the Holy Spirit before baptism. He must therefore have had his sins forgiven before he was immersed in water.

Answer: It is understandable how Cornelius’ conversion, isolated from the greater context of the Great Commission and the conversions examined so far from the book of Acts, could lead someone to such a conclusion. But a closer examination shows how Cornelius’ baptism actually harmonizes with all other salvation accounts.

First, the account of Cornelius’s conversion does not specifically mention that Cornelius’ sins were forgiven when the Spirit fell on him. As we shall see, this is an erroneous assumption. Second, normally the miraculous gift of the Holy Spirit was imparted by the laying on of the Apostles hands (Acts. 8:18, 19:6). So the direct way the Spirit fell on Cornelius e.g., speaking in tongues, was an unusual miraculous sign for a specific purpose. Do you know what it was? By reading both accounts we find that Cornelius was to be the first Gentile convert. In order to prepare Peter to preach to Cornelius, God had to first break down his prejudice. This God did by sending him a miraculous vision (Acts 10:9-16). Until then Peter would not even step into a Gentile’s house. After Peter received his vision, six Jewish brethren came and accompanied Peter to Cornelius house. These brethren did not have the benefit of the vision Peter had. They, no doubt were grudgingly going along with Peter, because for Jews it was an abomination to associate with Gentiles.  

Meanwhile, Cornelius was told by an angel to send for Peter “who shall tell you words, whereby thou and all thy house shall be saved.” (Acts 10:14) What was going to be the means of Cornelius’ salvation? It was going to be the words that Peter spoke that would tell him how to be saved. And here are the words:

 “To him give all the prophets witness that through his name whosoever believes in him shall receive remission of sins. While Peter yet spake these words, the Holy Spirit fell on all them which heard the word. And those of the circumcision who believed were astonished, as many as came with Peter, because the gift of the Holy Spirit had been poured out on the Gentiles also. For they heard them speak with tongues and magnify God. And Peter said, ‘can any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized who received the Holy Spirit just as we have?’ And he commanded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord”   

Note several things concerning this passage. First, the direct and miraculous falling of the Holy Spirit was an event which Peter had to go all the way back to Pentecost (Acts 2:1-4), years previous, to find a similar occurrence. He didn’t say, “…who have received the Holy Spirit like the brethren yesterday, or last week.” This miraculous Acts 2 direct outpouring astonished the Jewish brethren; loosing them up to the prospect that God might save the Gentiles just like the Jews (10:44). Peter seized upon this open door created by the miraculous outpouring of the Spirit. He asked: “can any man forbid water…” These Jewish brethren heretofore had been forbidding salvation to the Gentiles. But not any longer.  This point is further strengthened when we find out how the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem criticized Peter for baptizing Cornelius: “And when Peter came up to Jerusalem, those of the circumcision contended with him, saying, ‘You went in to uncircumcised men and ate with them.’ But Peter explained it to them in the order from the beginning saying…”  (Acts 11:2-3).

 When these Jews heard that the Holy Spirit came on the Gentiles miraculously, they were converted from their prejudice. They said,  “If therefore God gave them the same gift as He gave us when we believed on the Lord Jesus Christ, who was I that I could withstand God?’ When they heard these things they became silent; and they glorified God, saying, ‘Then God has also granted to the Gentiles repentance to life.’” (Acts 11:17-18). 

If Cornelius had just received the Spirit in a quiet, unspectacular way, e.g. like the three thousand on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:38-41), this instantaneous lifting of the prejudice of the Jewish Christians would not have occurred. The gospel going into Gentile lands would have been delayed indefinitely.  So the purpose of the Holy Spirit coming on the Gentiles in this miraculous way was not to save them, but to convince the Jews that the Gentiles were fit recipients of the gospel. It is not unusual for the Holy Spirit to come upon someone miraculously for a reason other than salvation. For example, in 1 Samuel 19:20-24, the Holy Spirit miraculously came upon Saul and his men, not to save them, but to save David from them, for they were seeking to kill him. The lost and rebellious Saul, and his men, prophesied miraculously as a result. 

Second, with no further objections from the six Jewish brethren, Peter ”commanded them to be baptized in the name of the Lord.”  Here again we find Peter dutifully fulfilling the Great commission: “He that believes and is baptized…into the name of the Father Son and Holy Spirit... shall be saved”  (Mark 16:16, Matt. 28:19) Once Cornelius was baptized into the name of Jesus the Son; he received the “remission of sins.” Remember, Peter had told Cornelius “through his name whosoever believes in him shall receive remission of sins.” (10:43).  How does someone get though his name? They are to believe in it and then they are to be baptized into it! So the “words” by which Cornelius household were to be saved are identical to the ones in Mark 16:16, Acts 2:38, Acts 22:16, etc. It was just the circumstances surrounding Cornelius’ baptism that were extraordinarily  rare. 

Objection: You doctrine of baptism for the remission of sins contradicts historic Christianity. The Pre-Nicene early church Fathers did not teach such a doctrine.

Answer: Amazingly, some cult “experts” falsely claim that those who teach baptism for the remission of sins are deviating from historic Christianity and are thus a cult. First, the early church fathers did not claim to be apostles or prophets and thus should not be relied upon as our primary source of truth. They lived after the death of the apostles and were uninspired. Second, all the early church fathers: Barnabas, Justin Martyr, and Ireneus, to name a few, taught that baptism was for the remission of sins! The fact is the error of “baptism” because your sins have already been forgiven did not creep into the church until hundreds of years after the death of the apostles. As Jack Cotrell documents:

“The understanding of baptism as the time when God bestows salvation was the nearly unanimous view in Christendom for nearly fifteen hundred years. It was a consensus shared by the early church fathers, Catholic theology in the middle ages, and Martin Luther. The ‘other’ view, the one that now prevails, was the creation of Huldreich Zwingli in the decade of the 1520’s. It was adopted by his followers, including John Calvin; and mainly through the latter’s influence was spread throughout the bulk of Protestantism. Thus the ‘sign and seal’ concept of baptism is the newcomer, the usurper. We should have no qualms about abandoning a view whose roots go back no further than Zwingli. (Jack Cotrell, Baptism: A Biblical Study, Joplin, MO: College Press, 1989).

Note a few examples from the church Fathers:

· “Blessed are those who placed their hope in his cross and descended into the water. . .  We descend into the water full of sins and uncleanness, and we ascend bearing reverence in our heart and having hope in Jesus in our spirit” (Barnabas, ca. 130).
· “I have heard, Sir, from some teachers that there is no other repentance except that one when we descended into the water and received the forgiveness of our former sins” (Shepherd of Hermas, ca. 135-150).
· “They descend then into the water dead and they ascend alive” (Hermas).
· “Then they are led by us to where there is water, and in the manner of the regeneration by which we ourselves were regenerated they are regenerated” (Justin Martyr, ca. 155).
· “Baptism itself is a bodily act, because we are immersed in water, but it has a spiritual effect, because we are set free from sins” (Tertullian, ca. 200).

· “The evil spirits seek to overtake you, but you descend into the water and you escape safely; having washed away the filth of sin, you come up a ‘new man,’ ready to sing the ‘new song’” (Origen, ca. 230-240).
Objection: What about John 3:16 where Jesus said “whoever believes” has “everlasting life”; and what Paul said to the Philippian jailor: “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved” (Acts 16:31); and Rom.10:9-10 where Paul said only confession with the mouth and believing in your heart brings salvation. None of these verses mention a word being baptized. Therefore, baptism has nothing whatsoever to do with salvation.

Answer: In each case cited, the word “believe” is used in its general, comprehensive, sense inclusive of all specifics necessary for initial salvation. For example, must a person repent of one’s sins in order to be saved? If you believe Jesus, you have to say yes: “Unless you repent you shall likewise perish” (Luke 13:3, cf. 24:47, Acts 2:38). But repentance is not mentioned in John 3:16, Acts 16:31, or Rom. 10:9-10. Should one conclude that repentance of sin is not a necessary precondition of salvation? Of course not. Therefore, everything necessary for salvation is included in the general term “believe.” Repentance and baptism are included in the comprehensive term “believe” (or faith) because both of these are mentioned by Jesus as necessary. (Mark 16:16 and Acts 2:38.)

 “Man shall not live by bread alone but by every word that proceeds out of the mouth of God.” (Mt. 4:4). We should never pit scripture against scripture but must take all of it together on a given subject before we can “rightly divide” it. Cults are known for violating this Biblically safe means of interpreting Scripture. They start dividing the word of God before they have taken all of it together. For example, those who teach that Jesus is not God, misuse the following Scripture:

“For there is one God and one mediator between God and men the man Christ Jesus.” (1Tim. 2:5). “See there” the cultist triumphantly declares: “Jesus is just a man.”  Yes this verse stresses Jesus human nature and we accept this truth. But the cultist fails to accept other verses that emphasizes His divine nature (John 1:1 etc.). The cultist needs to accept all the verses about who Jesus is. And the anti-immersionist needs to accept all of the verses that Jesus said is involved in initial salvation without pitting one against the other.

There are dozens of Scriptures that speak of salvation by faith but not one that teaches that saving faith is a mere heart felt mental acceptance of the facts alone.  Look at this way. If you knew someone who just received news that he had cancer, you might encourage him with the words,  “Believe your doctor and you will be cured.” The way you use the word  “believe” in this instance would be in the general, comprehensive sense, necessarily including obeying the doctors specific prescriptions, e.g., taking chemotherapy, vitamins, good diet, etc. You would not have to enumerate the specifics of the doctor’s prescription for this to be understood by the average thinking person. Just saying “believe your doctor” in this context, would be enough. So why can’t we see this when God speaks to us in a similar way in a religious context? It is only when religious bias, which comes from erroneous tradition, enters the picture that some cannot see the obvious.

Even within the context of the most famous verse in the New Testament, John 3:16, Jesus makes it clear that He had a comprehensive belief in mind: “Just as the snake was lifted up in the wilderness, so shall the Son of man must be lifted up that whosoever believes in Him should not perish but have everlasting life.” (John 3:15-16).

Here Jesus refers to the prescription Moses gave the Israelites for their disease. To be healed they were to travel to and look at the serpent Moses had on the pole. (Numbers 21:8-9). This involved action on the stricken Israelites part. They could not just accept their healing “into their hearts” from the privacy of their tents. They had to travel a good distance through the large camp (the camp was about 2-3 million people) to see Moses and look up at the snake on the pole. 

Jesus, the Great Physician, specific prescription for salvation is, believing, repenting and being baptized.(Mark 16:16, Luke 13:3, 24:47, Acts 2:38, 22:16). And this is precisely the prescription Paul gave the jailor in Acts 16:31. First, Paul commanded him to: “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shall be saved.” The Philippian jailor believed Jesus as manifested by his subsequent obedience. He washed the wounds he had inflicted on Paul and Silas, showing repentance. And he was baptized at midnight and was saved, fulfilling Mark. 16:16.  (Acts 16:31-34).

Objection: I still insist that baptism is just an outward sign of an inward grace. Its purpose is to testify to the world that you are already saved.

Answer: If what you are saying is true, why isn’t there one Scripture that explicitly teaches it? We referenced every Scripture in the New Testament relating to the purpose of water baptism: 

“And John came baptizing in the wilderness and preaching a baptism of repentance for the remission of sins” (Mark 1:4 cf. Luke 3:3).

“Go ye therefore and make disciples of all the nations baptizing them into [Greek eis] the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things that I have commanded you…” (Matt. 28:19-20 ASV.)

“And He said to them, ‘Go into all the world and preach and gospel to every creature. He who believes and is baptized will be saved; but he who does not believe will be condemned.” (Mark 16:15-16).

“And now why are you waiting? Arise and be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on the name of the Lord” (Acts 22:16). 

“’Men and brethren, what shall we do?’ Peter replied, ‘Repent and be baptized, everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of your sins and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.’” (Acts 2:38)

“Or do you not know that as many of us as were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into His death? Therefore we were buried with Him through baptism into death, that just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life” (Rom. 6:3-4). 

“Buried with Him in baptism in which you also were raised with Him, through faith in the working of God, who raised Him from the dead” (Col. 2:12).

“There is also an antitype which now saves us—baptism (not the removal of the filth of the flesh, but the [appeal] of a good conscience toward God), through the resurrection of Jesus Christ” (1Peter 3: 21).

Each of these Scriptures contradict, either explicitly or implicitly, the unscriptural Protestant tradition that baptism is just an after salvation testimony to the world that you are already saved. It is a serious matter to contradict the Lord on this or any subject. Therefore, please take your Bible and a concordance and do the research yourself. By taking the time to do this,  you will discover two things. 

First, from the time Jesus gave His disciples the Great Commission, the New Covenant dispensation, the apostles never told a lost, alien sinner to pray the “sinner’s prayer of salvation”  or otherwise “bow their head and ask Jesus into their heart” in order to be saved. As we have already documented, the lost sinner was always taught to both believe and be baptized. The “altar call” plan of salvation is an invention  of the Protestant reformers that “takes away” (Deut. 6:4, Rev. 22:18-19) half of Jesus’ Great Commission plan of salvation (Mark 16:16). For years I had so often heard and taught the Protestant plan of salvation that I had erroneously assumed it must be in the bible. I was shocked when I did the research and found out that it wasn’t.

“These were more fair-minded than those in Thessalonica, in that they received the word with all readiness, and searched the Scriptures daily to find out whether these things were so.” (1 Thess. 4:11).

Second, the apostles never taught that baptism was just “an outward sign of an inward grace.” I’m sure that this unscriptural baptism (to show that your sins are already forgiven) is administered and received with the best of intentions. But sincerity does not make it the “one baptism” of Ephesians 4:5. When it comes to the blood, God can be very exacting. When God told Moses how to apply the blood of the Passover for the people of Israel, it was very important the blood be applied exactly as God has instructed.  Anyone who failed to strike the lintel and the two doorposts with blood, exactly as God had commanded, would have certainly been killed by the death angel (Exodus 11:7,13). Today, since our only hope of salvation is in the blood of Christ, our “Passover Lamb” (1 Cor. 5:7), it is of vital importance that we carefully follow God’s instructions for applying the blood (Mark 16:16,; Acts 2:38, 22:16; Rom. 6:3-4; 1 Peter 3:21).

This becomes quite evident form examining Paul’s encounter with twelve religious men in Ephesus who had received John the Baptist’s baptism (Acts 19:1-5). John’s baptism was only valid before Jesus’ death on the cross. These 12 men had received it after Jesus’ death. Notice that Paul didn’t tell them, as many would today, “well, that’s okay. Just as long as you’ve been baptized for a good religious reason, you’ll be fine.” But rather, knowing only the truth can set men free, he reimmersed them “ in the name of the Lord Jesus” for the remission of their sins. Yes, when it comes to applying the blood atonement, God can be just as exacting in the New Testament as he was in the Old Testament. The point to consider is this: since God no longer would accept John’s baptism (which at one time was “from heaven” Matt. 21:25-27) merely because it had gone out of date, how much less will He accept the denominational “baptism” of today which He has never commanded at any time. 

Objection: Doesn’t 1Corinthians 12:13 teach that salvation is by faith alone?

Answer: 1 Corinthians 12:13 doesn’t mention faith at all. It does, however, mention the word “baptized” retrospectively.

“But one and the same Spirit works all these things, distributing to each one individually as He wills. For as the body is one and has many members, but all the members of that one body, being many, are one body, so also is Christ. For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body--whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free—all have made to drink into one Spirit.” (1Cor. 12:11-13 cf.; Gal. 3:26-28).

This verse harmonizes well with all the Scriptures on baptism. The context in 1 Corinthians 12 speaks of the direction of the Holy Spirit over the functions of the body of Christ, from their initial salvation to the distribution of the gifts of the Spirit. The phrase “by one Spirit” relates to the Holy Spirit as the administrator, the director, of the Corinthians baptism “into one body.”  (Remember, Christ’s body is were salvation is found and the Corinthians were “baptized into” it!) Jesus promised the Apostles that He would send the Holy Spirit after His departure to give them inspired, infallible directions (John 14:25-26). On the day of Pentecost, Peter, by inspiration and direction of the Holy Spirit (Acts 1:4-5, 2:1-4) told the 3,000 lost Jews that in order to be saved they needed to: ‘Repent and be baptized, everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of your sins and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.’” (Acts 2:38). These Jews obeyed the Spirit’s directive to be baptized and received the “gift of the Holy Spirit” and thus were “made to drink into one Spirit. (1Cor. 12:13b).”  In other words, the Holy Spirit was the element into which the obedient Corinthians were “made to drink.” 

This corresponds to Matthew 28:19 where the Apostles were told to baptize “…into the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit…” When one is baptized into the name of the Spirit, they are immersed into a relationship with Him: “sealed for the day of redemption” (Eph. 4:30). When one obeys the N.T. command to be baptized for the forgiveness of his sins, he is cleansed by the blood and is simultaneously “baptized into the body” of Christ where salvation is found. This is precisely what happened on the day of Pentecost: “Then those who gladly received his word were baptized; and that day about three thousand souls were added to them…And the Lord added to the church daily those who were being saved.” (Acts 2:41,47b).

Objection: What! Are you trying to say I have never been saved because I haven’t been immersed for the remission of sins?

Answer: First, what I say doesn’t really matter. I frankly I don’t know how much error the Lord will overlook in the lives of otherwise godly disciples. No mortal man can tell you that. But one thing is certain. We are going to be judged by Jesus words, not man’s, at the judgment: 

“He who rejects Me and does not receive My words, has that which judges him—the word that I have spoken will judge him in the last day.” (John. 12:48). 

Will Jesus overlook error on baptism? Will he overlook the failure of a disciple not to evangelize (a recent report stated that 98% of all professing Christians do not evangelize in any meaningful way.) Will he overlook the failure of someone who doesn’t accept the teaching of non-resistance? All of these teachings are given salvation significance e.g., baptism is “for the forgiveness of sins” as part of initial salvation. Evangelism is an after salvation work. Jesus said if we don’t confess him before men, He won’t confess us before His Father in heaven (Mt.10:27-33), thus cutting off our high priestly access before God. Jesus said our Sonship is predicated on whether we are non-resistant and loving of our enemies (Matt. 5:38-48)

Why chance disobeying any of the Lord’s commands. If you haven’t been immersed for the remission of sins, humble yourself and do it reckoning your salvation to be consummated at that point. Do not risk committing the same error that some Jews made “who rejected the counsel of God for themselves not being baptized by John.” (Luke 7:29). John’s pre-cross baptism was also “for the forgiveness of sins” (Mark 1:4, Luke 3:3.) The Jews, as we learned earlier, had their own immersions that were purely symbolic and ceremonial. They rejected John’s Scriptural immersion in favor of their own unscriptural ones because they simply could not break from their tradition, an error that we all have to be on guard for. If you are not evangelizing, repent and ask God to help you start speaking out in behalf of the one who died for you as a regular and consistent part of your life. If you are in favor of war, repent and embrace the teachings of Jesus on this subject. 

If you are not  “cut to the heart” regarding the Scriptures brought up in this study regarding baptism, that is between you and God. I only know that God’s Word spoke to me as a Protestant. I had already accepted Jesus with all of my heart. I had devoted my life to serving him. I had many positive emotional experiences and the comfort of hope that comes from the gospel. But when I had learned the true definition of baptism I was stunned. I had read Mark 16:15-16: “He that believes and is baptized shall be saved” before and thought to my self, “well, I was baptized (sprinkled) in the Catholic church” as an infant. When I realized my error, I submitted to Him and was immersed, taking it by faith in the infallible Word of God that that is when Jesus saved me. I did not deny or renounce any previous feelings or relationship I had with Jesus. I believe that my sincere relationship with Christ is what lead Him to send an “Aquila and Priscilla” to teach me the truth about baptism so my salvation experience could line up precisely with the Word of God.

Now, can anyone really condemn what I did? Like the three thousand Jews on the day of Pentecost I repented and was immersed for the “remission of sins”. Like Paul who had already accepted the Lord on the road to Damascus and had been praying three days (in my case it was seven years) I arose and was immersed to “wash away my sins” in the blood of Christ.

Objection: Jesus said that all you have to do to be saved is to open up the door of your heart when He knocks (Rev. 3:20). John says that all we have to do to be saved is to “confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins…” (1 Jn. 1:9). In Acts 8:22, Peter told Simon to repent and pray for the forgiveness of sins. In all three of these passages, baptism is not required.

Answer: There are two laws of pardon written in the New Testament, one for the alien sinner (one who has never been saved) and one for the erring born again believer. Revelation 3:20 is Jesus’ message to the lukewarm Christians of the Laodicean church (Rev. 3:14-20), not to lost alien sinners. Jesus’ message to alien sinners is found in Mark 16:15-16, Acts 2:38, etc. 1 John 1:9 was also written to born again Christians (Read 1 Jn. 2:12). Sinning Christians do not need to get rebaptized  each time they sin. They just need to repent and pray for forgiveness. This is the reason Peter did not need to tell the back-sliding Simon to repent and be baptized because he was already a Christian who had previously obeyed Mark 16:16, “Then Simon himself also believed; and when he was baptized he continued with Phillip…” (Acts 8:13).

Conclusion

For your prayerful consideration, we have presented the arguments for our position that New Testament “baptism” is an immersion that is “for the forgiveness of sins.” If you have any objections or points you would like me to consider or respond to,  please do not hesitate to contact me. My name and email address is Todd Weiner, MessianicApologetics@Dejazzd.com. Also go to MessianicApologetics.com to order my other books:

(1) Proving Jesus (Yeshua) is the Jewish Messiah: 
A Comprehensive Refutation of Jewish Anti-missionaries.
By Todd D. Weiner. 
Jews for Judaism, and other anti-missionaries like them, are actively engaged in turning Jewish people away from Yeshua. We directly quote and refute the technical arguments taken from the anti-missionaries best books and apologists. Yet, my book is designed with the laymen in mind. It is written in the most simple, non-technical language possible. It is also designed to be a mini-crash course about the history of the Jewish people and the birth of Messianic expectation.

(2) How Could a Loving God Permit Suffering? 
Answers and Help for the Hurting. 
By Todd D. Weiner 

When I got married in 1988, our goal was to go to Israel as missionaries within five years. In time it became obvious that my wife had a serious disorder called manic depression, which, as I later found out, had troubled her since she was in kindergarten. Like a terminal cancer, her condition only worsened with time. She tried committing suicide several times during her lows and lived immorally and became alcoholic during her highs. When my four-year-old son Paul was diagnosed with a brain tumor in July of 2000, the end came very quickly for our marriage. After a trying divorce and custody battle, I was awarded absolute custody of my four young children.
I immediately relocated to another town where I could get help to raise my children. No longer having a mother around and Paul’s outcome still in doubt, my children began asking why God was allowing such evil things to happen to us as a family. I wrote this book to help others connect with the love of God even during the worst of life’s trials.
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� E.J. Berkey, The Bible Mode of Baptism, p. 15.


� R.C.H. Lenski, The Interpretation of The Acts of the Apostles (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1934), p. 112.  In saying this, he conflicts with Luther himself who at first was a strong proponent of infant dipping.  (See the following section on the historical evidence.)


� Modern Scholarship and the Form of Baptism, p. 4.


� The Septuagint included not only the canonical Old Testament but also the noncanonical Apocrypha.  We are particularly concerned with the Old Testament portion of the Septuagint.


� Unger’s Bible Dictionary, p. 1149; cf. pp. 1147-1151; see also The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, s.v. “Septuagint.”


� “It was the Bible of Jesus and the apostles, the version from which most Old Testament quotations in the New Testament come, and the Bible of the early church as far as the Old Testament was concerned” (Victor Walter, “Versions of the Bible,” in The Origin of the Bible, ed. Philip Wesley Comfort [Wheaton: Tyndale House Publishers, 1992], pp. 294-295).


� Daniel 4:33 and 5:21 are sometimes cited as instances of the use of bapto in the LXX while 4:25 is not.  The former are substantially the same in English as the latter.


� “In the LXX baptein as a rendering of [tabal], ‘to dip,’ is used for the dipping of the morsel in wine at Judges 2:14, of feet in the river at Joshua 3:15, of the finger in blood in the Torah of sacrifices at Leviticus 4:6,17, etc., of the dipping of unsanctified vessels in water in the laws of purification at Leviticus 11:32” (Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. Gerhard Kittel [Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1964], s.v. “bapto, baptizo,” p. 535).


� Virgil Warren maintains that the term “’dip’ concentrates more on the form of the action as the solid goes down into the liquid; ‘immerse’ speaks more about the effect of being covered over by the liquid when the dipping occurs” (What the Bible Says about Salvation, p. 326).


� William H. Pardee, Baptism (Schaumburg, IL: Regular Baptist Press, 1977), p. 54.


� John Scott makes a study of this very subject (“The Use of Bapto in The Old Testament,” Restoration Quarterly 1 [1957] 4, pp. 147-151), and does not cite either Dan. 4:25 or Lev. 4:17.  Why the latter is not discussed is not known.


� Scott says that the Hebrew tabal is used in fourteen (14) of the cases (Ibid., pp. 148-149) for both bapto and baptizo.  The Hebrew term in Lev. 11:32 is yubah, meaning, “to be brought in,” “to be introduced into,” or “put in.”  Psalm 68:23 is difficult, but Scott says the Hebrew word must have been rachats, meaning “to wash” or “to bathe,” and has to do with “wading in blood.”  This idea is conveyed in the Greek use of bapto (see Scott, pp. 149-150).


� David B. Ford, Studies on The Baptismal Question, p. 77, n. 1.  Why Ford states that tabal is translated by bapto fourteen times and Scott says that it is translated by bapto thirteen times is not known.  The thrust of the argument is not affected by a minor discrepancy such as this.


� The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, p. 144.


� Incredibly, Mackay is able to maintain: “How did Naaman, in obedience to the man of God, baptize himself at the Jordan?  I answer, he sprinkled the water upon the part affected, as the law of God required” (Water Baptism: The Doctrine of the Mode, p. 39).  Mackay maintains that Naaman was following the Mosaic requirements for the cleansing of a leper mentioned in Leviticus 14.  However, many differences are found between what Naaman did and what the Israelite was to do in a cleansing.  The priest was to use two birds in the ritual (Lev. 14:4-7); Elisha did not use any birds.  A priest was to perform the ritual (Lev. 14:2ff); Elisha was a prophet.  The priest was to sprinkle the blood of the bird (and possibly water) on the leper with the use of cedar wood, scarlet string and hyssop (Lev. 14:5-7); Naaman “baptized” himself and did so in river water.  The leper was to wash his clothes, shave off all his hair, and bathe in water (Lev. 14:8-9); Naaman only bathed in water.  The healed leper was to bring sacrifices to the priest (Lev. 14:10ff); Naaman brought no sacrifices.  Further differences exist which the interested reader should note (see Lev. 14:14ff).  This indeed is an amazing instance of “twisting” Scripture in an attempt to support an unsupportable religious rite!


� Davis W. Huckabee states: “It is indeed paradoxical that almost every trustworthy Bible scholar, church historian, and student of the Greek language, unites in the testimony that all baptisms recorded in the Bible and those for several centuries after the canon of the Bible was closed, were by immersion of the whole body in water.  Indeed, this is the very meaning of the word in the Greek testament” (The Ordinances of the Church [Little Rock: The Challenge Press, 1977], p. 39).  We shall note a couple of exceptions to this statement later, but Huckabee’s words are for the most part accurate.


� Amazingly, one affusionist writer, Daniel Kauffman, asserts that  the Gentiles did not know the meaning of the Greek term baptizo, thus it needed to be defined to the Greek-speakers of New Testament times (Daniel Kauffman, Doctrines of the Bible [Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1928], p. 383).  Kauffman sweeps away the clear fact that the Gentiles knew and used the term baptizo, a term that meant dip, immerse, plunge, sink, and overwhelm.  While the pagans before Christ obviously did not know the Christian meaning or significance of Christ’s command to baptize (or immerse) those who repented and believed, they definitely knew what the act or action of baptizo was.   Again we stress the fact that God chose to use words that were familiar to people, while altering such words in some cases by infusing them with new and deeper meaning (e.g., ekklesia, “community”; hilasterion, hilasmos, “propitiation”).  


� Virkler notes that we may “study the ways a word was used in other ancient literature—secular literature, the Septuagint . . , and other biblical writings by the same or a different author” (Hermeneutics, pp. 99-100).


� Compilations of such quotations are found in various sources.  See J. W. Shepherd, Handbook on Baptism, Second Edition (Nashville: Gospel Advocate Company, 1950);  Alexander Carson, Baptism, Its Mode and Its Subjects (Evansville: The Sovereign Grace Book Club, [1844?]), pp. 55ff.  Many further examples are found in J. Gilchrist Lawson’s Did Jesus Command Immersion?, Chapter 8, “How the Greek Writers Use Baptizo” (Cincinnati: The Standard Publishing Company, 1915).  See also L.C. Wilson, The History of Sprinkling; J. B. Briney, The Form of Baptism, pp. 22-29; John T. Christian, Immersion, The Act of Christian Baptism (n.p., n.p., n.d.), pp. 23-30.


� Morris, Baptism, p. 53.


� Vine, Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, p. 867.


� Morris, Baptism, pp. 56-57.


� Notice Vine, Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, p. 868, and Morris, Baptism, pp. 54-56.


� See L. C. Wilson, The History of Sprinkling, p. 42.  See also pp. 37-43 for a full discussion on sprinkling and pouring in the Old Testament and New Testament.


� The Form of Baptism, p. 58.





� Mackay asserts: “Coming to the New Testament, we find in like manner, the Spirit of God always represented as descending upon the person, but never the person as dipped or immersed into the Spirit” (Water Baptism: The Doctrine of the Mode, p. 45).  As we shall see, the Sprit indeed is “poured out” and does “fall” on people, but the result is that people are “immersed” or “overwhelmed” in the Spirit.


� Vine, Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, p. 868.  Liddell and Scott (Greek-English Lexicon, Abridged Edition, p. 213) also say that ekcheo means “to pour out.”


� The New Analytical Greek Lexicon, p. 132.


� E.H. Plumptre, in Ellicot’s Commentary on the New Testament, note on Matthew 3:11; quoted by Burrage, The Act of Baptism, pp. 28-29.


� Taken from an exposition by Paul Yoder entitled, “’Pour Out’ and The Rules of Grammar.”


� S.E. Anderson comments: “In the Greek of Matthew 3, the preposition en is used 9 times.  The KJV has translated it ‘in’ six times and ‘within’ once—all correctly.  But only in connection with baptism does the KJV fudge or hedge, for in Matthew 3:11 ‘with’ is used deceitfully.  Their anti-immersion prejudice is showing!  The tragedy is that the phrase ‘baptized with water’ seems to justify about 800,000,000 people into KJV’s anti-immersion bias, the hundreds of millions of people depend on such counterfeit ‘baptism’ as sprinkling for their salvation” (Baptized [Immersed] Into One Body [Texarkana: Bogard Press, 1974], p. 8).  In another place, Anderson notes: “The KJV uses ‘with’ the Holy Spirit and baptized ‘with’ water.  But in Matthew 3:6 and Mark 1:5 the KJV had to say ‘baptized IN the Jordan River’ for they could not have John baptize with the Jordan!” (p. 7).


� Word Pictures of the New Testament, Vol. 1 (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1930), pp. 254-255.  “In these texts, en is to be taken, not instrumentally, but as indicating the element in which the immersion takes place” (Augustus Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 935).  Meyer’s commentary on Matthew 3:11 states: “En is in accordance with the meaning of baptizo (immerse), not to be understood instrumentally, but on the contrary, in the sense of the element in which the immersion takes place” (quoted by Strong, Ibid.).


� Ibid.


� The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1987), p. 445, n. 21.


� Henry M. Morris III, Baptism: How Important Is It?, p. 85.


� C.E.W. Dorris, The Gospel According to Mark, p. 21.


� The Bible on Baptism, p. 176.


� E.J. Berkey, The Bible Mode of Baptism, p. 6.


� See our earlier discussion on the metaphorical uses of baptizo for a discussion on this text.


� H. Leo Boles, The Gospel According to Matthew (Nashville: Gospel Advocate Company, 1976), p. 84.


� Mackay contends: “I do not know that there was an external symbol of this baptism; but if there was any water used, it came from the cloud which ‘poured out water’ on this occasion (Psalm 77:17 and Judges 5:4)” (Biblical Mode of Baptism, p. 38).


� E.J. Berkey, The Bible Mode of Baptism, p. 14.


� Paul Landis, The Meaning and Mode of Water Baptism, p. 11.


� David E. Showalter, Mode of Baptism (Harrisonburg, VA: Christian Light Publications, n.d.), p. 5.  Whitteker expresses this argument in this way: “The cloud, according to the Psalmist, poured out water.  It was this that constituted their Baptism, and it was a baptism by sprinkling—the water poured out from the clouds and falling in drops, just as we see it in any summer shower” (Baptism, p. 108).  See also Daniel Kauffman, Doctrines of the Bible, p. 391.


� F. B. Srygley, Did John the Baptist Sprinkle?, p. 15.


� “The Hebrew for dry land consistently means dry land, or dry ground” (Roy Honeycutt, Jr., The Broadman Bible Commentary, Revised, Vol. 1, p. 370).  Honeycutt gives various places where the term literally means dry land.


� Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 16:3 (Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 1981), p. 64.  Significantly, William Whiston, the translator, adds this note: “Of these storms of wind, thunder, and lightning, at this drowning of Pharaoh’s army, almost wanting in our copies of Exodus, but fully extant in that of David (Psalm 77:16,17,18).”  Whiston clearly understands that Josephus applied the reference to rain in Psalms to the Egyptians rather than to the Israelites!


� Josephus, Antiquities 16:2.


� Rayburn, What About Baptism?, p. 45.  Episcopalian writer, Joseph L. Tucker, makes the same argument: “The cloud wet them with dampness and the sea with its spray, but the Egyptians were the only ones immersed unto Moses, and a disastrous baptism they found” (“The Origin and Mode of Baptism,” appended to The Form of Baptism by J.B. Briney, p. 232).  Tucker further ridicules the Biblical teaching of immersion when he writes: “The immersion in this figure belonged to the Egyptians; and if, as St. Paul says, these things were intended for examples to us, we should be very careful to avoid immersion, for the Egyptians died under it” (p. 238).


� Absalom Peters, Sprinkling, the Only Mode of Baptism, p. 65.


� A metaphor only requires one point of correspondence.  The use of “baptize” in this passage does not require that any water actually touch the Israelites.  John T. Hinds explains: “By metaphor we can call one thing by the name of another where there is even one point of likeness; as when Christ is called a Lamb.  They [the Israelites] were covered by the sea and cloud; immersion covers.  This point justifies the use of the word baptize.  The likeness is quite as strong as Christ and a lamb.  Baptism is a burial.  The body is buried when the dirt does not touch it; hence, not absolutely necessary for the element to touch the subject to justify calling it a burial or baptism.  In baptism the water does touch the body, but that circumstance does not keep it from being a burial” (Fire, Water or Holy Spirit . . . Which?, p. 5).


� Ysebaert says that although Paul uses figurative language here, “he remains conscious of the literal meaning.  This appears from the fact that he finds a point of similarity between the crossing and Christian baptism in that the Israelites were ‘immersed’ in the cloud and in the sea’” (























