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Ualid Christian Baptism. 
CHAPTER I. 

BE BAPTIZED? HOW? 
WATER baptism is looked upon by all Christians as a God-appointed 
ordinance-a sacrament. Nevertheless, it is a subject upon which 
christendom is sadly divided. All accept as truth Paul's statement 
in Ephesians 4: 5, that there is only "one baptism; " but still there 
are three different baptisms taught by the Christian world. One 
party teaches that immersion alone is valid Christian baptism. 
Another class teaches sprinkling as the ordinance appointed by God. 
Others contend for pouring as scriptural baptism. The advocates of 
sprinkling and pouring, however, allow that immersion is legal, but 
think that sprinkling or pouring will do just as well. In other 
words, they recognize not one, but three baptisms ; but how three 
baptisms can be conjured into "one baptism" is a conundrum we 
would like to have explained. 

Here is a plain statement of the facts in the case : All Christians 
agree that immersion is proper baptism, but some believe that 
sprinkling or pouring will do just as well. 

Since all agree that immersion is legal baptism, we will not waste 
time and space in proving what is already conceded, but our endeavour 
will be to prove that immersion is the '' one baptism," by showing 
that neither sprinkling nor pouring are God-appointed ordinances, 
and are therefore not valid in His sight. In order to do this, we will 
examine the several arguments used by pedo-baptists in support of the 
claim made by them. 

First and foremost comes the claim that the word baptize is a 
generic and not a specific term. We are informed by them that when 
Jesus, in the great commission, told His apostles to "baptize in the 
name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost," He did not by the word 
bctptize direct just how the baptizing was to be done. For example, a 
man might direct his servant to "go to the city and buy some goods," 
and the servant would be at liberty to walk, run, or ride in a train, 
just as he pleased, because the word go is a generic term and not 
specific. This argument would be perfectly logical if our friends 
could only prove that the word baptize is indeed a generic and not a 
specific term. In support of this claim we are referred to Webster's 
dictionary, which defines the word baptism thus:-

Baptism. The application of water to a person, as a religious ora;uance, 
commonly performed by sprinkling or immersion. 
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4 VALID CHRISTIAN BAPTIS!Vl. 

If the word baptize were an English word, and Webster the 
proper one to define its meaning, we would have to give up our side 
of the case right here. Webster gives us the meaning that English 
custom has attached to the word: but seeing that it is not an English 
word, but the Greek word baptizo slightly modified, and transferred 
(instead of being translated) into our English bibles, the proper place 
to look for its meaning is in a good Greek lexicon. We submit 
extracts from several. 

JAMES DoNEGAN (a lexicon which was supervised by the faculty 
of a Presbyterian seminary) :-

Baptizo: To immerse repeatedly into a liquid, to submerge, to soak thoroughly, 
to saturate. Bapttszs or baptisnws: immersion. Baptus: immersed, dyed. Bapto: 
To dip, to plunge into water. 

DR. JoHN JoNES (Greek and English lexicon):--
Bapto. I dip, I dye, stain. Baptzzo. I plunge (in water), dip. Bapt1ze: 

Bury, overwhelm. 
BASS;-
Baptizo: To dip, immerse, to plunge in water ; bathe one's self; to be 

immersed in sufferings or afflictions. 
JOHN GROVES :-
Baptizo (from Bapto, to dip): Dip, immerse, immerge, plunge, to wash, to 

cleanse, to purify, to baptize, depress, humble, overwhelm. 
The above are four leading lexicographers, the extracts from 

which prove, beyond reasonable question, Mlat the word bapt·izo is a 
specific term, and that when Jesus said" baptize" He meant immerse 
(or dip), and said so quite plainly, for the word means to dip, immerse, 
plunge, soak, saturate, wash. 

Lest anyone may think we have chosen lexicons to suit ourselves, 
we append the following from one of the greatest scholars of our age. 

DR. CoNANT, wheN. asked, "Do~s any respectable lexicon define 
baptizo to sprinkle," replied:-

My dear brother, no respectable lexicographer gives or ever has given 
' sprinkle,' or ' besprinkle,' as a definition ef baptizo. I have all the Greek 
lexicons of any name.-Hardy-vVilkinson debate, p. 42. 

The following testimony will also show the true significance of 
the word:-

R. PENGILLY, on baptism, pp. 9, 10 :-
The (Greek) radicle: bapto, to dip; mnei. sprinkling; ekkc.i, pouring. 
BRETSCHNEIDER :-
An entire immersion belongs to the nature of baptism; this is the meaning of 

the word.- Thea. Cip., vol. 2, p. 681. 
WrLLIA!VI SMITH:-
Baptism properly and literally means imrnersion.-Bible Dictionary, p. 73. 
BEZA :--
Christ commanded us to be baptized; by which word, it is certil.in, immersion 

is signified.-Epistolato in Marc 7: 4. 
SALM~SIUS :-
Baptism is immersion, and was administered in former times according to, 

too force and meaning of the worii.-De Cess, vii., p. 699. 
VrTRINGA:-
'l:he act of baptizing is the immersion of believers in water. This expressea. 

the force of the word. Thus, also, was it performed by Christ and His apostles.
Aph. Theo. Lane. Aph. 884. 
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BE BAPTIZED? HOW? 5 

RICHARD FuLLER :-
In commanding His disciples tel be baptized, Jesus knew what act He 

enjoined, and He could have been at no los,; for a word clearly to express His 
meaning. Did He intend sprinkling? The word was mntizo. Did He require 
pouring? The word was keo. If wash, nipo ; if bathe, lono ; if immerse or dye 
(the word having this latter meaning, because dyeing is by immersing), tmpto. If 
Jesus meant immerse, and nothing else, the word was baptize. This is the word 
He has used, and which the Holy Spirit always employs when the rite of baptism 
is mentioned.-Spiritual Baptism, p. 36. 

PROF. CHARLES ANTHON:--
The primary meaning of the word bapttzo is to dip or immerse. 

Sprinkling, etc., are entirely out of the question.-To Dr. E. Parmeley, March 27, 1843. 
Those who have studied mathematics will remember that it is an 

axiom, that things which are equal to the same thing are equal to each 
other. The same is also true with regard to logic. 

Dr Barnes tells us in his commentary that the Hebrew word 
tabal, which is rendered by the Greek word" baptizo," occurs only fifteen 
times m the Old Testament. Following are the quotations: Lnviticus 
4: 6; Leviticus 14: 6, 51; Numbers 19: 18; Ruth 2: 14; Exodus 
12: 22; Deuteronomy 33: 24; E?:ekiel 23: 15; Job 9: 31; Leviticus 
9: 9; 1 Samuel14: 27; 2 Kings 5: 14; 2 Kings 8: 15; Genesis 37: 
31; Joshua 3: 15. It occurs in no other place, and an examination 
of the texts will show that in fourteen of the cases it is rendered 
"dip"; in the remaining one, dyed, which can only be done by 
dipping. When the Jews, in translating their scriptures into Greek, 
came to this word tabal they rendered it "baptizo ;" and when our 
translators came to this same word, they rendered it by the English 
word dip. It therefore follows, that since dip in English, and baptizo 
in Greek, are both "equivalent to tabal in Hebrew, they must be 
equivalent to each other. Therefore, the word baptizo means to dip. 

The Rubric (Church of England ritual) provides that after a child 
has been named, the priest shall clip it in the water discreetly and. 
warily ; but adds that, should the parents certify that the child is 
weak, it shall suffice to pour water upon it. 

lVIR. JoHN WEsLEY, the founder of the Methodist Church, thus 
records a genuine immersion as required in the Rubric:-

Mary Welsh, aged eleven clays, was baptized according to the custom of the 
first church and the rule of the Church of England, by nnmersion.-J ohn Wesley's 
Journal, vol. 3, p. 20. 

On page 24 of the same volume be says:-
I was asked to b<tptize a child of Mr. Parker's, second bailiff of Savannah"; 

but Mrs. P. told me, neither Mr. P. nor I w:U consent to its being dipped. I 
answered, if you certify that the child is weakly, it will suffice (the Rubric says) to 
pour water upon it. She replied, Nay, the child is not weak, but I am resolved it 
shall not be dipped. This argument I could not confute, so I went home and the 
child was baptized by another. 

We will now consider another argument often made by those who 
advocate sprinkling and pouring. We are informed that when John 
came baptizing, he made a very emphatic statement, which clearly 
shows how he baptized. He said, "I indeed baptize you with water." 
From this statement the argument is made that the word with implies 
that the water was applied to the person, as in sprinkling; and not the 
persol!l to the water, a.s in immersion. 
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6 VALID CHRISTIAN BAPTISlH. 

Suppose I w.ere to say," I filled the fountain pen, with which I am 
writing, with ink," could you tell whether I had poured the ink into 
it, or whether I had dipped it into an inkstand, and filled it in that 
way? No, you could not tell how I had filled it, even though I httd 
used that very conclusive word with. The reason you could not tell, 
is because the word with was not used to make known how the act was 
performed, but simply to make the fact clear that the pen had been 
filled with ink, and not with water, or paint, or any other fluid. So 
with the statement made by John ; the word with only serving to 
make the fact clear that he was baptizing with water, and not with 
a mixture of water and oil, or water and blood, such as was employed 
in many of the washings under the law. How it was done was 
conveyed independently of the word with. The word baptize tells 
how it was done, for we have already shown that the word means to 
immerse or dip. And now we want to enter our solemn protest 
against the rendering which makes that verse read, "with water." 

Our reason for protesting is that in the Greek New Testament, 
this statement of John's, repeated so many times, reads in eyery 
instance, "I indeed baptize you in water." It is in no case rendered 
"with." 

Having given a valid reason for dissatisfaction with the authorized 
rendering, we will proceed to show that the primary meaning of the 
word employed is in. 

The Greek prepositions en and eis, correspond in their primary 
meanings to the English words in and into, respectively. In the 
Greek Testament, John 1: 26 reads: "Baptizo ep. udati" (I baptize 
in water); also in verses 31 and 33. In Mark 1 : 9, the preposition 
is not en but eis, and says that Jesus was baptized (dipped) into 
Jordan. The two words en and eis are the only words by which the 
Greek language can convey the idea of going into or being in a thing 
or place; so as these are the words used, we think we have ample 
reason for our complaint. 

En means "in," in Greek as much as in means "in," in English ; 
and although it has secondary meanings, it is a bad rule to discard the 
primary meaning of a word in favor of its secondary meaning, when 
the meaning of that word is under discussion. 

As the word en occurs 2,720 times in the Greek Testament, in 
only about forty of which it necessarily means "with," the chances are, 
that as 2, 720 is to 40, an argument based on the word with (where it 
stands for en) will lead to a false conclusion, and vice versa. So 
although the word with only signifies that water was the liquid John 
baptized in, and not a mixture of water and oil, or blood and water, 
we believe that "in water" is the true rendering,. and until convinced 
otherwise, will stand by the Greek Testament. 

By the way, we might mention that the Greek Church (the 
people beEt calculated to understand the meaning of all these disputed 
words) recognizes only immersion as Christian baptism. 
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BE BAPTIZED ? HOW ? 

A further argument, based on the word with, is that as the· 
disciples were baptized with the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost,, 
so did John baptize. Well, we admit it! and say," Bring forth your 
strong reasons." Our attention is called to Acts 2: 17, wherein Peter 
says that the Holy Ghost had been poured out on that day. But why 
not read the second verse of that same chapter, wherein it says that 
the Holy Ghost came as a "rushing, mighty wind," and "filled the 
whole house where they were sitting?" Why go seventeen verses 
down the chapter to find out how the Spirit came preparatory to that 
great baptism? If you were to read that one of your friends had been 
baptized in the baptistery of a certain church, into which the water 
had been poured by the deacon, would you say that he had been, 
baptized by pouring? And yet that is just what people do when they 
say the disciples were thug baptized by the pouring out of the Holy 
Spirit. Verse 2 tells us that the Spirit came into the room (baptistery)' 
with a sound like a "rushing, mighty wind," until it filled the whole 
house. 

If that was not immersion, will some one tell us what it was? 
Why fill the whole house if it was not to be an immersion? Yes,, 
John baptized in the same way as the apostles were baptized in the 
Holy Ghost ; and that way was immersion. Although the record tells 
us plainly in several places that the persons baptized "went down into. 
the water," "came up out of the water," and were baptized by John 
"in Jordan," some have had the assurance to tell us that there is no 
evidence to prove that any of them were dipped in the water. As this 
is not an argument, but simply an extremely desperate assertion, we 
will not meet it by argument, but will simply say that aside from the 
fact that the word baptized tells us plainly that they were dipped, the 
inference is at least strongly in favor of our side of the question. 

Where does it say they were not dipped? 

Again, we are sometime:<l told that the record has been wrongly 
translated where the phrases "in Jordan" and" into Jordan" occur; 
such places should read "and were all baptized by John at Jordan." 
Well, we know of one text at least, in which the difficulty cannot be 
"translated out of" in this way. It will be conceded by all that 
Naaman, the t:lyrian leper, dipped himself in Jordan. The text says,. 
2 Kings 5: 14 (in the tleptuagint ), '" Ebaptizato en to Jordane, "-"he 
dipped himself in Jordan," and it is a remarkable fact that this 
corresponds precisely with the text 1n Matthew 3: 6, which says, 
"Ebaptisonts en to Jordane," and had Matthew's reference to baptism 
been translated instead of being transferred, it would read, '• they 
were dipped by John in Jordan." This coincidence is too remarkable 
to admit of the rendering, "they were,dipped by John at Jordan." 

Another argument for us to answer is, that although the word is 
only transferred where it refers to baptism as a religious ordinance 
[for the acknowledged reason "that the Church of England might 
reap good fruit thereby"*] , there are several places in which the 

"See Preface King James' Translation. 
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8 VALID CHl<ISTIAN BAPTISM. 

word baptizo, or some of 1ts derivatives, where it does not refer to the 
ordinance of baptism, has been translated. We are informed that in 
most of these places immersion would be absurd. 

Our attention is :first called to Mark 7: 4, wherein we read:
The washings [baptisms] of cups, and pots, and brazen vessels, and of tables 

[or couches]. 
''Is it not absurd to say that the Jews immersed their tables or 

couches? W oulJ it not be more feasible to believe that they washed 
them, as we do, by putting water on them ? " If the tables referred to 
were like our massive cedar and mahogany ones, and the couches like 
our heavily built and upholstered ones, it would seem that our way 
was at least the easiest; but even then, we know that the Pharisees 
did not study eaRe and comfort in performing what was to them a 
sacred duty, especially when some one else would have to do the work. 
When we remember that the little stool which was placed at the bead 
of each guest, while he reclined upon the floor, was called his "table," 
and that the mat between him and the floor was called a ,"couch," 
we can see that immersion is not at all absurd, One thing is certain; 
thE> cups, pots, and tables were all washed in one way, and as the Old 
Testament tells us just how they were to be washed, we will settle the 
matter by appealing thereto. In Leviticus 11: 32, we read: 

'Whether it be any vessel of wood, or raiment, or skin, or sack, whatsoever 
vessel it be, wherein any work is done, it must be put into water, and it shall be 
unclean until the even; so shall it be cleansed. 

Again, in Hebrews 9: 10, Paul speaks of " divers washings " 
(baptisms) under the law, and pedobaptists indulge the thought that 
he refers to divers modes of washing (baptizing). Paul does not say 
one word about the mode of washing; that was settled by the word 
baptize which we have shown means to dip or immerse. What, then, 
did Paul mean by divers wasbings? Why. he evidently used the term 
"divers washing"" as we often speak of different washi~gs known to 
day. vVe have "hair washes," "sheep washes," " fitee washes," etc., 
in common use among us, and we speak of the application of these 
things as " divers washings." True, these washes can be applied in 
different ways, for our word wash is not as distinct and exclusive a 
term as the words baptizo and tabal. The word bapNzo, in its radical 
form, is never translated "wash," in the New Testament; and when 
any of its derivatives are rendered "washings," the washing is signified 
as a consequence of dipping. By "divers washings " Paul evidently 
meant such things as the washing of vessels by putting them into 
water, that they might be cleansed (Leviticus 11: 32); dipping in 
blood; dipping in blood and running water; dipping in oil; dipping in 
the water of purification ; etc. 

We are next directed to examine Mark 7: 4, which says of the 
Pharisees, "Except they wash; they eat not." Pedobaptists claim 
that it is absurd to think that the Pharisees dipped themselves in 
water, simply because they had been to market. When we read in 
the law that persons touching unclean things should not only wash 
themselves, but in some instances their clot~es, we would not be 
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BE BAPTIZED ? HOW ? 9 

surprised at a Pharisee washing himself "all over," after being to 
market, the very place where he would be likely to come in contact 
with things "unclean." But, supposing only the washing of hands 
was meant (though we firmly believe it referred to the whole body), 
that would necessitate the dipping of the hands in water. 

But our friends argue that this was not the manner of washing 
hands in Bible times. We are told that "the water was poured on the 
hands by a servant.'' 

In order to establish this theory they direct us to examine 2 Kings 
3: 11, where it is said of Elisha, thab he "poured water on the hands 
of Elijah.'' And we are asked to believe that this was the way the 
Pharisees washed ! Even granting that this was the manner of 
washing the h~tnds (and we do not question it), that kind of washing 
cannot be applied to the phrase, "Exc@pt they wash, they eat not." 
In the third verse there is a reference made to the washing of hands 
by all Jews. before meals, on ordinary occasions. Here the word used 
to signify the washing of hands is nipsonti, and in this case the hands 
may have been washed by pouring; but in the fourth verse the word 
is baptisonti, and means to dip or immerse, for the purpose of 
washing. It is quite easy to find washings spoken of in the New 
Testament, wherein is contained not only the idea of washing by 
pouring, but also by sprinkling; but the trouble from a pedobaptist 
point of view is that the Greek root bapto is not contained in any of 
these references. For instance, in Luke 7: 3B, we have it recorded 
that Mary washed the feet of Jesus with her tears. t:)urely this was 
washing by sprinkling; but here, as in Mark 7: 3, the Greek root 
bapto is absent. In Mark 7: 4 it is present, and means to dip, while 
the termination given conveys the idea that the dipping was for the 
purpose of washing. We believe the Pharisees dipped the whole body 
when they washed after coming from market 

A learned Jewish Rabbi, vouched for by Dr. Adam Clarke, and 
named MAIMONIDES, tells US:-

If the Pharisees touched but the g>uments of the common people, they were 
defiled all over, as if they had touched a profious [leprous?] person, and needed 
immersion, and were oblit;ed to do it. 

Again, he ss,ys :-
Every person baptized or dipped, whether he was washed from pollution, or 

baptized unto proselytism, must dip his whole body at one dipping, and whereso
ever in the law washing of the body or garments is mentioned, it means nothing else. 

Luke 11: 38 is sometimes pointed out as another place in which 
the washing of hands is referred to :--

And when the Pharisee s"'w it, he marvelled that he had not first washed 
before dinner. 
A careful reading of the next verse will show that a washing of the 
whole body was me~nt. Jesus compared the washing expected of Him 
to the washing of cups and platters. Verse 39 reads :-

And the Lord said unto him, Now do ye Pharisees make clean the outside of 
the cup and the platter; but your inward part is full of ravening and wickedness. 
They washed the outside of their bodies, but neglected the cleansing 
.of the heart. 
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10 VALID CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 

Before me is a treatise on this subject by a Church of England 
clergyman (Brookes), in which the following appears:-

There are four places in the New Testament where the word dip really does 
occur. Matt 26: 23: "He that dippeth his hand with me in the dish." Luke 
16: 24: " That he may dip the tip of his fi')ger in water." John 13: 26 (twice) : 
"He it is, to whom I shall give a sop, when I have dipped it. And when He had 
dipped the sop, He gave it to Judas Iscariot." 

He then proceeds to argue that since the word translated " dip " is 
not baptizo, but bapto, baptizo cannot mean to dip ; but he destroys 
any force there might be in this argument by trying to prove in the 
next paragraph that the phrase in Mark 7: 4 " Except they wa~h, 
they Eat not," refers to the washing of hands. He admits that where 
the washing of hands is mentiOned in verse 3 the Greek word is 
ntpsonti, and that in verse 4 the Greek word rendered wash is 
baptisonti. Now if baptizo cannot mean "dip," because bapto means 
"to 'lip," how can baptisonti mean the washing of hands when 
nipsonti fills the bill? We are affirming just the opposite of what is 
claimed by the writer referred to ; so both of us cannot be right. In 
verification of our claim we present the following testimony from the 
Greek lexicon d 11. \YmGHT :-

Bapto: I dip, plunge, immerse, wash, etc. Baptizo: I dip, immerse, plunge, 
saturate, etc. 
We consider th1s ample testimony to establish the harmony between 
these two words. 

Nipsonti : To wet, wash ; wash the hands or feet. fiaptisonti: Immersion in 
water; ceremonial purification. 
With the above information, and a request to "search other lexicons 
and be satisfied," we leave the readers to judge for themselves as to 
who is right in this matter. 

1 Corinthians 10: 2 is often pointed to as proof of " baptism " 
by aspersion. The strong "East wind" is said to have sprinkled the 
Israelites, when they "all passed through the sea; and. were all 
baptized . . . in the cloud and in the sea " A careful reading of this 
text will reveal the fact that the baptism did not take place while they 
were passing through the sea. The language shows that they were 
baptized after they had passed through the sea. Two separate acts 
are recorded; first: "they all passed through the sea; " second : "and 
were all baptized in the cloud and in the sea." Note: "in the sea; " 
how then could it have occurred while they passed through "dry 
shod?" (Ex. 14: 29; Isa. ll: 15, 16.) 

Again: It is argued by some that Paul was sprinkled, because 
Ananias said to him: " Arise and be baptized, and wash away thy 
sins." The Greek word " anastas," here rendered " arose," might 
also be rendered ''standing up;" and, if so, Paul must have been 
baptized " standmg up." 

We could as consistently say that David "fled standing" when 
he arose and fled for fear of Saul ; or that the young men who 
buried Ananias and Sapphira were " standing still" all the time they 
were wrapping up the bodies, carrying them out. and burying thsm, 
for it reads:--

The young men "arose," wound them up, carried them out, and buried 
them.-Acts 5: 6. 
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BE BAPTIZED ? HOW ? 11 

Paul leaves no room for doubt as to how he was baptized, for he 
tells us plainly, in Romans B: 4, 5, that he was "buried with Christ 
by baptism into death," and that he was "planted in the likeness of 
Christ's death." 

How was Christ buried? Reader, you are interested in knowing 
this, for in like manner you must be "buried in baptism," or to use 
another figure, "planted in the likeness of His death." Jesus was 
buried in a tomb--a cave-like hole in the rocks-and the entrance 
sealed up by a stone. Thus He was separated from the world
hidden from view-entirely covered up. But it was only, as it were, 
a plunge into the tomb; for in three days He came forth once more; 
risen by the glory of the Father. Paul says to the Romans:-

Therefore we [himself included] are buried with Him by baptism into death 
that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so 
we also should walk in newness of life.~ 6: 4, 

What a beautiful illustration? Jesus was buried in the tomb, 
entirely covered up, and in course of time arose again. So the believer 
is buried beneath the liquid wave, and comes forth again to walk in 
newness of life. 'I'his was how Paul was baptized. 

We are now informed by our friends that the water supply of 
Jerusalem would not permit of such l~rge numbers being baptized as 
are mentioned in the Acts of the Apostles. That the reader may be 
able to judge of the merit of this argument, we present the following 
evidence : In 2 Kings 18: 17, we read of the " upper pool." 2 Kings 
20: 20 speaks of the " pool that Hezekiah made:" Nehemiah 2: 14 
also mentions a " fountain and the king's pool." Isaiah 22: 9 tells 
us of the waters of the "lower pool." John 5: 2 makes mention of 
" tbe pool of Bethesda." And John 9: 7 refers to " the pool 
of bloam." 

Dr. RoBINSON says:-
Immense cisterns, now and ancieatly, existed within the area of the temple, 

partly supplied with rain water and partly with the aqueduct. Almost every house 
had a cistern in it.-Robinson's Bas. in Pal., p. 480. 

Again, he says:-
With reservoirs Jerusalem was abundantly supplied, to say nothing of the 

immense pools of Solomon beyond Bethlehem, which were no doubt constructed 
for the benefit of the Holy City.---Ibid., p. 483. 

Again:-
There are on the north side of the city, outside the walls, two very large 

reservoirs ; one of whieh is over 300 feet long and more than 200 feet wide, and 
the other 600 feet long by over 250 feet wide. . . . . Within the walls are the 
pool of Bethesda 360 feet long by 130 feet wide, and the pool of Hezekiah 240 
feet long by 144 feet broad. . . . . There are also aqueducts and numerous 
fountains.-Ibid., p. 480-5l6. 

Another objection against immersion. as the "one baptism," is 
that the twelve apostles could not have baptized the three thous:wd 
converts on tbe day of Pentecost, if "baptize " means to immerse, and 
nothing eL,;e. By reading Acts 1: 13-15, we find that 120 persons 
belonging to the church were present on that day. I am sure no 
one will affirm that none of the "seventy" whom Jesus sent out 
under the twelve were present on that occasion. But we will suppose 
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that the twelve apostles alone attended to the baptisms. This would 
give two hundred and fifty persons to each administrator, whic.h, 
calculated at the rate of one person per minute, and with fifty minutes 
added for a service at the water side, wo11ld occupy just five hours. Let 
us see if there was time for this on the day of Pentecost. While 
Peter was speaking, it was the" third hour of the day,"-nine o'clock 
in the morning. (Acts 2: 15.) This would leavs nine hours between 
then and six o'clock in the evening. We will allow Peter two hours 
in which to finish his speech. That will bring us to eleven o'clock. 
Supposing it took them an hour to walk to the water, it would then 
be twelve o'clock-noon. If they devoted fifty minutes to another 
service and then b'gan to baptize at the rate of one pt>rson per minute, 
they would be finished at five p.m., and would be able to walk back 
home by six o'clock. These time allowances are extremely liberal, 
for modern preachers have demonstrated that they can baptize faster 
than that. 

In 1888 it was published in London, England, that in Jnly, 1878, in India, at 
Velnmpilly, two miles north of Oongole, 2,222 were baptized in six hours, by six 
administrators; oniy two baptizing at once.-Bapt. Immersion, H. C. Evans, 
p. 55. 

Having examined thE main arguments used in favour of pouring 
and sprinkling, we now call th·e attention of the reader to a brief 
summary of the proofs adduced. 

1. All Christians agree that immersion is proper baptism, though 
some call sprinkling and pouring also legal baptism. 

2. That the Greek words bapto and baptizo convey exclusively 
the idea of dipping, or immersing, and therefore "baptize " is a 
specific term. 

3. That the Hebrew word tabal, which in English is rendered 
"dip," is in the Greek baptizo; and that as both the English word dip, 
and the Greek word baptizo, are equal to tabal in Hebrew, they must 
be equal to one another. 

4. That the Church of England ritual provides for the dipping of 
infants in the font, with pouring and sprinkling as alternatives in 
case of weakness. 

5. That John's reference to baptizing "with water ·• does not 
show how the act was performed, but only that he baptized with 
water, and not with water mixed with oil or blood. 

6. That in the Greek Testament John's statement reads, "I 
indeed baptize you in water." 

7. That the baptism of the Spirit at Pentecost was immersion; 
the pouring out only being '?reparatory to the immersion. 

8. That the cups, pots, etc., of Mark 7: 4, were dipped for the 
purpose of washing. 

9. That the "divers washings" (baptisms) of Hebrews 9: 10, 
were not divers "modes " of washing, but divers washings; for 
instance, "dipping in pure water," " dipping in blood," " dipping in 
blood and running water,'' "dipping in oil," etc., etc. 
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10. That the phrase, "Except they wash, they eat not," in Mark 
7: 4, referred to dipping of the whole body, for the purpose of washing, 
and not merely the washing of hands as referred to in the preceding 
verse. 

11. That the Greek word bapto, which is translated "dip," in 
Matthew 26: 23, Luke 16: 24, and John 13: 28, corresponds (in its 
meaning) to the word baptizo, which is rendered "baptize." 

12. That the Israelites were baptized ajte1· they had passed through 
the sea, and not by the east wind as they passed through, " dry shod." 

13. That the water supply of Jerusalem was quite equal to the 
demand that immersion would make upon it. 

14. That the twelve apostles alone could easily have performed the 
task of baptizing the three thousand. 

We now submit for your consideration : 1. That neither 
sprinkling nor pouring are God-appointed ordinances, and, therefore, 
cannot be valid in His sight. 'l'o say they are "just as valid as 
immersion," gives the case away. God macle immersion valid; who 
made the others "just as valicl?" Who? 2. That John, and all the 
apostles administered the ordinance of baptism by immersing the 
candidate in water. 8. TL.au immen:ion is the genuine coin cast by 
Jesns, and upon which is the official stamp-" one baptism." 

How is it, then, that there is another coin in existence, bearing 
the motto, " Three baptisms ? " In order to show by whom this 
false coin was cast, we refer to some of the historians. 

Our first witness will be tbat celebrated ecclesiastical historian, 
Dr. JoHN L. MosHIEM, Chancellor of t,be University of Gottingen. Of 
the first century he says :-

The sacrament of baptism was adminietered in this century, without the 
public assemblies, in places appointed, and prepared for that purpoEe, and was 
performed by an immersion o! the whole body in the baptismal font.-Eccles. 
Hist., cent. 2, part 2, chap. 4, par. 8. 

Of the second century, he sa,ys: -
The persons that were to be baptized, after they had repeated the creed, 

confessed and renounced their sins, and particulM"ly the Devil, and his pompous 
allurements, were immersed under water, and received into Christ's kingdom.
Ibit., cent. 2, part 2, chap. 4, par. 13. 

Our next witness is Dr PHILLIP ScHAFF, a professor in a pede
baptist seminary, .:.Vlt~rcersburg, Fennsylvania. He says:-

Immersion, and not sprinkling, was unquP.stionably the original normal form. 
This is shown by the very meaning of the Greek words. bapttzu, bapti•ma, and 
Bapttsmos, used to designate the rite. Then, again, by the analogy of the baptism 
of John, which was perform!ld in the Jordan [" en"], Matthew 3: 6, compare 
with 16 ;-also eix ton Jordanrw [into the Jordan], Mark 1: 9; furthermore, by 
the New Testament comparisons of baptism with the passage through the Red Sea, 
1 Corinthians 10: 2; with the flood, 1 Peter 2: 21; with a Bath, Ephesians 5: 26 
Titus 3: 5 ; with a burial and resurrection, Romans 6: 4; Colossians 2: 12; and, 
finally, by the general usage of ecclesi&stical lllntiquity, which was always 
immersion, as it is to this day in the Orienta,!, and also in the Greco-Russian 
Churches, pouring and sprinkling bei r g substituted only in cases of urgent 
necessity, such as sickness and approaching death.-Htst. Apost. Church, p. 568. 

NEANDFJR, in a letter to Judd, says, speaking o·f the early centuries 
of the Christian era :-

The practice of immersion was beyond doubt prevalent in the whole church .. 
The only exception was made with the sick-hence called Baptisma clinicoruu< 
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THO!VIAS STACKHOUSE says, in his " History of the Bible " :-
We nowhere read in Scripture of any one's being baptized but by immer~ion, 

and several authors have proved, by the acts of councils and ancient rituals, that 
this manner of immersion continued as much as possible to be used for lhirteen 
hundred years after Christ. 

Space will not permit us to bring forward more testimony from 
history, to show that the true coin-immersion-was current in the 
church for several centuries after Christ, although there is much that 
has been written on this subject, both by the historians and the early 
fathers. We will therefore begin to call up the witnesses to the 
casting of the counterfeit coin. Our first witness is DR. WALL, vicar 
of Shoreham, Kent, England, who on February 9, 1706, received a 
vote of thanks from the general convocation of the Church of England 
clergy, for the excellent book he had written on infant baptism. He 
says, speaking of " baptism" by aspersion:-

The most ancient of which is that of Novatian, who (A.D. 251) while lying in 
bed from sickness, received what they called clinic baptism. This is the most 
ancient case on record. 

Our next whness is EusEBIUS. Speaking of Novatian, he says:-
Who, aided by the exorcists. when attacked with an obstinate disease, and 

being at the poi,-,t of death, was baptized by aspersion, in the bed on 
which lay ; if, indeed, it be proper to say that one like him did receive 
baptism. But neither when he recovered fro.m disease, did he partake of other 
things, which the rules of the church p~escribe as duty, nor was he sealed [in 
confirmation], by the bishop. But as lite did not obtain this, how could he obtain 
the Holy Spirit ?-Eccles. Hist., p. 266. 

Our next witness, DmNYSius, says :-
We justly cherish an aversion to the Novatian, by whom the church is split 

asunder, and some of the brethren have been drawn into impiety, and blasphemy, 
and most nefarious doctrine has been introduced respecting God, and our mest 
gracious Lord and Saviour, Christ, has been calumniated as devoid of compassion; 
which also, beside all this, sets aside the holy baptism, and overturns the faith 
and confession that precedes it. 

Although this is the first instance on record of " baptism " by 
aspersion, it was not countenanced by the church except as clinic 
(sick) baptism. When the man recovered, church privileges were 
denied him, by reason of which a split was caused in the church. It 
was not for many centuries after that that the church declared 
immersion and pouring indifferent. 

The Encyclopmdia, edited by the learned Sir DAVID 

BREWSTER, in the article on baptism, says :-
The first htw for sprinkling was obtained in the following manner. Pope 

Stephen II., driven from Rome by Adolphus, King of the Lombards, in 753, 
fled to Pepin, a short time before had usurped the crown of France. While 
he remained there the monks of Cressy, in Brittany, consulted him whether, in 
case of necessity, baptism performed by pouring water on the head of the infant 
would be Lawful. Stephen replied that it would. But though the truth of this 
fact should be allowed, which however, some Catholics deny, yet pouring or 
sprinkling was admitted only in cases of necessity. It was not till the year 1311 
that the legislature, in a council held at Ravenna, declared immersion or sprinkling 
to be indifferent. In this country (Scotland), however, sprinkling was never 
practised in ordinary cases till after the Reformation ; and in England, even in the 
reign of Edward VI., immersion was commonly observed. But during the 
persecution of Mary (Queen of Scots), many persons, most of whom were 
Sc,otchmen, fled from England to Geneva, and there greedily imbibed the opinions 
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{)f that church. In 1556 a bvok was published '!It that place, containing the form of 
prayers and ministrations of sacraments, approved by the famous and godly-learned 
man, John Calvin, in which ihe administrator is enjoined to take water in his 
hand and lay it on the child's forehead. These Scottish exiles, who had renounced 
the authority of the Pope, implicitly acknowledged the authority of John Calvin ; 
and returning to their own country, with John Knox at their head, in 1559, 
established sprinkling in Scotland. From Scotland this practice made its way 
into England in the reign of Eliza.beth, but was not authorised by the established 
church. 

Let us recall DR. WALL:-
France seems to have been the first country in the world where baptism by 

affusion was used ordinarily to persons in health, and in the public way of 
administering it. It being allowed to weak children (in the reign of Queen 
Elizabeth) to be baptized by aspersion, many fond ladiee and gentlemen first, and 
then by degrees the common people, would obtain tho favour of the priest to have 
their childr·en pass for weak children, too tender to endure dipping in the water. 
As for sprinkling, properly so called, it was at 1645 just then beginning, and ased 
by very few. It must have begun in the disorderly times after forty-one (1641). 
They (the assembly of divines at Westminster) reformed the font into a basin. 
This learned assembly could not remember that fonts to baptize in had been 
always used by the primitive Christians before the beginning of popery, and ever 
since churches were built; but that sprinkling, for the purpose of baptizing, was 
really introduced (in France first, and then in other popish countries) in times of 
popery, and that, accordingly, in all thost countries in which the usurped power of 
the Pope is, or has formerly been owned, have left off dipping of children in the 
fonts ; and that all other countries in the world, which have never regarded his 
authority, do still use it; and that basins (to sprinkle out of), except in cases of 
necessity, wBre never used by papists, or any other Christians whatsoever, till by 
themselves.-Hist. Inf. Bapt., part 2, chap. 9. 

Again, he says :-
The way that is ordinarily used, we cannot deny to have been a novelty, 

brought into this church (the English) by those that had learned it at Germany or 
at Geneva; and they, not content to follow the example of pouring a quantity of 
water (which had been introduced instead of immersion), but improved it (if I may 
so abuse that word) from pouring to sprinkling, that it might oove as little 
resemblance to the ancient way of baptizing as possible.-De f. of Hist. Inft. Bapt., 
p. 403. 

Any of our readers who may desire to read more about how the 
current coin of baptism came to be counterfeited, would do well to read 
the articles on baptism in the" Edinburgh Encyclopmdie.," the" British 
Encyclopmdia," and the " Encyclopmdia Americana." In those 
volumes you 'Will read that by the determined efforts of Dr. Lightfoot, 
the Westminster assembly of divines, after a warm discussion regarding 
the adoption of sprinkling, decided by a majmity of tvventy-five over 
twenty-four to '1dopt 'prinkling as the rule of the (English) church. 
This ·was in the year 1643 ; and in the next year an act of Parliament 
was passed, requiring the parents of all children in tbe realm to have 
them sprinkled. In the year 1648, an Ecclesiastical Council, held at 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, adopted sprinkling in the place of 
immersion ; and in May of that year, the legislature of that state 
passed a law making it a penal offence for anyone to sa.IJ that infant 
sprinkling was not good and valid baptism. 

Reader, our task is done. We have shown that sprinkling was 
legalized by the authority of the Roman Church at Ravenna, in the 
year 1311. John Calvin, the reformer, did not reform the practice of 
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the Roman Church, but rath~r adopted it. This wa' also done by 
the Presbyterians under John Knox. Then by the Church of England 
in 1643, enforced by Act of Parliament, and also in America in 1648. 
The coin is here. It bears the inscription : " 'rhree Baptisms." The 
power that issued it declared sprinkling, pouring. or immersion to be 
indifferent. But on the same coin there is another figure, the impress 
of the authority that issued it. In our f::laviour's words we ask : Whose 
image and superscription is this ? And echoing down through the 
pageR of history comes the answer: Cmsar's (Rome's). 

Dear reader, whom do you wish to honor? If you desire to do 
honor to Cresar [Rome J , " then render to Omsar [Rome] the things 
that are Cmsar's " [Rome's] ; but if yon wish to do honor to God, 
"Render to God the things that are God's." 
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CHAPTER II. 

BE BAPTIZED ? WHO? 

WHo are proper subjects for baptism? All persons who have heard 
the gospel of Jesus Christ and have been converted to a belief in, it~ 
precepts, are fit subjects for baptism. Such persons will believe in 
God the Eternal Father, and in Jesus Christ His Son. They will also 
realise that they have" sinned and come short of the glory of God." 
They will repent of their sins ; or, as Paul puts it (Romans 6: 6), will 
crucify the old man with his evil deeds, and will by the act of baptism, 
bury him in the likeness of Christ's death. Then, like Christ, who 
rose from the dead " to the glory of the Father," they will come forth 
from the watery grave to walk in newness of life. 

In the "great commission" given by our Saviour to His apostles, 
He told them to preach the gospel, and to baptize those who believed. 
They were true to. this command, for we read that Peter preached to 
the people assembled at Pentecost, till they were "pricked in their 
hearts," and made known their belief by saying, " men and brethren, 
what shall we do?" That the people of Samaria "believed Philip 
'and were baptized ; " that Paul and Silas told the Philippian jailor to 
believe on the Lord Jesus, and then baptized him; that Paul taught 
the necessity of belief in Jesus to the twelve men at Ephesus, and then 
baptized them; that Philip said to the eunuch, " If thou believe13.t 
with all thine heart, thou mayest." Like Philip, we say to all, "If 
thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest." 

But some reader may here inquire, " Does not the doctrine th~t 
belief must precede baptism preclude the baptism of infants ? " Yes, 
for infants have not the capacity to believe ; but if it were necess.l,ljry 
for infants to be baptized, we believe that the great God, who has 
furnished a supply to meet every other demand, would have supplied 
the infant with the necessary intelligence, to fill the demand that 
belief must precede baptism. 

We understand that Jesus" came not to call the righteous, but 
sinners to repentance" (Matt. 9: 13). He also taught, " They that be 
whole need not a physician, but th.ey that are sick" (Matt. 9: 12). 

To which class do infants belong? 
Are they righteous, or are they sinners-sick or whole.? 
The Church of Rome classes them with the sinner, believing that 

they are " totally depraved," " wholly corrupt," and "heirs of hell;/' 
We are pleased to notice that although the above doctriri.eonce 

held a place in all the popular creeds, it is now being elimin(l.tea from 
most of them. It is wrong to presume that children are; •not'ally 
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·depraved,''" wholly corrupt," etc., simply because David said,·' Behold 
I was shapen in iniquity; in sin did my mother conceive me." The 
iniquity or sin was upon his mother's head, not upon his. ::lin is the 
transgression of law! What law does a baby transgress that it can be 
·classed among sinners? None ; for Jesus has said, " Of such is the 
,kingdom of heaven." Angels are not sinners ; neither are babies. 

But we are asked, "Does not Adam's sin rest upon the little ones 
still?" No; for the Lamb of God has taken away" the sin" of the 
world. The death of Jesus has removed that curse from all mankind. 
Since then, we have the assurance "That every man will be judged 
according to his works" (Rev 20: 13), and not because of Adam's 
transgression. 'l'he doctrine that babies are sinners is the parent of 
infant sprinkling. As suro as the parent doctrine is sinking into 
oblivion, among the great mass of people who have shaken off the 
fetters of priestcraft, so must its child go the ~•ay of all things 
earthly-like its creators, it is mortal. Jesus forever settled which 
·class they belong to when He said, " Of such is the kingdom of 
heaven." A learnel mini-ter once said, "If a child is fit to enter the 
kingdom of God--the church triumphant--it is fit to enter the church 
militant." That all depends upon which class you consign the infant 
to. Such reasoning would be perfectly consistent, if it came from a 
person who classed the infant with the sir-mer ; but it is just the 
reverse of consi,tent when it comes from one who classes the infant 
with the angels-those who need not a physician. A person who 
classes the children with tbe angels in heave''· cannot logically make 
such a statement as the above one, unless he believes it necessary for 
the angels also to become members of the church militant. If all 
belonged to the same class as infants and angels. there would be no 
need for the church militant. Tbe church was not established for the 
righteous-those who bad not sinned'--but for the sinner. flm,pitals 
are not built for the treatment of these who are whole; neither was 
God's spiritual ho~pitaJ~-the church- established for the treatment of 
those who had not contracted the soul- ilest.roying disease of sin The 
church is indeed dod's spiritual hospital for the treatment of the 
·disease of sin ; and .Jesus came to the world to invite those who were 
sick with that disease into it; but until the disease manifest~ itself, 
there is no need for trerttment 

As pedobaptists ohen assert that infant sprinkling is apo,;tolic in 
-origin, we will notice SOllie of the arguments made by tbem in support 
of this claim. :---ome of them inform us, with assurance, thttt the 
children of believers have a natural right to baptism, bnt that the 
children of unbelievers base no such right If this is so, it is very 
unfair, for a child cannot cboose its parentage. Such te,Jching also 

.strikes at one of tbe gra.ndest attributes "f God-impartinliry. It 
rears its dragon head against the principle which God especially 

.revealed to Peter, ·' !'hat He is no respecter nf persons." Bu~ let us 
.examine the proofs presented. Acts 2: 3H, 39 is first pre-ented for 
our consideration, wherein the apostle Pf'ter says: '· ltepunt. anc1 be 
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baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ; " and in which 
he continues to say," I!'or the promise is unto you, and to your children." 
We are asked to accept this as proef that the apostles taught infant 
baptism, as a privilege of believers' children. Let us examine the 
scripture quoted, and see if there is really any reference to infant 
baptism there. .Peter's words were these:-

Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the 
remission of sins, and [Peter is now making a promise] ye shall receive the gift of 
the Holy Ghost. For thg promise [the promise of the Holy Ghost] is unto you, 
a'ld to your children, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our 
God shall call. 
The promise was not baptism, but the gift of the Holy Ghost. If the 
promise had been baptism, that would ha.ve been no evidence in favor 
of infant baptism ; for though the chiliren mentioned waited till they 
were grown men and women, they would still be the children of those 
whom Peter addressed. To argue (from the words " unto you and to 
your children ") that they would have to be baptized at once would be 
absurd, for Peter further said the promise was " to all that are afar 
off." To at once baptize all those that are mentioned would 
necessitate the baptism of the majority before they were born ! The 
first part of that memorable sentence must be interpreted in the light 
of the concluding phrase, " Even as many as the Lord our God shall 
call." Let us see-whom does God call? Hear Jesus:-

I came not to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance.-Matt. 9: 13. 

No babies were baptized on that day, for we read that only they "that 
gladly received His word were baptized." (Acts 2: 41.) 'fhey a,lso 
"sold their possessions," and did break ''bread from house to house," 
eatmg "their meat with gladness and singleness of heart," " prarsing 
God." (Verses 45-47.) 

The case of Cornelius and his household is next cited, and the 
assertion made tha,t there must have been infants in that householll: 
But when we read, in Acts 10. that Cornelius feared Gofl with all his 
house (verse 2) ; that when Peter arrived the household rtssembled to 
hea,r the word of the Lord ; and that they all received thP Holy Ghost, 
and spake m tongues and magnified God, we are quite sa,tisfied that 
they wete all adults, whom Peter comm>Lnded to be baptized. 

\V e will next consider the case of Lydia and her hou -;ehold, cited 
by pedobaptists as an instance of infant baptism. (Acts 16: 15.) We 
fail to notice hAre even the slightest hint of babies. In fa,ct, verse 40 
Rhows us they were all men; fo.r after Paul and Silas were liberated 
from prison, they entered into the house of Lydia, and saw the 
" brethren " anJ " comforted " them. 

The case of the Philippian j.tilor is often cited as an evidence of 
infant baptism. Acts 16:32tells us that the apostles spakeunt,o" all 
that were in the house ; " verse 33 says that a1l were baptizHd ; and 
verHe 34 informs us that all believed and rejoiced. Babies cannot 
intelligently hear, neither can they believe, and as all in tbe jailor's 
honse both heard and believed, we can say with assurance tha,t no 
babies were among those baptized. 
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1 Corinthians 1: 16 is the only other instance of household 
l!a.ptism. Paul says therein :- · 

And I baptized also the household of Stephanas. 
There were no babies in this household, either, for Paul gives us to 
understand that they were all adults. He says of them:-

. They have addicted themselves to the ministry ofthe Saints.--'-! Cor. 16: 15. 
Fancy a baby addicting itself to the ministry ofthe 'ffaints ! · . . 
. For the unbelieving husband is· sanctified by the wife, ~J,nd · the unbelieving 
w~fe is sanctified by the husband ; else were your children unclean ; but now are. 
theyholy.-1 Cor. 7:14. 
l'his is quite often cited as evidence for infant baptism. It is claimed 
''that if children are 'holy,' they have a right to baptism." In this 
text we fail to notice any allusion to baptism. It should be under
stood that the words sanctified and holy were used by the Jews in the. 
ceremonial, as well as the mor~l .• ~e:nse. Paul evidently was not 
speaking of " holiness " or " s;:mcti:fl:cation " in the moral sense; for, 
in that case, not only the children would be made holy by the belief 
o£ one parent, but the unbelieving parent would also be sanctified by 
the believing one. If the child had a right to baptism because of this 
holiness, so did the unbelieving parent, and this our friends are loth 
to admit. In Ezra 10: 3, the Jews were forbidden to continue in 
marriage relations with Gentile wives. The offspring of such 
marriages would be "unclean." This was evidently what Paul bad 
reference to ; and he was showing them that under the gospel thin~ 
were somewhat different. Under the gospel the unbelieving parent 
was "sanctified," in the ceremonial sense, and the children were 
''holy," in the same sense. 

The claim is sometimes made that under the gospel dispensation 
baptism takes the place of circumcision, and that as the Jewish 
children were admitted into the church when eight days old, by 
circumcision, so should our children be admitted into the Christian 
church at an early age, by baptism. We are surprised that in this 
enlightened age there are to be found a great many people who are 
just credulous enough to follow the above "cunningly devised fable." 
In the first place, the ordinance of circumcision was not the means of 
entrance into the Jewish church; for if such were the case, that 
church was composed exclusively of males! 

Dear reader, do you believe that the Jewish female was such an 
insignificant being in the sight of God that He ignored her, by only 
making provision for the salvation of the males? God is not a 
respecter of persons, and under all dispensations t~l8 door into His 
church will be one bearing the invitation to all alike, '" Knock and it 
shall be opened unto you." It is a historical fact that the means of 
admission into the Jewish church was by baptism. Paul tells us 
(1 Cor. 10: 1, 2.) that the fathers " all passed through the sea, and 
were .all baptized' in the cloud and in the sea." . · . : 

In Genesis 17: 1,U, we read that God made a coveri.ant with 
Abraham. Abraham's part of the contract was that he and ''the' ~ale.· 
portion of his seed should submit to the ordinance of circumCision~, 
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God's part of it was that if the seed of Abraham were faithful in 
discharging this duty, He would reward them by "giving them the 
land of Canaan as an everlasting possession." Verse 7 calls this 
covenant an « everlasting covenant," and as such the Jews still 
recognize it. Although the Jews are now Rcattered over all the face 
of the earth, God has promised, by the mouth of His holy prophets, to 
restore again to them the land they love. He will not do this unless 
they fulfil their part of the contract, for the covenant is an "ever-· 
lasting one," and His part of it is only as a reward of faithfulness in 
the discharge of their part. Since the Jews continue to follow the 
law of circumcision, under an everlasting covenant, how can baptism 
take its place ? But, says one, it does not take its place; it only 
stands in the same relation. Well, my friend, how do you account for 
this: under the old covenant, although a Jew was circumcised at 
eight days old, he had to be baptized when he grew up. Under the 
gospel dispensation, the Jew, as well as the Gentile, is commanded to 
be baptized ; but does that relieve him from being circumcised, and 
seeing that his sons are subjected to the same ordinance at eight days 
of age? No; for to be circumcised ancl have the same done for his 
sons, is his part of an "everlasting covenant," upon which the 
restoration of his loved land depends. Then, seeing that he has been 
commanded, under both dispensations, to be baptized in order to enter 
the church, and that by the terms of an " everlasting covenant," he 
must be circumcised under both, how can baptism stand in the same 
relation under the new covenant as circumcision did under the old? 
Under both, the Jew must be baptized to receive a heavenly reward, 
and under both he must be circumcised in order to receive an earthly 
reward. 

We fail to see how an ordinance carrying a promise of heavenly 
reward can stand in the same relation as an ordinance having only 
the promise of an earthly reward. 

One section of the advocates of infant baptism calls attention to 
1 Corinthians 10: 1, 2 :-

Moreover, brethren, I would not that ye should be ignorant, how that all our 
fathers were under the cloud, and all' passed through the sea : and were all 
baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea, * 
as proof that infant bapcism was carried on among the Jews. 
"Paul says all the fathers were baptized. Will anyone say no 
infants were among them ?" It is very evident that there is some 
limitation to the number of "fathers" who were baptized, after the 
exit from Egypt. Many of the fathers had died before that time ; 
many had not been born. To argue that all the fathers, without 
limitation, were baptized on that occasion would be a palpable absurdity. 
Since there must be a limitation, who shall say where that limitation 
ends? By using the term " fathers," Paul excludes from that 
sentence all the femalt:s in the Israelitish camp ; and yet we know 
that the females as well as the males passed through the sea. If, 
then, the passing through the sea, and the baptism of the females, 
escaped the notice of Paul, when framing this sentence, would he be 
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likely to include in the same sentence the little unconscious male 
children? Why did he forget the female children if that text is an 
evidE>nce of the baptism of infants? 

To prove that there were no unconscious baptisms, we will ask 
you to consider another of the writ.ings of Paul:-

Harden not your hearts, as in the provocation, in the day of temptation in the 
wilderness : when your fathers tempted me, proved me, and saw my works forty 
years.-Heb. 3: 8, 9. 

Will our pedobaptist friends affirm that the little unconscious 
· babes in the Israelitish camp actually hardened their hearts, tempted 

the Lord, proved Him, and saw His works forty years? If they will 
not affirm this, they must admit that the term "fathers" applies only 
to those who have attained to years of discretion and accountability. 
By conceding th1s, they hand us the key to their position, regarding 
the baptism of the "fathers" under Moses. 

Again, Hebrews 4: 2, referring to these same "fathers," says:
For unto us was the gospel preached, as well as t:mto them. 
Do you, dear reader, think that the gospel was preached unto 

little unconscious babes? and yet the record says that the gospel was 
preached unto the fathers ; and the little ones-if they lived-would 
afterward be called fathers. We are forced to the conclusion that if 
the gospel was preached to any children that might be included in the 
term "fathers," that the preaching did not occur until they bad 
reached an age when they could intelligently hear and comprehend it. 
Why the preaching of this gospel ? For no other reason than to call 
them to repentance and baptism. Preaching first, baptirsm after belief 
and repentance. 

Having examined what are termed "the most positive scriptural 
proofs," we leave the reader to judge whether the statements that 
"infant baptism" is "apostolic in origin" or "warranted in 
scripture" are true or not. Here are several candid admissions by 
leading pedobaptists writers, with reference to the scripturalness of 
infant baptism. 

The most eminent of all, DR. WALL, says:-
Among all the persons that are recorded as baptized by the apostles, there 

is no eexpress mention of any infants. 
DR. BuRNETT says:-
There i~ no express precept or rule given in the New Testament for the 

baptism of infants. 
MARTIN LuTHER, the noted reformer, says:-
It cannot be proved that infant baptism was instituted by Christ, or by the 

first Christians after the apostles. 
ERASMus, another reformer, says in his notes on Romans 6: 14: 
The apostle does not seem to treat of infants. It was not the custom for 

infants to be baptized, 
DR. HANNA, editor of The North British Review, says:-
The baptismal service [of the English Church] is founded upon scripture. 

but its application to unconscious infants is destitute of any express scriptural 
warr:mt. Scripture knows nothing of the baptism of infants. 

NEANDER, the pedobaptist historian, says: 
It is certain that Christ did not ordain infant baptism. 
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DR. MILLER, of Princeton l:'resbyterian Theological Seminary, 
say:;:-

The fact is that during the whole three score years after the asceNsion of 
Christ, which is embraced in the New Testament history, we have no hint of the· 
baptism of infants born of Christian parents. 

JoHN CALVIN says:-
It is nowhere expressed by the Evangelists, that any one infant was baptized .. 

DR. TAYLOR, of the Church of England, says :-
It is against the perpetual analogy of Christ's doctrine to baptize infants;. 

for besides that Christ never gave any precept to baptize them; nor ever Himself 
or His Apostles (that did appeal') did baptize any of them; all that He or His. 
ApostlPs sairl concerning it requires the previous dispositions of baptism, of which 
infants are not capable -Liber. Proph., p. 289. 

Let us see if any of the writers of the first and second centuries. 
say anything about the baptism of infants 

CLEMENs, who is supposed to have been a companion of Paul, says: 
They are right subjects of baptism who have passed through an examination 

and instruction. 

lGKAnus, who \Vrcs acquainted with Peter, Paul, and John, says: 
Baptism ought t 1 be accompanied with faith, love, and patience after 

preaching. 

The other writers of this age (first century) were "Clemens of 
Rome," Polycarp, Hermes, and Barnabas (?), but we do not find any 
mention of infant baptism in their writings. 

DR. F. A. Cox, quoted by Orchard, says th,Lt the writers of the· 
second century were; Justin Martyr, A thenagorus, "Theophilus of 
Antioch,'· 'ratian, 1\finncius, Felix, Irenmus, and " Clemens of 
Alexandria," who, so fa.r from speaking of infant baptism, never once 
utter a syllable upon the subject. 

We also submit the following t(/sthnony from two of the leading 
historians. 

DR. MosHEEVI, writing of the first century, says:--
Then none were admitted to baptism, but such as hrtd been previously· 

instructed in the principal poin~s of Christianity, and had also given satisfactory
proofs of pious dispositions and upright intentions.-Part,2, chap. 3, verse 5. 

Of the second century, he says:-
The sacrament of baptism was adminiRtered publicly twice every year, at the· 

festivals of Easter and Pentecost. or Whitsuntide . . . . The persons that were 
to be baptized. ,.,fter they had tepeated the creed, confessed, and renounced their" 
sins, and particularly the Devil and his pompous allurements, were immersed under 
water, and received into Christ's kingdom by a solemn invocation.-Part 2, chap. 
4, verse 13. 
· CuROELLIEus says :-

The baptism of infant,, in the first two centuries after Christ, was altogether 
unknown; but in the third and fourth was allowed oy some fHw. In the fifth, and 
following ages, it was genomlly received. 'rhe custom of baptizing infants did, not 
begin before the third age after Christ was born In the former ages no trace of it 
appears, and it was introduced without the command of Christ. 

If it was not introduced by Christ, nor taught during the first. 
two centmies, what excuse can be found for its later introduction? 
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As an answer to this question, we submit the following from the 
great pedobaptist writer, NEANDER:-

Baptism was at first administered only to adults, as men were accustomed to 
conceive of baptism and faith as strictly connected. We have all reason for not 
deriving infant baptism from apostolic institution, and the recognition of it [which 
followed somewhat later] as an apostolic traclition serves to confirm this hypothesis. 

The following is also in paint:-
Question: Why should not the scripture alone be the rule of faith, without 

having resource to apostolic tradition? 
Answer: Because infant baptism, and several other necessary artiCles are 

either not at all contained in scripture, or at least are not plain in scripture 
without the help of tradition.-Roman Catholic Manual of Controversy. 

NEANDER voices the opinion of a large section of pedobaptists when 
he says:- · 

Infant baptism is not derived from apostolic institution, but from apostolic 
tradition. 

How the apostles could hold and hand down to others a tradition 
of something neither taught, institutPd, or practised by them, is indeed 
a conundrum we would like our infant-sprinkling friends to explain. 
Perhaps they have followed a precedent established by the scribes ancl 
Pharisees of old, who, when they desired to add something to the 
already written law, made the addition under the pretext of " the 
tradition of the elders" (Mark 7: 3.) In Mark 7: 9, .Jesus denounced 
this policy by saying :-- ,, 

Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that ye may keep your own 
tradition. 

Let us be very careful bow we receive vague traditions, lest we 
too be told at the last day :-

In vain they do worship Me, teachi11g for doctrines the commandments of 
men.-Matt. 15: 9. 

The testimony introduced has shown that the doctrine of infant 
baptism was not practised or tanght in the :first two centuries; but at 
the beginning of the third century a doctrine was being taught and 
generally received, which afterw11,rd lrd to the doctrine of infant 
baptism. This was the doctrine, that little innocent babes -sinless 
creatures-were by birth "sinful," "wholly corrupt," and " heirs of 
hell.'' As this doctrine began to gain ground and to be firmly believed 
in, maternal love began to assert its~lf. The loving mother could not 
bear the thought that the little one she loved 1 should it die in infancy) 
would be consigned to an endless hell. Her very soul revolted against 
it-and well it might. :-inch a doctrine demes the ntonement of 
Christ, and dethrones the justice of God. If, like us, she conld have 
taken her blessed Bible and read the words of a loving Saviour, '· Of 
such is the kingdom of heaven," she might have been reasRured. But. 
she had no printed Bible which she could read, and even if she knew 
of the Saviour's words, she could not take her Bible in her hands and 
be sure of them as we can. But of one thing she was sure, if the 
doctrine of the church was true -and I don't sunpose she doubted 
this-her child would go to hell if it died in its infancy. Was there 
no way out of the difficulty? No way to purge the little innocent 
from its inherent corruption, and the sin which the church said was 
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upon it ? Ah ! had it not been a doctrine of the church right down 
from the time of Jesus, that baptism was for the remission of sin? 
Would not God remit her baby's sin, and purge its corrupt little soul, 
if it was baptized? And so abont this time we have one of these 
mothers named Quintilla writing to Tertullian, the bishop of the 
church at Carthage, asking his consent to the baptism of her little ones. 

In his reply to her, 'l'ERTULLIAN said, among other things:-
The Lord does indeed say ''Forbid them not to come unto me," and let them 

come when they are growing up; let them come and le&rn, and let them be 
instructed when they come; >mel when they nnderstand Christianity, let them 
profess themselves Christians. 

TERTULLIAN, in another of his writings. says:-
Adults are the only proper subjects of baptism, because fasting, confession of 

sins, prayer, profession, renouncing the devil and his works, are required of the 
baptized. 
This is the first writer who mentions infant baptism, and he in his 
capacity of bishop opposes it. 

Rut some pedobaptists a:rgue that, 
Infant baptism must have existed, else there would have been no occasion for 

Tertullian to oppose it. If [?] it existed, then it must have existed from the first, 
because we h:tve no evidence of its preyions introduction, or of Rny opposition to it. 

Irresistible logic ! 
'rertullian opposed it because a mother had written him asking 

his permission to the baptism of her children. The fact that such a 
high dignitary as a bishop of a church opposed it, is a strong proof 
that it did not exist in the church at that time. Why should a bishop 
oppose the practise of a doctrine taught by his church? How long 
would he retain his bishopric if he did so ? We have no need to 
search for a previous introduction of the doctrine, or the opposition to 
it. Her'l was the introdnction, anrl here the opposition to it- by 
Tertdlian. Regarding its existencf3 from the first, we refer you to 
the testimony of the leading pedobaptist writers which we have before 
quoted. After Tertullian 's opposition to the introduction of this 
practice, the demand for infant bn.rptism became so great that it was 
allowed in certain of the churches. 

In the year 230 A.D , 0RIGKN defentled the practice, by writing:-
This is the reason little childreu •ne baptized, because by t.he sacmment of 

baptism the pollution of our birth i3 taken away. 
By this time the corrupt doctrine of original sin had produced its 

child ; for now the church had acceded to the requests for infant 
baptism made by the mothers, with a Yiew to the eternal salvation of 
their little ones. 

In the year 257 (A.D ). Cyprian, who succeeded Tertullian as 
Bishop of Carthage, received a letter from one Fidus, asking "how 
soon after birth it was proper to baptize." CYPRIAN called a council 
of sixty-seven bishops, who in answer to this question gave the 
"opinion " :-

That the gr,.ce of God should not be withheld frnm any son of m:ttl, and that a 
child might be kissed with a kiss of charit.v as soon as it is born. They continued 
by saying, A' no person is kept off from baptism aud grace. how much less reason is 
there to prohibit an infant, who, bPing newly born. has no other sin save that being 
descended from Ad~Lm according to the flesh. 
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Forty years had passed since Tertullian so »everely opposed the 
introduction of infant baptism; but what a change those forty years 
had brought! From that time on it has always been practised in the 
Roman church; but then, and ever since, it has always been taught 
in connection with the doctrine of ·'original sin." But why is infant 
baptism practised by those who accept the statement of .Jesus, " Of 
such is the kingdom of heaven," in preference to the Romish doctrine, 
that children are "totally depraved," "wholly corrupt," and "heirs 
of hell?" 

Note what 0RIGEN, the first advocate of infant baptism, has to say 
on this phase of the subject:--

Let it be considered what is the reason whereas baptism is given for the 
forgiveness of sins, infants A.re by the usage of the church baptized, when if there 
was nothing in infants that wanted forgiveness and mercy, the grace of baptism 
would be needless to them. 

Dear reader, do you believe that there is really anything in a little 
innocent babe that requires forgiveness and mercy? Remember that 
Jesus said, ''Of such is the kingdom of heaven;" and don't forget 
that Origen, the original cha,mpion of infant baptism, has said, " If 
there was nothing in infants that wanted forgiveness and mercy, the 
gmce of baptism would be needless to them " 

We will now briefly answer several questions often asked us by 
those who have grown accustomed to present their children to the 
Lordm some way. " Is there any harm in baptizing an infant ? " 

Yes ! for as at first it was institnted to cleanse the child from sin,. 
the act is a blank contradiction of our Saviour's statement, "Of such 
is the kingdom of heaven." Is there no harm in contradicting Jesus? 

" But is it not right to dedicate a child to God in that way, if you 
do not believe in the doctrine of ' original sin ? ' " 

If you do not believe in the doctrine of " original sin," it is a 
solemn mockery to have your child baptized for the forgiveness of sins 
it does not possess. 

" But did not Jesus say, ' Forbicl not the children to come unto 
l\fe?' Are you not forbidding the little ones to come unto Him when 
you denounce infant baptism?" 

When Jesus said. ·'forbid them not to come unto Me," He did 
not utter one syllable about baptism. We read in Matthew 19: 13, 
that mothers brought their little ones to Jesus, not that rfe might 
baptize them, but ·'that He might put !:lis hands on them and pray." 
This was how our Lord presented the little ones to His heavenly 
Father. 

We follow His example to-day, and when we dedicate our children 
to the service of the Lord, the minister puts his hands on them and 
prays that God might receive and protect them. and henceforth assist 
the parents in the training of the child, that it might be always worthy 
to be called a child of ,God. 

But there are those who forbid children to come to the Lord 
in His own appointed way. Those who baptize infants put up the 
ordinance of baptism as a barrier between Jesus and the little ones. 
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Dear reader, if you desire to present your child to the Lord, do it 
in His own appointed way. 

We now submit a summary of the main proofs adduced in this 
division of the subject:-

1 Jesus told His disciples to baptize-those who believed. 
They b:5,ptized no one who did not profess belief. 

2. Infants have not the capacity to believe. 
3. Infant baptism was founded on the doctrine of ''original sin." 
4. 'fhat doctrine is false; for since Jesus has been slain, we have 

the assurance that the Lamb of God has taken away "the sin of the 
world" (Adam's sin), and that every man will be judged according to 
his works, and not because of Adam's transgression. 

5. t>ince infants have not contracted the disease of sin, it is not 
necessary for them to enter God's spiritual hospital-the church, 

6. 'l'hat infant baptism was not instituted by Christ or His 
apostles. 

7. It was introduced under the plea of "apostolic tradition." 
8. The apostles could not hold and hand down to others a 

doctrine neither taught nor practised by them. 
9. Baptism does not take the place of circumcision. 

10. Circumcision did not admit into the Jewish church. 
11. That no unconscious children were baptized among the 

Israeli ties 
12. That we have no mention of infant baptism in the New 

Testament, nor among any of the writers of the first two centuries. 
13. That it was first mentioned in connection with the doctrine 

of "original sin" at the beginning of the third century. 
14. To baptize an infant for the remission of sins is to contradict 

Jesus. 
15. It is solemn mockery to baptize an infant for the remission 

of sins it does not possess. 
16. That the first pedobaptist writer says that if children have no 

sin, baptism is needless to them. 
17. That those who baptize infants "forbid" the children to 

come unto Him in His own appointed way. 
18. His own way of dedicating children to God is by the putting 

on of hands, and prayer, called blessing. 
We will conclude this chapter by repeating our answer to the 

first question: All persons who have heard the gospel of .Jesus Christ, 
and have been converted to a belief in its precepts, are fit subjects for 
baptism. Unbelievers should have no place in the church, even though 
the unbeliever is a little child. 
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CHAPTER IIf. 

BE BAPTIZEO? WHY? 

We are often asked, " Why do you teach that all believers should 
be baptized? " 1. Because the ordinance of baptism is an indispensable 
factor in the new birth spoken of by Jesus in John 3: 5. 2. It is a 
command from Jesus. 3. Because by obedience to that command we 
receive God's reward in a remission of our sins (Acts 2: 38), and after 
the laying on of hands the gift of the Holy Ghost (Acts 8: 17; 19: 6): 

THE NEw BrRTH.-Jesus said:-
Except a man is born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom 

of God.-John 3: 5. 

Dear reader, your Saviour here states that in order to enter the 
kingdom of heaven you must be born again. In that new birth the 
factors to be employed are water and the Spirit. To say that we can 
be born again without the instrumentality of either of these two 
elements is to set one's self up as an authority against the immaculate 
Son of God, who has said that we cannot enter the kingdom except in 
that way. We can no more set aside the law governing this new birth 
by asserting that we have been born again without "water and the 
Spirit," than was the law governing the natural birth set aside by the 
ignorant statement of that little girl named Topsy, whom we read of 
in Uncle Tom's Cabin, that she supposed she" just growed." Both 
laws came from the one great God, who inspired the wise man to 
write:-

1 know that, whatsoever God doeth, it shall be for ever ; nothing can be put 
to it, nor any thing taken from it, and God doeth it, that men should fear before 
Him.-Ecc. 3: 14. 

In the beginning God ordained the law which was to govern the 
natural birth; it was to operate for all time; He did it for ever. 
There has been no departure from the rule from the time of Adam to 
the present, and we look for none between now and the end of time. 
Nineteen hundred years ago Jesus revealed the law governing the new 
birth. Was this law to operate only for a time? No; for the word 
of the Lord says, '· whatsoever,"-Yes; "whatsoever God doeth, it 
shall be for ever." 

Reader, do you think that you have been born again in any other 
way than in accordance with the law prescribed by Jesus? Do you 
think you have been born without the water? 

Be not deceived ; God is not mocked : for whatsoever a man soweth, that 
shall he also reap. For he that soweth to the flesh shall of the flesh reap corrup
tion: but he that soweth to the Splrit shall of the Spirit reap life everlasting.-
Gal.6: 7,8. 
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Sowing to the Spirit is sowing or doing what the Spirit, through 
Jesus and His apostles, has commanded; sowi:u.g to the flesh is sowing 
0r doing what is enjoined in the doctrines of men. Be wise, and sow 
to the 8pirit. 

We are sometimes told that the " water " mentioned in John 3: 5 
is the same kind of water as that mentioned in John 4: 14-spiritual 
water. Spiritual water would not be water at all ; it would simply be 
the'' spirit" itself. Then if Jesus meant spiritual water, John 3: 5 
should read: Verily, verily, I say unto thee, except a man is born of 
the Spirit and of the Spirit, he camwt enter the kingdom of God. 
Does this harmonize with the teaching of Jesus, "Use not vain 
repetitions ? " (Matt. 6: 7.-) 

We are confident that when Jesus said " water and the Spirit," 
He said what He me-ant, and meant what He said; for the same Jesus 
.has also said, "My words shall judge you at the last day." Yes, dear 
reader, His words will be there to meet us on that day, and not the 
many different interpretations given to them. How can He be your 
Saviour if you do not do as He commands you ? 

Some people believe that the odinanco of baptism has nothing to 
do with the new birth ; but that we are born again when we are 
converted. '['here is as much difference between conversion and the 
new birth, regeneration, as there is between ordinary conception and 
birth. We are first begotten with the word of truth (James 1: 18), 
:which takes place when we are converted. If we have been begotten 
by the word of truth-converted to a belief in the gospel--we will be 
regenerated or born again a15 the gdspel or word of God prescribes ; 
namely, " of water and o£ the Spirit." 

In Titus 3: 5, Paul calls baptism " the washing of regeneration." 
He eloquently describes the new birth when he says:-

For if we have been planted together in the likeness of His death, we shall be 
also in the likeness of His resurrection.-Rom. 6: 5. 

He makes this " likeness " clear in the .fourth verse when be 
says:-

That like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, 
even so we also should walk in newness of life.-Rom. 6: 4. 

This "newness of life " is evidently Paul's manner of referring to 
~b.e "new birth " spoken of by ,Jesus. They were to get rid of their 
old natures-be "planted together in the likeness of Christ's death." 
'A "planting " always involves a death :-

Thou fool,· that which thou sowest is 'not quickened, except it die.--1 Cor. 
15: 36. 

Did the old natures of those who were "planted" die? Yes, for 
·verse 6 says ::--

Knowing:&his, that our old man is crucified with Him, that the body of ~in 
might be destroyed.-Rom. 6: 6. 

A CoMMAND;:--ln the great commission Jesus said:-
Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 

.f~tJ;er, and of _the Son, and of the Holy Ghost : teaching :hem to observe all 
tlhngs whatsoever I" have commanded you; and, lo, I am with you alway, even 
unto the end of the world.-Matt. 28: 19, 20. 
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The apostles, and all evangelical ministers, subseq 11ently called of 
God, were commanded to go into all the world and preach the gospel 
-and to baptize the believer. They were to teach the believers to 
observe all things which he had commanded them. It is therefore the 
duty of every minister called of God to teach believers to observe all 
the commands of Jesus. Baptism is one of those commands; and the 
minister who does not teach it, is not " teaching them to observe all 
things." 

In Mark's account of that commission, the following appears:
He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not 

shall be damned.-Mark 16: 16. 

\\ill anyone dare to say that they can be saved withont baptism, 
when Jesus speaks so plainly! To say that we can be saved without 
baptism is tantamount to saying : " He that believeth and is not 
baptized shall be saved." .Jesus says: "He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved." 

Header, whom do you believe m this matter? \\'e prefer to 
believe Jesus rather than any man or number of men who dare to 
contradict Him. 

It is taught by some that water baptism is not necessary now, 
because when .John came baptizing he said;__:_ 

I indeed baptize you with water, . . . . . but He that cometh after me 
. . . . He shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost.-Matt. il: 11. 

It is urged that while the baptism of John was water baptism, 
that of Jesus was "the l-loly Ghost;" and that people who receive 
the baptism of the Spirit have no need to be baptized in water. But 
suppose we find in the .~.criptures an instance where people actually 
did partake of the l::l.oly Ghost, and still were commanded to be 
baptized, will that not be sufficient evidence that all are commanded 
to be baptized in water, even though they first receive some manifes
tation of the t-;pirit? ln the tenth chapter of Acts we have it recorded 
that after 1 eter had preached unto the household of Cornelius, and 
told them things whereby they might be saved, the f1oly Ghost came 
upon them, and they spake in tongues and magnified God. ~urely 
this was a rich outpouring of the Holy Spirit. But was this sufficient 
to save them-all that was required of them? No ; for in verse 48 
we read that Peter commanded them to be baptized in the name of 
.the Lord. This is the only case on record where any manifestation 
(apparently the baptism of the Spirit) was received before baptism in 
water. v\ e say apparently, becausfi\ there is nothing in the case to 
show it was the :--pirit o~ adoption. It was done to show Peter "that 
(lod is no respecter of persons." Peter vms a ,) mv, and believed that 
the gospel was to the .lews only. This was God's method of 
dembnstrating that it was to all. Peter saw the point, and said 
" 1\ hat was I that I should withstand God?" 

Header, a.sk yourself the same question, and obey His commands. 
!{EMISSION OF SrNs.-In Mark 1ve read :-
John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism of repentance for 

the remis,ion of sins. --1. 4-. 
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But the objection is made that John's bapt1srn was not Christian 
baptism. \V e read in Acts :-

Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the 
remission of sins.-2: 38, 39. 

We see that the object of John's baptism was exactly the same as that 
to be attained by the baptism of Jesus and His apostles-the remission 
of sins. Both also taught the doctrine of repentance. We are told 
''the Pharisees and lawyers rejected the counsel of God against them
selves, being not baptized" by John (Luke 7: HO). "There was a 
man sent from God, whose name was John." Jesus was baptized by 
John. To say that John's baptism was not Christian baptism, is to 
deny that Jesus received Christian baptism. !-loth John and Peter 
taught baptism "for the remission of sins." 

t-lome Baptists preach that you must be saved, and have a 
remission of sins, before baptism. In order to reason up to this, they 
tell us to search our dictionaries for the meaning of the word .for. We 
search, and find that it means "because of." Now, say they, we are 
baptized, becrrus" of the remission of sins "-because our sins have been 
remitted bv the blood of .Jesus Christ. 

Let u~ apply this reasoning to Matthew 26: 28 :-
For this is my blood of the new testament, which ie shed for many for the 

remission of sins. 

Was the blood of Christ shed because the sins of many were already 
remitted !-because our sins had been remitted? No! says all 
" orthodox " Christians, it was in order to obtain for us a remission of 
sins. Exactly; and we say, Why not obey the command of Jesus in 
order to obtain a remission of sins, through that precious blood ? We 
have a more positive proof than these for baptism in order to obtain a 
remission of sins. In Acts 22: 12-16, Paul tells us that when the 
servant of the Lord carne in unto him, after he had spent three days 
and three night~ in prayer before the Lord, He said unto him:-

Now why t>trriest thnu? arise and be b>tptized, and wash away thy sins, 
calling on the name of the Lord.-Acts 22: 16. 

This language often calls out the question, How can water wash away 
sins ? Is there any virtue in the water? We do not claim that there 
is any virtue in the 1mter· of baptism by which sins can actually be 
washed out of a person. \V e reply:-

B>tptism doth >tlso now save us (not the putting >Lway of the filth of the flesh, 
but the answer of a good conscience toward Gocl).-1 Peter;:\: 21. 

How, then, are sins remitted by baptism ? To illustru,te: In 2 
King~ 5: . 0-14, is recorded an account of the cleansing of a leper 
named :\aaman. This man ·was commanded by one of God's prophets 
to go and dip seven times in .Jordan. He did as he was commtmded, 
and was cleansed of his leprosy. Was there any virtue in the water 
by which he was cleansed of his leprosy? No? Then if he had not 
dipped in the >Yater, would he have been cleansed? No ! Then since 
there was no virtne in the water by which he was cleansed, and he 
could not have be(m cleansed had he not (lipped in the water, \Ybtt 
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really did cleanse him ? It was the power of God through obedience; 
God honored his obedience, as He will yours. 8o it is when we are 
baptized ; God honors our obedience, and cleanses us from sin. We 
are told:-

If we walk in the light, as He is in the light, . . . . the blood of Jesus 
Christ His Son cleanseth us from all sin.-1 John 1. 7. 

When we obey all the commands of Jesus we are walking in the 
light, and His blood will cleanse us fron;t all sin. If we are not 
walking in the light,-if we do not believe in Him, repent of our sins 
and be baptized, as well as observe His other commands,-we can lay 
no claim to the precious blood which can cleanse us from all sin, 

We submit the following from a historical standpoint as proof 
that baptism is for the remission of sins. 

0RIGEN, of the third century, says:-
The baptism of the church is given for the forgiveness of sins. 
DR. MosHEIM:-
The remission of sins was thought to be its [baptism's] immediate and happy 

frnit.-Cent. 3, part 2, chap. 4, verse 4. 
JoHN WEsLEY says:-
Baptism administe;ed to real penitents is both a means and a seal of. pardon. 

Nor did God in the primitive church ordinarily bestow this [pardon] on any, unless 
through this means.-Com. on New Test .. p. 35. 

MATTHEW HENRY:-
For they must be baptized in His name for the remission of sins upon the 

score of His righteousness.· Vol. 3, p. 732. 
Again:-
A great privilege which by baptism we have sealed to us is the remission of 

sins.-Vol. 3, p. 884. 
We might produce much more testimony from history, but for 

the sake of brevity, we refrain. 
The gift of the Holy Ghost:-
Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ . . >' 

and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.-Acts 2: 38. 
The gift of the Holy Ghost, or the baptism of the Spirit, is here 
promised on condition that they would repent and be baptized. This 
baptism, or gift, was generally imparted after the laying on of hands 
and prayer by the ministry. (See Acts 8: 15-19; 9: 17; 19: 6). It 
was indispensable to the believer then, and it is just as necessary now .. 
Jesus said at one time:-

If any man will do his will, he shall· know of the doctrine, whether it be of 
God, or whether I speak of myself.-John 7: 17. 

How was this knowledge to come? 
No man can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost.-1 Cor.l2:.a •.. 

In order to obtain that knowledge, he must receive the Holy Ghost. 
He will then have something against which even the gates of hell 
cannot prevail. But while it is conceded by some that the first 
disciples received the Holy Ghost by the laying on of hands and 
prayer after baptism, they contend that this baptism of the Holy 
Spirit is no\ given to people now. What! Has tbe attribute of 
impartiality possessed by God in such a wonderful degree in other 
ages of the world changed to partiality now? Is our perfect God-
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like poor, frail, mortal man-subject to change? We cannot believe 
it of Him. He has assured us, "I am the Lord, I change not." He 
has also said that He is no respecter of persons, and that, 

Every good gift and every perfect gift is from above, and cometh down from 
the Father of lights, with whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning.
James 1: 17. 

Jesus also possesses this same grand attribute; for we read, 
·"Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, to-day, and forever." (Heb. 13: 8.) 
We have seen what Jesus was in the yesterday of long ago. Is He tke 
same to-day? If not, why not ? 

To show that God and Christ have not nullified that promise of 
the Holy Ghost, made by Peter on the clay of Pentecost, but that this 
as well as every other promise made by Them " is yea and amen to all 
those who will obey Them," we will briefly analyze the scripture il!l 
which the promise was made. Peter's words were:-

Repent, and be b>tptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ fm~ the 
remission of sins [and now follows a promise], and ye shall receive the gift of thtil 
Holy Ghost. For the promi.;e [of the Holy Ghost] is unto you, and to your 
·children, and to all that >tre afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call. 
-Acts 2: 38, 39. 

This promise was to them, their children, and those that are afar off; 
in fact to " even as many as the Lord our God shall call." God ilil 
calling men and women to repentance to-day, and as His voice is the 
same, we claim this promise. Thousands have already had the joy of 
receiving this baptism of the Holy Spirit in the nineteenth century, 
and the promise is still good to all those who will obey the voice of 
inspiration. When teaching this baptism of the Spirit, we are often 
asked if we are not teaching two baptisms, whereas Paul says that 
there is only "one baptism." If we remember rightly, there is als® 
"one God" and Father of all mentioned in the same chapter ; and 
yet there are three Gods taught by the Christian world. There is God 
the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost; and they conjure 
.these thFee Gods up into "one God," and tb.By call this " three ~n 
one,"" one in three," God, "the Trinity." We read in 1 John 5: 7, 
that there are three that bear witness in heaven ; the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghost; and these three are one.· These three are 
joined together-inseparably connected-for the purpose of bearin£· 
witness in heaven. There are three also that bear record on earth, 
the Spirit, the water, and the blood (verse 8). These three are joined 
together also, for the purpose of bearing witness on the earth. If we 
have the united witness of the earthly witnesses-the Spiriil, the 
water, and the blood-that our sins are remitted, and that we are born 
of God, the same facts will also be witnessed by the three in heaven. 
If we do not walk in the light as He is in the light, we will not be 
born of water and the Spirit, and the precious blood of Jesus will not 
join with the water and the Spirit in bearing witness to our souls that 
we are children of God. If it is proper to call the three heavenly 
witnesses "one godhead," is it not proper to call the three earthly 
witnesses "one baptism ? ,., Again., in Genesis 2: 24, we read :-
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Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto· 
his wife; and they [two] shall be one flesh. 

What! two pers0lls, of opposite sex, be one? Yes; for God will 
join them together, that they m~-Y eonsummate His Almighty :::;urpose. 
God has united the two elements, "water and the Spirit," that they 
might be instrumental in bringing about the new birth. Since those 
who are concerned in the natural birth are by God called "one flesh," 
we deem it consistent to believe that the factors ordained by Him to 
bring about the "new birt-h" J.re "one baptism.' '' What therefore 
God hath joined together, let not man put asunder." (Matt. 19: 6.) 

Paul evidently held this view of the matter, for although he said, 
in Ephesians 4, that there is " One Lord, one faith, and one baptism,,. 
we find him not only baptizing in water,. but also laying on hands and 
praying that they migl:!t be baptized of the Spirit. Eie was very 
particular that persons baptized in water should also receive Rpirit 
baptism, for we find in Acts 19 that be met some people who believed 
themselves children of God, and who wished to claim hin1 as a brother· 
in Christ. i'<tul hall a test by wllieoh be could tell whether people 
were disciples of Christ or not He knew that both John and Christ 
had promised Spirit baptism to the believer. John had told them 
that Jesus would baptize with the Holy Ghost.. Jesus had promised 
that His disciples should know of His doctrine by receiving the Holy 
Gh0st. Here was the test. If they bad received either the baptism 
of John or of Jesus and His apostles, they would have received the 
Holy Ghost. He applied the test by saying, "Have ye received the 
Holy Ghost since ye believed? " 

They replied, "We have not so much as heard whether there b& 
any Holy Ghost." 

Paul said unto them, " Unto what were ye baptized?" :mel they 
said, "Unto John's baptism," 

Paul evidently reasoned that there had been some mistake, anl 
that they hi1c1 not been baptized by John, for in astonishment he 
replied: " John verily baptized with the baptism of repentance, saying 
unto the people, that they should believe on Him that should come 
after him that is Jesus Christ." 

If they hall been baptized by John, they would have heard him 
teaching that Jesus would baptize with fire and the Holy Ghost. They 
evidently were not, for they confessed that they knew not whether 
there was any Holy Ghost. Paul then baptized them over again, 
and then having laifl his hands upon them, the Holy Ghost came upon 
them, and they spake with tongues and prophesied. There wa~ no 
room for doubt then. There would be some difficulty in persuading 
those men after that that they were not children of God. They would 
then have the combined testimony of the Spirit, the water, aJ1d the 
blood ; and against that testimony even the gates of hell cannot 
prevail. 

The testimony of the Lord is sure, making wise the simple.-Ps. 19: 7. 

www.LatterDayTruth.org



BE BAPTIZED ? WHY ? 35 

We conclude this part of our subject by inviting the reader to test 
the matter for himself, and see whether these things are true or not. 
Do not be led off the track by such statements as "Salvation is nut. 
of works." Paul's reference to works was to those of the Mosaic law. 
No man could work out his own salvation by doing that kind of works, 
for "by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified in His 
sight."-Rom. 3: 20. (Also He b. 7: 19; 10: 1.) And the "righteous
ness which is of God" is quite a different thing to our own self
righteousness. 

All Q1Lr righteousness is as filthy rags.-Isa. 64: 6. 

By the righteous works which are commanded of God in the 
gospel law we can be saved, but not by the law of Moses or our own 
righteousness. Paul tells us:-

I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ : for it is the power of God unto 
salvation to every one that believeth ; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek
Rom. 1: 16. 

Will anyone sny that we can be saved without doing the righteous 
works enjoined therein? ThH "works" enjoined therein are indeed 
tl1e '· righteou,;ne:-;s whiuh is of Gocl,'' for in verse 17 we read, 
"therein is the righteousness of God reveftled from faith to faith." 
By faith we must do the works prescribed in the gospel, in hope of 
eternal life as our reward. Paul tells us that those works are: "Faith 
in God, repentance from dead works, baptisms, and the laying on of 
hands" (Heb. 6: 1, 2). If our faith moves us to do these righteous 
wot·ks (Jesus him~elf was baptized to fulfil all righteousness) in hope 
of life everlasting, ana we continue to walk in newness of life, we will 
have a p;trb in the first resurrection, and will have no need to fear the 
judgment seat of GPc1. (:lee Rom. 8: I, 2.) 

Rreader, you are journeying to the judgment bar, there to be 
judged by your works. The words of ,T esus will be there to confront 
you. Yon will be judged ont of the things that are written in the 
books. 'rhen be wise tmd sqnare your life by the words of Jesus, by 
Hi-; bright and holy example, n,nd by the things that are written in the 
books. Pay no attention to those who tell you .Jesu~ did it all. .Jesus 
did His work. He did it well ; but you and I h>LVe something to do 
as well. We have often he11rd sinners told to get rid of tbeir s.ins: to 
get down on their knees and pra,y. pray, pray. But if pm.yer would 
suffice to save a person, it should have saved (]qrnelius. (Acts l 0 and 
11 chapters ) " He prayed to God always," and yet God actually 
sent an angel to le!l him to send for a servant of the Lord, who would 
tell him words wbereby he might be saved. Peter, after preaching 
the same as John ·A etc 10; 37, 38). commanded him to be baptized 
(v. 48). Agf1in, the three days and nights spent in prayer by Saul, of 
'l'ar8Lv;, should htwe bad some pffect with God, if that ha.d been His 
plan to forgive sin. Paul had been strnck blind, his proud Pharisaic 
hear~ had been broken; and thoroughly humiliated, he prayrd for 
three days and nights. God did not by this alone take his sins away, 
for Ananias said to him, "Arise, and be b>tptized, and wash away thy 
sins " (Acts 22: 16). 
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Reader, do you think that God will take your sins away in 
answer to prayer alone, when He would not forgive Paul that way? 
Remember, " There is a way that seemeth right unto a man, but t.he 
end thereof are the ways of death." (Prov. 16: 25). Men have 
invented many ways of serving the Lord. 'fhey seem good and 
right unto man, but they are not God's way. "My ways are not 
your ways," saith the Lord. The ways of men, however good they 
may appear in their own eyes, always lead to death and destruction. 
Jesus commanded :-

Enter ye in at the strait gate: for wide is the gate, and broad is the way, 
that leadeth to destruction, and many there be which go in thereat; because stra.it 
is the ga.te, a.nd na.rrow is the wa.y, which leadeth unto life, a.nd few there be tha.t 
find it.-Matt. 7: 13, 14. 

Do you desire to be among those few that find it ? If so, obey 
the gospel, for the way of life is the gospel of Jesus Christ. Paul and 
others are called "The servants of the most high God, who show unto 
us the way of salvation" (Acts 16: 17). They preached the gospel, 
and in this way pointe<l out the way of salvation. Obey the principles 
of that gospel, walk in the narrow way, and eternal life will be your 
happy reward. On the other hand,-

How sha.ll we escape, if we neglect so groot sa.lvation; which at the first 
began to be spoken by our Lord.-Hebrews 2: 3. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

BE BAPTIZED? BY WHOM? 

The prevailing idea among orthodox Christians is that baptism 
can be legally pedormed by anyone. Hence, when most people make 
up their mind to be baptized, they seek out what seems to be the most 
popular of the· churches teaching believers baptism, and by that rite 
are initiated into that church. It seldom seems to occur to them that 
the Church of Jesus Christ is "the kingdom of God on earth," and 
that those who initiate others into that kingdom should be divinely 
appointed. 'fhe kingdom of Great Britain, presided over by His 
Majesty King Edward VII., extends to people of all nationalities an 
invitation to become subjects of that kingdom. The conditions are 
that they become. naturalized, and are willing to abide by the govern
mental laws of the country. Officers are appointed to see to the 
naturalization of all aliens who apply to become subjects. Persons 
not appointed as officers of the crown would be severely punished if 
they attempted to attend to the naturalization of anybody. They 
might take the person's money, and fill out bogus naturalization 
papers, but the act would be illegal, and the person would still be an 
alien to the British government. 

The Scriptures inform us that we are all " aliens and stran.r;ers 
from the C(;mmonwealth of Israel "-the kingdom of God on earth. 
The whole rttce of man is invited to become subjects of that kingdom. 
Gor1 is King now, and Jesus is its annointed Prince. Here is His 
invitation :-

Come unto me, ttl! ye thctt labor fmd are heavy laden, and I will give you 
rest.- ~1att. 11: 28. 

Before Wtl er1ter tho kingdom we lllUSt make up our minds to 
abide by its htws, and to recognize the authority of the King. The 
King has appointed laws of adoption (or naturalization) into the 
kingdorn:-

Except 8;· n1>tn be born of wnter >tnd of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of God.-John 3: 5. 

Now the question for us to consider is this: Has the King 
appomted officer8 to a,ttend to the initiation of aliens into the kingdom, 
or is any penmn at liberty co initiate another into it? 

How was it in New 'restament times? l'he New Testament 
infonn.; us that when Jesus began to establish His F<tther's kingdom 
nineteen hundred years ago,-

He went out into a mountain to pray, and continued all night in prayer to 
God.-Luke 6: 12. 

www.LatterDayTruth.org



38 VALID CHRISTIAN BAPTIS1!, 

Why this night of prayer to God ? Evidently to seek His 
direction in the work before him on the morrow, for verse 13 says :

And when it WRS day, He call~d unto Him his disciples: and of them He 
chose twelve, whom also He named Rp0stles. 

Be afterwards sent the~e twehe men out to preach the gospel, to 
publish to the apostate Jews the invitation into His kingdom--to 
explain the laws of the kingdom, and to initiate iLto it by baptism all 
whom they converted. We are told that later on He· Rent other 
"laborers" evangeliets to assist the twelve-called "seventy." 
(Luke 10: 1, 2.) 

Would 1-le have chosen these" twelve," and these "sevent.y," 
from among His few disciples had He intended to invest all disciple' 
with authority to preach and baptize? If there ever was a time when 
He would authori'e all to preach and baptize, surely it wrLs when the 
laborers were so few, at the beginning of His work. And yet He 
actually chosr; eighty-two men from among His few disciples, and sent 
them forth to do this work. Does this look as though any one could 
baptize or preach in those days? 

After J esns had been crucified and had risen from the dead, and 
just before He ascended up r;o he>J.ven. He elLlled Hi-; t.wel \ e 11postles to 
Hiru, and extended the mis,ion that He ball previously assigned them. 
Their mission bad previously been to the Jews on it, ; n .w He said to 
them:-

All power is given unto me in heaven f1lld in e"r\h. Go ye therefore, and 
teach all nations, bttptizing them in the name of the Ff1ther, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost: teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have 
commanded you: and, lo, I am with you alway, eYen unto the end of the world.
lVIatt. 28: 18-20. 

"Ab!" exclaims the orthorilox preacher of to-day, "That is 
whe~e ·!~sus gives the broad commission to all to preach and to 
bapt1ze. 

Whenever a p· r.-<on feels a desires to prEach any particular 
doctrine, he takes up this great commission a.nd makes it c1o duty as 
his call to preach. It haf' been mafle to do duty as a call for one set 
of men to preach the doctrine that pouring, sprinkling and immer,ion 
are indifferent; for another class to preach that immersion only is 
legal; for one class to preach infant sprinkling; for another to 
denounce it; for one body of men to preach that only a predestined 
few of earth's children will be saved; for another class to preach that 
allvdl be saved ; and for still another class to teach that all ?naif be 
saved by obeying God's laws; and so on ad 1:njiniturr!; each inan 
preaching something which contradicts the doctrine taught by 
another, until unbelievers have actually charged our blessed Lord 
and ~aviour with being the author of confusion. Truly, if Jesus did 
intend that commission as an indiscriminate call to all, He is the 
autbnr of a stran\5e and very confused medley of doctrine, etc. Is 
there no remedy for this ? Was there no provision made to prevent 
schism, and contention of this kind among the apostles? Evidently 
Jesus was alert to the possibility of such an emergency as this, for He 
told His apostles:-
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Tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem, until ye be endued with power from on 
'high.-Luke 24: 49. 

Why this tarrying? Why this seeming waste of time? Jesus 
realized the human errantry of the men who were before Him. There 
was a possibility that if the eleven apostles were left to themselves 
they wonld preach just eleven differet kinds of doctrine. They needed 
the Spirit of God-the power from on high-to bring them to the 
"unity of the faith." Hence they were to tarry until endued with 
the power that should make them one, and stamp their ministry as 
God-sent. 

They tarried, and so well did the Spirit do its work, that their 
ministry from that time is a grand testimony of their unity with their 
own great Head, Jesus Christ. Oh, that men would '· tarry until 
endued with power from on high" in these days! What an amount 
of contention and strife would cease. It is wrong for a person in this 
age of the world who has not received a direct call from God to do 
evangelical work, to presume to "go into all the world to preach the 
gospel " on the assumption that the SaviOur's speciRl wards to eleven 
men are a call to him. Those words never were a call to anybody. 
They were not rc call to the n,postles themselves. We httYe already 
shown that the apostles were called, or chosen, by Jesus a long time 
previous to the time when the commission was given. Why this 
'COmn1ission then ? As previously shown, this commision was a 
broadening of their mission. Their mission had previously been only 
to the J ewg, now they were told to move out into " all the world." 
Does the commission apply to anyone in this age of the world? Yes, 
it applies to those who have been properly called of God to do the 
same kind of work as that done by the apostles-evangelical work. 
In the .Jerusalem church of nineteen hundred years ago, there were 
two classes of officers : evangelical, such as apostles and seventies. or 
evangelists ; and pastoral, web for instance as elders, teachers, 
deacons, bishops, etc. Although the latter class were duly called of 
God, we bave no evidence that any of them travelled. bnt the record 
points to the fact that they were standing· ministers to the several 
churches. 

And when they had ordained them elders in every church, and had prayed 
with fasting, they commended them to the Lord on whom they believecl.
Acts 14: 23. 

For what were these elders ordained? To the elders at Ephesus 
Paul said:-

Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the 
Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the church of God, which He hath 
purchased with His own blood.-Acts 20: 28. 

'l'heir duties thEm were to be " overseers." They were to " feed 
the flock." 

The duties of the deacom are defined in Acts 6, wherein it is 
recorded that they were ordained that they might minister to the 
church in ''serving tables," etc. The bishop wa~ the treasurer. The 
best history supports this. The name teacher would imply that the 
teaching was done in the chur·ch, else why the name? The evangelical 
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officers were te<tchers to the w"rld, primarily. How were these officers 
called? Panl told the elde:o-< of Ephesus that the "Holy Ghost " had: 
made them ovetseer~. In fact, this seems to have been the way in 
which all officers were called. In ohe case of t)aul and Barnabas 
(apostles),-

The Holy Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul for the work 
whereunto I h>Lve called them.- Acts 13: 2. 

In Ephesians 4: 8-11 we read:-
Wherefore He ;;aith, When He ascended up on high, He led captivity captive, 

and gave gifts unto men . . . And He gave some, [to be] apostles; and some, 
prophets ; and some, evangelists ; and some, pastors and teachers. 

When were these given? When He ascended up on high. How 
did they know He gave them? He communicated His will to them 
by a system of " wireless telegraphy" known as revelation. The 
Holy Ghost was the medium used to reveal the fact that th se 
appointments hacl been made. (t'ee Acts 13: l, 2, and 20: 28.) 

Why were these gifts (offices) given to the church? home were 
given "for the perfecting of the haints," others, "for the work of the 
rninistry," and ·• the edifying of the body of Christ." (Verse 12.) 

Did those to whom the gifts (offices) were first given accomplish 
"the perfecting of the saints?" No, judging from the great apostasy 
that occurred, and the present d1sjointed, weak state of christendom. 
Did they accomplish all the "work of the ministry " that is to be 
done? No, there is as much need for real gospel preaching as ever. 

Theri seeing that these gifts or offices were conferred for the 
"perfecting of tbe saints, for the work of the ministry, and for the 
edifying of the body of Christ," and that the work was not and could 
not all be accom1lished at the death of the penons who received the 
appointments, is it not reasonable to believe that tbe,e gifts will be 
conft rred on others, while God has a true church on earth? In fact 
we are expressly told in the next (13th) verse that these gifts or offices 
will remmn in the church " till we all come in the unity of the faith." 
If this particular onh•r of thingil can bring about a unity of the fa,th, 
there never was an <1ge of the world's history when they were needed 
as much as now. Why is there so much strife, contention and 
disunion? It is because men have not been content with the kind of 
officer,; which God gave to the church, and have instituted other offices 
as a mec~ns to the desired end of unity in the church. Is it strange 
that since they have cast God's order aside, the officers whom men 
have presumed to appoint have signally failed to bring about the 
desired unity. 

We have seen, therefore, that the King did appoint officers to 
administer His laws, and to baptize subjects into His kingdom, just as 
the kings of the earth appoint officers to initiate foreigners into their 
kingdoms. That persons not so authorized could not admit others 
into the kingdom is plainly evident from a reading of Acts 19, wherein 
Paul is said to have met some men who bad without doubt been 
baptized by some one not having the proper authority-possibly by 
Apollos, "who knew only the baptism of John." The people told 
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Paul that they had received the baptism of John. But Paul saw 
instantly that there had been a mistake. John alwaystold the people 
to believe on the Lord Jesus, who would baptize with fire and the 
Holy Ghost. These people knew nothing about the Holy Ghost. 
Hence it is reasonable to believe that they did not receive the. baptism 
of John at all, but that they were baptized by the man Apollos, who 
also had to be taught" more perfectly." (t:3ee preceding chapter.)., 
Paul did not recognize the man's authority (whoever he was) to 
baptize, and so he bctptized the people over again. 

From this it is plain that only those who were duly appointed by 
God had authority to baptize in New 'l'estament times, and only such 
could teach the whole gospel. Those who were officers in those days 
either received their appointment direct from God through Jesus, when 
He was on the earth, or by direct rEvelation by means of the Holy Ghost 
after He had. ascended on high. Since then, there has been a falling 
away--a dark night of apostasy. History reveals the fact that men 
have changed many of the laws of the kingdom; that they themselves 
have appointee! other officers, and have cast out the officers set in the 
church by God. (1 Cor. 12.) In fact, so radical were the changes 
mane, tbnt not ma.ny centnries hacl. before it IH1s im]Joosiblc to 
recognize the distinguishing marks of the Church of Christ in that 
which laid claim to the title. \Yell could Jesus. looking through the 
unerring telescope of prophecy, say:-

The kingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force.
Matt 11: 12. 

Not many centuries after this prophecy, the kingdom of God was 
indeed taken bv force, at the hands of wicked men, who transformed 
the glorious "kingdom of God's dear Son" into one of the kingdoms 
of this world. From that time the voice of God was not heard for 
centuries directing His people ; xnen no longer bad the offices 
mentioned in Ephesians 4, and 1 Corinthians 12, conferred upon them. 
No more was the power of the Holy Ghost manifested in the 
miraculous ways mentionecl in JYbrk 16: 16; 1 Corinthians 12; Acts 
2, etc. What was the reason? Had the time of pecrfection spoken of 
in 1 Corinthians 13: 10 come, when these gifts should be done away? 
Hardly! For if the apostles snw only through a "glass darkly " 
when they bad the glorious gifts of prophecy, tongues, miracles, etc., 
these later p8ople saw not at a.ll! They were fartber away than ever 
from that perfect time, when the righteous shall see face to face, and 
know as they are known. '!'bey must still "walk by faith and not by 
sight;" but the privilege of seeing into the future tbrougb the 
" darkened glass " of prophecy had been denied them. They had 
removed their confidence from God to the arm of flesh, and God took 
away the glorious gifts (through which apostles and prophets looked 
into the future as through a "glass darkly") and left then1 to grope 
their way through the darkness by themselves. 

After a time the grey dawn of the Heformll.tion began to break, 
and a determined warfare was waged against the " idolatry " which 
posed as the religion of Jesus Christ. All honor to the brave and 
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good men who. fought so nobly, and gained for us the amount of 
religious liberty which all may now enjoy. But did any of them 
Testore the ancient order of things ? True, many reforms may be 
attributed to them ; but under none of them was direct communication 
restored with Him who sits as the Head of the church, in heaven. 
While the church was pure and true, He directed it by revelation. 
l'fien why did He not direct in the work of the Reformation in the 
liiatne way? Was it not because the reformers wen, not seeking to 
.JJ-e&tore the pure church of Jesus back to the earth, with all its heaven
tllJi?pointed officers, gifts, and graces, but to reforrn the corrupt church 
which had taken its place? No doubt they acted up to all the light 
they had received, and will be rewarded for the good work done, but 
1ihe'ir mission was not to ·restore. No doubt these reformers were 
uiitlized as indirect agencies by the Lord, to prepare the way for a 
m~nistry which he had destined to restore the ancient order of things. 

The Lord had, through the mouth of His holy prophet, Malachi, 
saad in the third chapter :-

Behold, I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare the way before me: 
ani!. the Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to His temple, even the 
m!ll;;senger of the covenant, whom ye delight in: behold, I:Ie shall come, saith the 
Lord of hosts. But who may abide the day of His coming? and who shall stand 
when He appeareth? for He is like a refiner's fire, and like fuller's soap : and He 
shall sit as a refiner and purifier of silver: and He shall purify the sons of Levi, 
and purge them as gold and silver, that they may offer l!lnto the Lord an offering 
in righteousness. Then shall ·the offering of Jndah and Jerusalem be pleasant 
unto the Lord, as in the days of old, and as in former years. -Mal. 3: l-4. 

All the expressions used in this scripture show that the second 
ea1ning of the Lord is referred to. It could not have been His first 
cuming, because He did not come suddeuly to His temple then. 
Ne:ither was it at all difficult to sta.nd when He appeared. A messeuger 
was to precede His coming. But, says oue, that was John the 
Baptist. Granted! But this citatiou does not refer only to the time 
wheu H9 came as the forerunner of the Lord when He was cradled in 
a manger. The Lord says, "Behold, I will send My messenger," and 
he was to come before our Lord's secoud appearing, in glory. John 
camB in the flesh to be the forerunuer of Christ, nineteen hundred 
years ago. He theu fulfilled the prophecy:-

Tbe voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord; 
make Bis paths straight.-Luke 3: 4. 

He was beheaded for the testimouy of Jesus, and so if he comes as 
the forerunner of Jesus again, he must come in the form of an angel. 
In Revelation, John writes and says:-

And I saw another angel fiy in the midst of heaven, having the everlasting 
.gospel to preach unto them that elwell on the earth, and to every nation, and 
kindred, and tongue, and-people.-Rev. 14: 6. 

A messenger is to come before the second coming of the Lord . 
. John the Baptist, who came in the spirit and power of Elias niueteen 
hundred years ago, is to be that messenger. Having been beheaded, 
'he must come as an angel. The reader may not think it possible for 
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anyone who has departed this life to return to the earth again in the 
·form of an angeL Not only is such a thing possible, but the 
Scriptures record one instance au least in which a, departed servant of 
·God has returned to the earth in the form of an angel of God. In 
Revelation 22:8-9, John testifies thus:-

And I, John, saw these things rmd heard them. And when I had heard and 
seen, I fell down to worship before the feet of the rmgel, which showed me these 
things Then saith he unto me, see thou do it not : for I am thy tellow -•ervant, 
and of thy brethren the prophet-s, and of them which keep the sayings of this book: 
worship God. 

John saw an angelic messenger coming to the earth, with the everlasting 
gospel. Would this angel need to come if the pure gospel of ,Jesus had 
always been on tbe earth? No; it came to 1'Pstore that which had 
been lost tbrongh apostasy. 

!viR. CHARLES 'WESLEY, although one of the reformers, and a 
founder of a great church, looked for a final restoration of the Church 
of Christ in all its glory, as will be seen by these lines, of which be is 
the author:--

Onco he in tl1e Baptist e>WlP., 

And virtue's paths restored; 
Pointed sinners to the Lamb; 

Forerunner of the Lord. 

,','eut nuain (rmn ParruiiKe, 
Elijah shall the tidings bring; 

Jesus comes; ye saints, rtrjse, 
A1ul meet youT heaven(y J(ing 

Previous to the dreadful clay 
Which shall thy foes consume, 

Jesus prepare thy Wl1Y; 

Let the last prophet cume. 

These lines show plainly ihat lv1 r. 'N esley was not satisfied with 
the state of oemi-rln,rkness which existea bv reason of dire.ct 
communica,tion with heaven- the source of all sp~ritual light-having 
ceased. He looked for a time when the Lord God would again work; 
when one would be sent again from prrradise in the spirit and power 
of Elijah, to bring back to earth the pm<'l gospel of ,Jesus, so long lost 
to it, and restore communication with Him who is the Head of the 
Church, and whose right it is to direct its workings. 

\Vhat a glorious hope must have inspirecl him in the midst of all 
the division and spiritual darkness which reigi1ed mpreme at that 
time, to put into words that they might be banded down to others, 
the prophetic announcement-taken from Gon's word-that before 
Jesus appears in glory, He would send a messenger from paradise, 
who would restore again ''the kingdom of God's dear Son," and 
bring back to the earth the authority so long lost to it. He and 
others were working for the cause of Christ, but they had taken the 
mission upon themselves. They preached, "Whosoever shall ca,ll 
upon the name of the Lord shall be saved; " but in this connection 
.the word of the Lord asks :-
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How then sht'Lll they call on Him in whom they have not be'lieveli! ? ,and l'!ow· 
shall they believe .in Him of whom they have not heard? and how shall they hear 
without a preacher? and how shall they preach, except they be sent? -Rom. 10: 14, 15. 

Men who are not sent can preach. but how shall (or do) they 
preach? Why, they go out, and contradict each other, and if they do 
happen to agree upon anything, it is to contradict what Jesus and His 
heaven-sent and divinely inspired apostles have taught. All ministers 
of Christ should preach the one gospel; and we are ccnfident that it is 
not the system of Christ by which men preaching so many different
gospels, go forth. If anything is ever done by which unity in gospel 
preaching is brought about, it will be a very different system to that 
which now obtains. Under the present "orthodox" system, anybody 
and everybody may go and preach just as he desires. There are no 
restrictions. Was it so in Bible times? We have seen that all the 
minister.s of Christ, mentioned in the New Testament, were called of 
God-Heaven-sP.nt· ·were there any exceptions to this rule? Not 
one; for in Hebrews 5: 1-4, Paul, in speaking of the ministers of 
Jesus Christ, or the "high priest taken from among men" "ordained 
for men in things pertaining to God," says: "No man taketh this 
honor nnto himself, but he th[l,t is C[tlled of God. as wo~s A'1ron." n 
is this honor: 'Po ant "(or rnen in thinqs pertaininp to God, ' that 
cou.ld not be nsurped. All ministers of Christ must be called of God 
"as Wr1S Aamn." How was he called? In just the Sttme way as· 
were the ministers of Christ in the first century-by revelation. (See 
Ex. 28: 1.) 

Here, then, is the key to the whole trouble. Men were not called 
in that way among the reformers, nor are they by the popular churches 
that exist now; hence the present confusion. But if they were to wait 
until called of God, as w11s Aaron and the ministers of our Lord 
nineteen hundred years ago, and then "tarry until endued ·with power 
from on high," this confmion would all cease, rmc1 unity and_ love 
would prevail. This was evidently what JoHN and CHARLl'~S \VESLEY 
were looking for when they wrote:-

""What could God have done, which He hath not done, to convince you that 
the day is comin,s, that the time is at hand, when He shall fulfil His glorious, 
pron1isej (ZJul will a .. ri.'ie to 1nnintain 1-JL-; own <;ause, and set up I-Iis kingdon1. -John 
Wesley in sermon seventy-one. 

Almighty God of love, 
Set, up the a•tracting sign, 

And swnmon whom Thou do'st approve 
For messengers divine. 

From favored Abram's seed 
The ne11! apostles choose, 

In isles and continents to spread 
'l'he soul reviving news. 

--Charles Wesley, in Wesleyan Hymns. 

Dear reader, God ha~ ttrisen to maintain His own cause, and set. 
up His kingdom. The angel has flown with the everlasting gospeL 
The Elijrth bas again come and restored the authority to administer 
in God's holy ordinances. Once again con'nnunication is established 
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<between earth and heaven ; and once again God has called men by 
·direct revelation, and sent them forth with the glad message that the 
"everlasting gospel" has been restored to the earth. The message is 
to you. Will you examine it, and see if the Lord God is indeed 
working? That ~uch a claim is made should demand from you a 
.candid and free investigation. Do not pass it carelessly by, for i£ 
true, this message is fraught with life and salvation to you. If false, 
you will be justified in rejecting it; if true, you cannot afford to 
remain in ignorance of it. 

We have seen that the prophecies point to the fact that just 
before the coming of the Lord a messenger will be sent from the 
courts of glory. 'l'hat messenger was to be John the Baptist. He 
was to come as ·an angel; in the spirit and power of Elias. Elias 
belonged to the priesthood, God's ministry then on the earth, and was 
inspired with the Spirit of God. (See 1 Kings 18: 21-38.) To come 
in the spirit and power of Elias, John must come with power to confer 
the holy priesthood and the Spirit of God which was present with 
Elijah. The -wesleys and othc,-s anxiously nwaitec1 his coming. 
When be came he must come to some one. 

WHO WAS IT TO BE ? 

On the 23rd day of December, 1805, there was born at the town 
of Sharon, \Vinclsor county, Vermont, U.S.A .. the personage to whom 
this divine messenger has come. His name was Joseph Smith. Born 
of parents religious, he was religiously inclined, and at an early age 
became concerned about his soul's salvation. In his own home the 
division and contention characteristic of the Christian world vYas 
brought plainly before him ; wme of his family favouring one sect and 
some another. \Vhile waverir~g in his mind upon which sect to unite 
with, he chanced one day to read :-

If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveth to all men 
liberally, and upbraideth not; and it shall be given him.-James 1: 5. 

Accordingly he retired to the woods to ask Gocl's direction, as to 
which church he should unite with. He says :-

My object in going to inquire of the Lord was to know which of all the sects 
was right, that I might know which to join. 

While praying, two l)ersonnges appeared befm·e him in glory, 
standing above him in the air. One of them called him by name, and 
pointing to the other, said : " This is my beloved Son, hear him." 

He continues:-
I asked the personages who stood above me in the light, which of all the sects 

was right (for at this time it had never entered into my heart that all were wrong), 
and which I should join. I was answered that I must join none of them, for they 
were all wrong, and the personage who addressed me said that all their creeds 
were an abomination in His sight; that those professors were all corrupt; " They 
draw near to Me with their lips, but their hearts are far from Me ; they teach for 
doctrine the commandments of men, having a form of godliness, but they deny the 
power thereof." He again forbade me to join with any of them.-1'imes a.nd 
.Seasons, vol. 3, p. 748. 
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At this time he was but a young boy, about fifteen years of age;. 
and for a number of years after that the Lord kept up communication 
with him, instructing him and fitting him for the great work that was 
before him. When the Lord had sufficiently instructed him, and the 
time for the work to begin had arrived, He sent an angel (whom they 
said was John the Baptist) to confer the priesthood upon him, and & 

worker named Oliver Cowdery. He says, regarding that occasion:-
While we were thus employed, praying and calling upon the Lord, a 

messenger from heaven descended in a cloud of light, and having laid his hands 
upo:1 us, he ordained us, saying unto us, "Upon you, my fellow servants, in the 
name of Messiah, I confer the p1·iesthood of Aaron, which holds the keys of the 
ministering of angels and of the gospel of repentance, and of baptism by 
immersion, for the remission of sins; and this shall never be taken again from 
the earth, until the sons of Levi do offer again an offering unto the Lord in 
righteousness."-Church History, vol. 1, pp. 34-36. 

Oliyer Cowdery corroborated this testirnomy. They also said:
The messenger who visited us on this occasion, and conferred this priesthood 

upon us, said that his name was John, the same that is called John the Baptist, in 
the New Testament . . . It was on the fifteenth day of 1\lay, 1829, that we were 
baptized a,ncl onlained under the ha,n<ls o[ the nw;:;;Jeflger.-Chu.i.'Ch History, Yol. 1, 
p. 36. 

When we consic1er that both these men up to the last, in the 
face of the bitterest persecution, maintained the truthfulness of this 
testimony, we think that it chould demand the consideration of all 
those who are "honest in head." 

Tho messenger was to come. Why not t•) Joseph Smith? The 
time is ripe anc1 no one else makes the claim. The Messenger must 
come. In accordance with divine command given to Joseph Smith, 
"the kingdom of God," "the Church of Christ," was once a.gain set 
up on the earth, April 6, 1880, with six members 

It was afterwards decided to call the church (in accordance with 
divine cornmand) "The Church of Jesus Christ," tbe members of 
which were to be known as "Latter-Day-S>1ints." 

From that time men called of God by revelfttion, "as was Aaron," 
have gone forth preaching this good tidings of the restored gospel, and 
the same joyous story of the cross as was preached by those whom 
God appointed in days of old. Like those delegated by God of old, 
they have authority to initiate subjects into the "kingdom of God." 

Although the Lord had dealt so kindly by the people of His 
choice, like in days of old, the net gathered of the good and bad alike. 
Nineteen hundrec! years ago Judas and other traitorous fish were found 
in the net. The " kingdom of God" set up in these ls,st days also 
had its bad fish. It also hnc1 its traitor (Judas) in the person of·' 
Brighnm Young, who drew away a lnrge company of the church ftfter 
him, nnd retaining the name of the church, organized another body, 
re-baptized his membership, and introduced the detestable doctrines of 
polygamy, "Adam-god" worship, and "blood atonement." This 
caused a partinl disorgnni7.ation; but the Lorcl moved ag .1in, and. 
brought about a re-organization of those who had remained faithful. 
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Reader, we present the "Re-organized Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day-Saints " for your consideration. It is the "kingdom of 
God" on earth Jesus is its Head. He has appointed officers as in 
days of old. His gospel is the same "good tidings" as when first 
heralded by holy men of God in and around Jerusalem.. The laws of 
initiation are the same, and the same kind of heaven-appointed officer:s 
stand ready to induct you into the kingdom. The gifts of the gospel 
are enjoyed, as in apostolic day~. The signs mentioned in Mark 16: 
16, do follow the believer; and as in days of old God's ministers 
declare: " If anlf man will do the will of the Father, he shall KNOW 

of the doctrine." 

Reader, try it; put the matter to the. test;. and all doubt· will 
disappear. 
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