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Quod scriptura, non iubet vetat

The Latin translates, “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:’

On the Cover: Baptists rejoice to hold in common with other evangelicals the main
principles of the orthodox Christian faith. However, there are points of difference and
these differences are significant. In fact, because these differences arise out of God’s
revealed will, they are of vital importance. Hence, the barriers of separation between
Baptists and others can hardly be considered a trifling matter. To suppose that Baptists
are kept apart solely by their views on Baptism or the Lord’s Supper is a regrettable
misunderstanding. Baptists hold views which distinguish them from Catholics,
Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Lutherans, Methodists, Pentecostals, and
Presbyterians, and the differences are so great as not only to justify, but to demand, the
separate denominational existence of Baptists. Some people think Baptists ought not
teach and emphasize their differences but as E.J. Forrester stated in 1893, “Any
denomination that has views which justify its separate existence, is bound to
promulgate those views. If those views are of sufficient importance to justify a
separate existence, they are important enough to create a duty for their promulgation ...
the very same reasons which justify the separate existence of any denomination make
it the duty of that denomination to teach the distinctive doctrines upon which its sepa-
rate existence rests.” If Baptists have a right to a separate denominational life, it is
their duty to propagate their distinctive principles, without which their separate life
cannot be justified or maintained.

Many among today’s professing Baptists have an agenda to revise the Baptist
distinctives and redefine what it means to be a Baptist. Others don’t understand why it
even matters. The books being reproduced in the Baptist Distinctives Series are
republished in order that Baptists from the past may state, explain and defend the
primary Baptist distinctives as they understood them. It is hoped that this Series will
provide a more thorough historical perspective on what it means to be distinctively
Baptist.



The Lord Jesus Christ asked, “And why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things
which I say?” (Luke 6:46). The immediate context surrounding this question explains
what it means to be a true disciple of Christ. Addressing the same issue, Christ’s
question is meant to show that a confession of discipleship to the Lord Jesus Christ is
inconsistent and untrue if it is not accompanied with a corresponding submission to
His authoritative commands. Christ’s question teaches us that a true recognition of His
authority as Lord inevitably includes a submission to the authority of His Word.
Hence, with this question Christ has made it forever impossible to separate His
authority as King from the authority of His Word. These two principles—the authority
of Christ as King and the authority of His Word—are the two most fundamental
Baptist distinctives. The first gives rise to the second and out of these two all the other
Baptist distinctives emanate. As F.M. lams wrote in 1894, “Loyalty to Christ as King,
manifesting itself in a constant and unswerving obedience to His will as revealed in
His written Word, is the real source of all the Baptist distinctives:” In the search for the
primary Baptist distinctive many have settled on the Lordship of Christ as the most
basic distinctive. Strangely, in doing this, some have attempted to separate Christ’s
Lordship from the authority of Scripture, as if you could embrace Christ’s authority
without submitting to what He commanded. However, while Christ’s Lordship and
Kingly authority can be isolated and considered essentially for discussion’s sake, we
see from Christ’s own words in Luke 6:46 that His Lordship is really inseparable from
His Word and, with regard to real Christian discipleship, there can be no practical
submission to the one without a practical submission to the other.

In the symbol above the Kingly Crown and the Open Bible represent the inseparable
truths of Christ’s Kingly and Biblical authority. The Crown and Bible graphics are
supplemented by three Bible verses (Ecclesiastes 8:4, Matthew 28:18-20, and Luke
6:46) that reiterate and reinforce the inextricable connection between the authority of
Christ as King and the authority of His Word. The truths symbolized by these
components are further emphasized by the Latin quotation - quod scriptura, non iubet
vetat— i.e., “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:” This Latin quote has
been considered historically as a summary statement of the regulative principle of
Scripture. Together these various symbolic components converge to exhibit the two
most foundational Baptist Distinctives out of which all the other Baptist Distinctives
arise. Consequently, we have chosen this composite symbol as a logo to represent the
primary truths set forth in the Baptist Distinctives Series.
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PREFACE.

In the Preface to the “ Manual of Theology,” published
last year, it was said :—* This volume contains nothing
respecting the externals of religion. The form of godliness
is important, as well as its power, and the doctrine respect-
ing it is a component part of the Christian system; but I
have been unable to include it in the present work.” The
defect here acknowledged, the following treatise on Church
Order, including the ceremonies of Christianity, is intended
in part to supply.

In all religious investigations, the Holy Scriptures are
our chief source of knowledge. This is especially true
in regard to positive institutes, which derive all their obli-
gation from the revealed will of the lawgiver. The pre-
sent work, therefore, relies wholly on the Bible for proof
of its positions, so far as they relate to subjects on which
the Bible professes to give instruction. But the volume
of inspiration was not given to teach us the meaning of
words, or the facts of ecclesiastical history after the times
of the apostles. When these subjects come under inves-
tigation, I have made such reference to human authority
as the case seemed to require. It has been my aim, how-
ever, so to lay the facts before the mind of the reader, as
to give full scope for the exercise of private judgment,
and a consciousness that he is not bowing to the decisions
of any fallible master.

In most of the investigations attempted in these pages,
the sacred volume sheds its light on our path, and enables
us to tread the way with confidence ; but, at a few points,

(ii)



iv PREFACE.

the light seems to shine with less clearness. Here, the
inquiry becomes appropriate, whether the very silence of
Scripture is not instructive? We may infer that whatever
is not clearly revealed, must be of less importance; and
that difference of judgment respecting it ought not to
divide the people of God.

The objections and opposing arguments which this work
encounters, are such as appear to me most likely to em-
barrass an inquirer. They are generally expressed in my
own language; but, in the discussions on baptism, I am in
a few instances indebted for the language, as well as the
thoughts, to the Lectures of Dr. Woods. In controverting
the opinions of Baptist authors, I have, in some instances,
thought it best to present these opinions in the form of
direct quotation.

The preparation of this treatise has yielded less religious
enjoyment to the Author, than was experienced in writing
the “ Manual.” The subject has less to do with the heart,
and furnished fewer occasions for those emotions in which
religious enjoyment consists. But the work has been pro-
secuted under a calm conviction of duty; and if it shall
tend to produce, in those who read it, a scrupulous adher-
ence to the precepts of Christ, with expansive love to all
who bear his image, the Author’s labor will not be in vain.
With a hope that it may contribute somewhat to this
result, it is commended to the blessing of him whose will
it attempts to unfold.

Gratitude requires that I should acknowledge my obli-
gations to the Rev. G. W. Samson, of Washington City,
and the Rev. A. M. Poindexter, of Richmond, Va. These
brethren have kindly made suggestions, from which the
work has received valuable improvements; and Mr. Sam-
son has directly contributed the chief article in the
Appendix.

July 31, 1858.
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CHURCH ORDER.

INTRODUCTION.

OBEDIENCE TO CHRIST.

To love God with all the heart is the sum of all duty. Love
must be exercised according to the relations which we bear. When
a parent loves his child, he feels bound to exercise parental autho-
rity over it for its benefit ; but the love of a child towards a parent
requires obedience. So love to God produces obedience ; for it is
impossible to love God supremely without a supreme desire to please
him in all things. Hence this one principle contains, involved in
it, perfect obedience to every divine requirement.

The loveliness of the divine character is not abated, by being
exhibited in the humble nature of man, in the person of Jesus
Christ. In him the glory of the Father appears, claiming our
supreme affections; and he is invested with the Father’s autho-
rity, to which perfect obedience is due. The divine perfections
are rendered fmore intelligible to us by his mediation; and, in
proportion to the clearness of the discovery, the obligation to love
and obey becomes increased.

A powerful motive, to love and obey Christ, is drawn from the
love which he has manifested in dying for us. Paul felt this in
an overpowering degree, when he said, ¢ I am crucified with Christ,
nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me; and the
life which I now live in the flesh, I live by the faith of the Son

©)



10 INTRODUCTION.

of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me.”! The same
overpowering impulse to love and obedience, is brought to view in
another declaration of this apostle: ¢ The love of Christ con-
straineth us; because we thus judge, that if one died for all, ther
were all dead ; and that he died for all, that they which live should
not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him which died for
them,and rose again.”?> When our love to the Saviour grows cold,
we should repair to his cross, and fix our thoughts on the exhibi-
tion of love there presemted. And when we feel our hearts melt,
the recollection that the suffering Saviour is God over all, must
produce a full purpose to yield to him the obedience of all our
powers during our whole existence. From the cross we come forth
to be Christ’s, resolved to glorify him with our bodies and our
spirits, which are his.

Jesus said to his disciples, “If ye love me, keep my command-
ments.”” This claim of obedience is cordially admitted by every
true disciple. When the first emotion of love to Christ throbbed
in the heart of the persecuting Saul, he inquired, ¢ Lord, what wilt
thou have me to do?”

The first disciples were required to serve their Lord and Master
by strenuous efforts to spread his religion through the world; and
the same obligation devolves on us. He came to be the Saviour
of the world ; and, notwithstanding the humility of his appearance,
and the feebleness of the instrumentality which he chose, the reli-
gion of the despised Nazarene must prevail over the earth, and
bless every nation of mankind. The conquest of the world has
not yet been achieved, but the work is before us; and, if we are
loyal subjects of Zion’s King, we must give ourselves to its accom-
plishment.

The means which our King employs, for diffusing the blessings
of his reign, are not such as human wisdom would have adopted.
It has pleased the Lord, “by the foolishness of preaghing, to save
them that believe.”” It has seemed good to infinite wisdom, that
the religion which is to bless mankind, should be propagated by the
simple instrumentality of the Christian ministry and the Christian
churches. If we seek military force, or legislative enactments, to
accomplish the work, we turn away from the simplicity of Christ,

! Gal. ii, 20. 22 Cor. v. 14, 15.



OBEDIENCE TO CHRIST. 11

and convert his kingdom into one of this world; and, whenever
human wisdom has attempted, in any particular, to improve the
simple means that Christ ordained, the progress of truth and
righteousness has been impeded.

Much that has existed, and that now exists, among the professed
followers of Christ, cannot be contemplated by one who sincerely
loves him, without deep distress. Different creeds, and different
ecclesiastical organizations, have divided those who bear his name
into hostile parties, and Christianity has been disgraced, and its
progress retarded. The world has seen hatred and persecution
where brotherly love ought to have been exhibited ; and Christ has
been crucified afresh, and put to open shame, by those who claim
to be his disciples.

For these evils, what shall be the remedy ? Shall we look to the
wisdom of this world, to devise the cure? Human wisdom did not
originate the institutions of Christianity; and it is now unable to
give them efficiency. We must return to the feet of our divine
Master, and again receive his instructions. Let us, in the spirit
of obedient disciples, inquire for the good old paths, that we may
walk therein. No individual can accomplish everything; but it is
his duty to do what he can. Let each one show that he possesses
the spirit of Christ, and carefully obey all the commands of Christ.
If he cannot cure the existing evils, he will, at least, not increase
them ; and the influence of his example may produce salutary
effects beyond his most sanguine hopes.

The true spirit of obedience is willing to receive the slightest
intimations of the divine will. All the truths of Revelation are
not equally clear; yet none of them may be disregarded because
of difficulty in their investigation. If some most needful to be
known, are presented prominently on the inspired pages, and
written in characters so large that he who runs may read; there
are others which are discoverable only by diligent search. Yet the
truths, thus discovered, are precious gems dug from an exhaustless
mine ; and even the very labor of discovery brings its own reward
in the mental and spiritual discipline which it furnishes. The dili-
gent student of the Scriptures derives an abundant recompense for
his toil, not only from the enlarged and clearer views of divine
truth to which he attains, but also from that constant exercise of
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humility and faith, for which he finds occasion at every step of his
progress.

As the truths of revelation differ in the clearness with which
they are exhibited, so our faith embraces them with different
degrees of strength. A man who does not investigate for himself,
may receive, with unwavering confidence, and maintain, with obsti-
nate pertinacity, every dogma of his party: but he who uses his
own powers in the search after truth, will find some things to be
received as undoubted articles of faith, others as opinions to be
held with various degrees of confidence, according to the strength
of evidence with which they have been severally presented to the
mind. By not furnishing overpowering evidence on every question
of faith and practice, the divine wisdom has given scope for the
moral dispositions of men to exert their influence. A careful
inquiry respecting the minutest portions of duty, and a fixed deter-
mination to observe the will of God in every particular, may
exhibit proofs of obedience more strong and decisive, than would
be possible, if all truth and duty were discovered by intuition.

Our obedience to Christ should be universal. The tithing of
mint, anise, and cummin, is of less moment than the weightier
matters of law, judgment, mercy, and faith; but it is not there-
fore to be disregarded. Christ taught that both were to be
observed. ¢ These ought ye to have done, and not to leave the
other undone.”! Church order and the ceremonials of religion,
are less important than a new heart; and in the view of some, any
laborious investigation of questions respecting them may appear to
be needless and unprofitable. But we know, from the Holy Scrip-
tures, that Christ gave commands on these subjects, and we cannot
refuse to obey. Love prompts our obedience; and love prompts
also the search which may be necessary to ascertain his will. Let
us, therefore, prosecute the investigations which are before us,
with a fervent prayer, that the Holy Spirit, who guides into all
truth, may assist us to learn the will of him whom we supremely
love and adore.

1 Matt. xxiii. 23.



CHAPTER 1.

BAPTISM.
Secrion I—PERPETUITY OF BAPTISM.

WATER BaAPTISM IS A CHRISTIAN ORDINANCE OF PERPETUAL
OBLIGATION.

The commission of Christ to his apostles reads thus: ¢ Go, teach
all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, 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,
even unto the end of the world.””* It is not expressly stated in these
words that water must be used in the baptizing which is enjoined ;
but so common is the use of water, that a command to immerse,
wash, or sprinkle, naturally implies the use of it, unless something
in the circumstances of the case, or connection of the word, suggests
the use of some other liquid. The word baptize is often used in
Scripture where water is implied without being expressly men-
tioned. The apostles had been accustomed to the administration
of water baptism. They had been chosen to be Christ’s attend-
ants and witnesses, from the baptism of John ;2 and, in all proba-
bility, many of them saw their Master baptized in the Jordan.
They had witnessed John’s baptism in other cases; and some, if
not all of them, had been baptized by him. After Jesus entered
on his ministry, it was said that he ‘“made and baptized more
disciples than John.””® Water baptism must be intended here ; and
we are expressly informed that the disciples, and not Jesus himself,
administered it. This they did while they were under the imme-

1 Matt. xxviii. 19, 20. ? Acts 1. 22, 8 John iv. 1.
(13)



14 BAPTISM.

diate direction of their Master, and were his personal attendants.
His ministry, and their baptisms, were confined to the nation of
Israel. The commission quoted above enlarged the field of their
operation. The presence of their Master was promised, though
his body was about to be removed from them ; and the command
to teach or make disciples, and to baptize, would naturally be inter-
preted by them according to the use of terms to which they had
been accustomed. In their subsequent ministry, they preached and
baptized ; and the record, called the Acts of the Apostles, contains
frequent mention of baptisms. In these, no reasonable doubt can
exist that water was used : and sometimes it is expressly mentioned.

The commission was given, just before Christ ascended to heaven,
and was designed for the dispensation which was to follow. The
apostles, before proceeding to execute it, were commanded to tarry
in Jerusalem until they should be endued with power from on high.
This promised power was given when the Holy Spirit was poured
out upon them on the day of Pentecost. It is clear, therefore,
that, in the view of the Lord Jesus, water baptism was not incon-
sistent with the spiritual dispensation which the day of Pentecost
introduced.

Besides its literal use, the word baptize is sometimes employed
figuratively, when spiritual influence, or overwhelming sufferings,
are intended. In such instances there is always something in the
context, or circumstances of the case, directing to the proper inter-
pretation. When there is nothing that directs to a figurative inter-
pretation, we are required, by a well known law of eriticism, to
take the word in its literal sense. According to this law, we are
bound to interpret literally the language of plain command used
in the commission; and, if “baptizing” must be taken literally,
no doubt can exist that the use of water was intended in the com-’
mand.

Since the ascension of Christ, no change of dispensation has
occurred by which the commission could be revoked. The promise
which it contains, of Christ’s presence until the end of the world,
implies its perpetuity. Under this commission the ministers of
Christ now act, and by it they are bound, according to the mani-
fest intention of his words, to administer water baptism.

In different ages of Christianity some persons have denied the
obligation of water baptism. The modern sect, called Quakers,
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are of this number. The objections which they urge deserve our
attention.

Objection 1.—The proper rendering of the commission, is,  bap-
tizing into the name of,”” &c. The name of God signifies his power,
or some influence proceeding from him. The baptism ¢nto spiritual
influence cannot be water baptism.

We admit the correction of the translation, but not the inference
drawn from it. The same Greek preposition is used in other pas-
sages which forbid the inference now drawn. John said, ““I bap-
tize you unto [into] repentance.”” Repentance is a spiritual duty:
but baptism into repentance is not, therefore, a spiritual baptism ;
for the words of John fully quoted, are : ¢ I baptize you with water
into repentance.” In another passage it is said, “ John preached
the baptism of repentance for [into] the remission of sins:” and
Peter, on the day of Pentecost, commanded, ¢ Repent and be bap-
tized for [into] the remission of sins.”” The remission of sins is a
spiritual blessing, but it does not follow that baptism into the remis-
sion of sins must be a spiritual baptism. John’s we know was
water baptism ; and when those who received Peter’s command are
gaid to have been baptized, the sacred historian employs the simple
language of plain history: ¢ Then they that gladly received his
word were baptized.” These examples prove that the use of the
preposition ¢nto, is not inconsistent with the literal interpretation
of the commission.

Objection 2.—The baptism of John is, in the Scriptures, carefully
distinguished from the baptism of Christ; the former being with
water, the latter with the Spirit. The apostles were to act for
Christ, and the commission authorized them to administer A:s bap-
tism. Parallel texts may be found, in which the apostles are said
to impart spiritual gifts.

Although John had predicted, that Christ would baptize with
the Holy Spirit; yet the disciples made by Christ during his per-
sonal ministry, were baptized with water. This was administered
by his disciples, and doubtless with his sanction. The careful
mention by the evangelist that Jesus did not himself baptize,
shows that baptism with the Holy Spirit is not in this case intended.
John’s words, ¢ He shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost,” describe
spiritual baptism as Christ’s peculiar personal work, and we do not

! Acts ii. 41.
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find any passage of Scripture which speaks of the apostles, or any
other ministers of Christ, baptizing with the Holy Spirit. Such
baptism as they had been accustomed to administer, in the presence,
and by the authority of Christ, the commission required them to
administer.

It is true that Paul was sent to the Gentiles, to open their eyes,
and to turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of
Satan unto God; but these things are mentioned as the effects of
his mission, and not as things directly commanded. The duty
commanded, was to preach the gospel. The blessing of God on
his ministry rendered his mission effectual to open the eyes of
the Gentiles, and to confer the spiritual benefits mentioned in
the special commission which he received. But the baptizing men-
tioned in the commission given to the other apostles, is a com-
manded duty, and the command must be understood according to
the literal import of the words.

Objection 3.—Paul teaches that there is one baptism. Now,
there is a baptism of the Spirit; and if water baptism is a per-
petual ordinance of Christianity, there are two baptisms, instead
of one.

Paul says, ¢ One Lord, one faith, and one baptism.” As he
uses the words Lord and faith in their literal senses, so he uses the
word baptism in its literal sense. In this sense there is but one
baptism. John the Baptist foretold that Christ would baptize with
the Holy Spirit : and Jesus said to his disciples, ¢ Ye shall be bap-
tized with the baptism that I am baptized with.”” Both these bap-
tisms were known to Paul. These figurative baptisms were two in
number; while the literal baptism was but one. He must, there-
fore, have intended the latter.

Objection 4.—Peter has defined the true Christian baptism, both
negatively and positively. It is (‘““not the putting away of the filth
of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience toward God), by
the resurrection of Jesus Christ.”! The first clause denies that it
is water baptism; and the second affirms that it is spiritual bap-
tism. This is confirmed by the fact that it is said to save, which
water baptism cannot do. Moreover, the words ¢ the like figure,”
should be rendered tie antitype. When spiritual things are com-
pared to literal, the literal are the type, and the spiritual the anti-
type. Hence, as baptism is called the antitype, spiritual baptism
must be intended.

1] Peter iii. 21.
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Water baptism, as a Christian rite, is not administered to cleanse
the flesh, either literally or ceremonially. It figuratively repre-
sents the burial and resurrection of Christ, on which the believer
relies for salvation. The answer of a good conscience is obtained
by faith in the finished work of Christ, represented in the rite. In
the language of Scripture, a thing is said o be that which it repre-
sents: thus, ¢ The field 48 the world.” ¢ This ¢s my body.” ¢ This
cup 8 the new testament.” So Paul was said to wash away his
sins in baptism, because it represented their being washed away:
and so in this passage, baptism is said to save, because it repre-
sents our salvation, which is effected by the burial and resurrection
of Christ; not by the removing of any corporeal defilement.

The criticism on the word antitype is inaccurate. The antitype
is that which corresponds to the type; but it is not necessarily
spiritual. The earthly sanctuary is, in one place, called the antitype
of the heavenly, ¢ which are the figures [antitypes] of the true.”!
In this passage “ the holy places made with hands” are the antitype ;
and heaven is the type to which the antitype corresponds. This
relation between the type and antitype, reverses the order which
the objection assumes to be universal.

Objection 5.—-The Jews had divers baptisms, which Paul calls
“carnal ordinances imposed on them till the time of reforma-
tion.”” An ordinance is not rendered carnal by the time when it
is observed; but by its own nature. The Jewish baptisms were
commanded by God, and were significant of spiritual things.
Water baptism cannot have higher authority, or be more signifi-
cant; and is, therefore, a carnal ordinance in its own nature, and
not suited to Christ’s spiritual dispensation. It belonged properly
to John’s dispensation, and was designed to be superseded by
Christ’s spiritual baptism, according to the words of John, < He
must increase, but I must decrease.’”

In speaking of the Jewish ceremonies, Paul says, ¢ Which stood
in meats and drinks, and divers baptisms, and carnal ordinances.”
This passage does not confound baptisms, with carnal ordinances,
but seems rather to distinguish between them. Nevertheless, as
the Jewish baptisms sanctified to the purifying of the flesh, there
may be a propriety’in denominating them carnal. Christian bap-
tism is not administered for this purpose; and, therefore, is not

1 Heb. ix. 24, ? Heb. ix. 10. 8 John iii. 30.
2
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carnal in the same sense. But, whatever it may be called, if
Christ instituted it for the observance of his followers, we dare not
account it unsuitable to his dispensation. The Jewish dispensa-
tion abounded with ceremonies; but amidst them all, a spiritual
service was required ; for even then the sacrifices of God were
a broken spirit.! The ceremonies were wisely adapted to pro-
mote spirituality, rather than to hinder it. Our more spiritual dis-
pensation needs fewer helps of this kind: but we are yet in the
body, and Grod has judged it fit to assist our faith by visible repre-
sentations. To reject their use, is to be wiser than God.

Water baptism was not superseded by the baptism of the Spirit.
Whilé Peter was preaching to Cornelius, and those who were in
his house, the Holy Ghost fell on them. The apostle did not con-
sider this a reason for omitting water baptism ; but, on the con-
trary, argued the propriety of administering it, from this very
fact: ¢Can any man forbid water, that these should not be bap-
tized which have received the Holy Ghost, as well as we?”’> Con-
trary to all his previous views, the Holy Spirit had guided the
apostle to preach the gospel to these uncircumcised gentiles, and
to admit them to Christian baptism. If thisrite had been designed
for Jews only, or to be superseded by the baptism of the Spirit,
Peter committed a mistake in commanding these first Gentile con-
verts to be baptized with water. It is true that he had been mis-
taken before, in confining his ministry to the circumcised ; and it
may be argued, that he may have been again mistaken in com-
manding water baptism to the uncircumcised. But the Holy
Ghost was now correcting the first error, and it is wholly improb-
able that in doing this, he should have led him into a second. The
propriety of admitting gentile converts had not been determinéd,
as it afterwards was, by a council of the apostles; but Peter fol-
lowed the teaching of the Holy Spirit, and the subsequent council
justified his act. Now, if he had again mistaken the mind of the
Spirit in commanding the use of water baptism, it is unaccount-
able, and inconsistent with the perfection of the Scriptures, that
neither he nor the council, in reviewing the transaction under the
influence of the Holy Spirit, discovered the mistake ; and that no

1Ps 11 17, 2 Acts x. 47.
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correction, such as was made of the former error, is anywhere to
be found in the inspired writings.

When John spoke the words, ¢ He must increase, but I must
decrease,”” the Jews had said to him, ‘Rabbi, he that was with
thee beyond Jordan, behold the same baptizeth, and all men come
to him.””! The baptism which they reported must have been water
baptism, and so far as John’s words applied to it, they must denote
that water baptism, instead of ceasing under Christ’s dispensation,
would be greatly extended.

Objection 6.—Paul states in Ist. epistle to the Corinthians,
¢ Christ sent me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel;” and he
thanked God that he had baptized so few of them. Now, as he
was not a whit behind the chief of the apostles, water baptism
would not have been omitted in his commission, if it had been
designed to be a perpetual ordinance; and if it was as much his
duty to baptize as to preach, he would not have thanked God that
he had baptized so few. He would as soon have thanked God
that he had preached so little. He baptized some, as he circum-
cised Timothy, accommodating himself to the weakness of men;
but he was thankful that such acts of accommodation had been
seldlom needed. As he was the chief opponent of the prevailing
Judaizing tendency, he was thankful that, in the matter of bap-
tizing, he had yielded to it in so few instances.

In this quotation from Paul, the word baptize stands alone,
without the mention of water. The objection very properly assumes
that water baptism is meant; but, in so doing, it confirms our
rule, that the word baptize, when alone, implies the use of water.
If the word, when standing alone in such a sentence, could mean
the baptism of the Spirit, and if Paul and the other apostles had
been commissioned to administer this baptism, he could not have
declared with truth, ¢ Christ sent me not to baptize.”

Paul claimed to be an apostle, not of men, neither by man, but
by Jesus Christ. An apostle is one sent, and Paul was sent by
Jesus, who said ““to whom I now send thee.” He claimed to be
an apostle in the highest sense, because he had received his com-
mission directly from Christ: “Am I not an apostle? have I not
seen Jesus Christ?”’2 Now, in the commission which he received
directly from Christ, he was not commanded, either to be baptized
himself or to baptize others. He received the gospel which he

! John iii. 26. 21 Cor. ix. 1
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preached without human instrumentality ; but he did not so receive
baptism. He submitted to it, at the command of Ananias, who
was not himself one of thase originally commissioned to administer
it. In this act, Paul acknowledged the obligation to perpetuate
the ordinance, and the right of Ananias to administer it by
authority derived from the other apostles. At Antioch he was
set apart with fasting, prayer, and imposition of hands, for minis-
terial labor; and, whether this was done with reference to the
missionary service on which he immediately entered, or whether it
was his first ceremonial investiture with the ministerial office, we
learn, from what was done, that his direct commission from Christ,
was not designed to set aside the Church order which had been
previously established by the other apostles. Both in receiving his
own baptism, and in being set apart to the work to which the
Holy Ghost had called him, Paul acted as an ordinary Christian.
His apostleship for preaching the gospel was directly from Christ,
and not by man; but his baptism, and his authority to baptize,
were received by man, and in a way which respected and honored
the established order of things among the disciples of Christ.
While he said with truth, ¢ Christ sent me not to baptize,” it was
nevertheless true, that the baptisms which he did administer were
not unauthorized. He considered the administration of the ordi-
nance not his proper apostolic work; and since the Corinthians
had divided themselves into parties, claiming Paul, Apollos, and
Cephas, for their leaders, he was thankful that so few of them
could claim him as their leader on the ground of having received
baptism from him.

Paul did not baptize out of mere accommodation to the weak-
ness of others. Because of the Jews who were in that quarter, he
circumecised Timothy, whose mother was a Jewess; but when the
judaizers desired to have Titus also circumcised, who was a Greek,
he steadfastly and successfully opposed them. As a minister of
the uncircumcision, he watchfully and zealously defended the gentile
converts in the enjoyment of liberty from the Jewish yoke of
bondage. But not a word can be found in all that he said or
wrote, claiming for them freedom from the obligation of Christian
baptism. On the contrary, he uses considerations derived from
their baptism, to urge them to walk in newness of life. The rule
of interpretation, confirmed by the very objection which we are
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considering, requires us to understand literal baptism to be meant,
when it is said, ¢ So many of us as were baptized into Jesus Chrisi,
were baptized into his death ;! and again, when it is said, ¢ As
many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on
Christ.”? A public profession of Christ was, in the view of Paul,
the design of this ceremony, involving an acknowledged obligation
to be his, and to walk in newness of life. All that Paul taught,
like his own example, tends to establish the perpetuity of Christian
baptism.

Secrion I.-MEANING OF BAPTIZE.

To BAPTIZE IS TO IMMERSE.

We have seen that the commission which Christ gave to his
apostles, instituted baptism as an ordinance to be observed by his
disciples to the end of the world. It becomes important, therefore,
to ascertain the meaning of the word ¢ baptizing,” by which this
duty is enjoined.

The commission has come down to us in the Greek language;
and the word translated ¢ baptizing’’ is a participle of the Greek
verb Banzifw. Our present inquiry is, what does this Greek verb
mean ?

In the ordinary process of translating the writings of a Greek
author, when we wish to ascertain the meaning of some word that
he uses, we satisfy ourselves, for the most part, by consulting a
Greek lexicon.’

The laws of interpretation require us to take the primary
signification of words, unless there be something in the context, or
nature of the subject, inconsistent with this signification. As there

! Rom. vi. 3. 2 Gal. iii. 27.

3 The Lexicons of Donnegan, and of Liddell and Scott, are in common use
and high repute. They give the meaning of the word as follows:—

Donnegan—*To immerse repeatedly into a liquid; to submerge, to soak
thoroughly, to saturate ; kence to drench with wine Met., to confound totally ; to
dip in a vessel and draw.—Pass. Perf. B:Banziopar, to be immersed, &e.”

Liddell and Scott.—* To dip repeatedly, to dip under. Mid. to bathe ; hence
to steep, wet; mefaph. ol BeBanviopevor, soaked in wine; to pour upon,
drench, sispopats oprnuace BeB. over head and ears in debt. Plut. pecpaxsoy
Barzloucvor, a boy overwhelmed with questions. Heind. Plat. Euthyd.—to
dip a vessel, draw water—to baptize. N.T.”
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is no such difficulty in the present instance, our first decision, if we
follow the lexicons, must be in favor of the sense fo ¢tmmerse.

When, from any cause, the decision of lexicons is unsatisfactory,
the ultimate recourse is to Greek authors who have used the word
in question. We search out the various examples of its use; and,
by an examination of these, we learn in what sense the authors
used the word. Since use is the law of language, the sense in
which Greek authors used a word is its true meaning. The lexi-
cons themselves yield deference to this law, and cite examples
from authors in proof of the significations which they assign to
words.

Our search of Greek authors, for the use of Banzife, is greatly
facilitated by the labors of learned men who have preceded us in
the investigation.

Professor Stuart? has collected, from different Greek writers, a
number of examples in which Banzw, and its primitive, Barro,
occur, with a view to determine the meaning of the words. To his
collection, which he considered sufficiently copious for the purpose,
I have added many other examples, from a similar collection by
Dr. Carson, and a few others, from a smaller collection by Dr.
Ryland. All these are included in the following tables, which
may, therefore, be regarded as a fair exhibition of the use made
of these words in Greek literature. The examples are so classified
as to render the examination of them easy. - In rendering the
words in question, I have not closely followed the learned men of
whose labors I have availed myself, but have aimed at a more
literal and uniform translation. This is always put in italics; and
the reader may consider the spaces, occupied by the italicized
words, as so many blanks which he may fill with any other ren-
dering that he may think better fitted to express the author’s
meaning. Let it be regarded as a problem to be solved, how these
several blanks shall be filled, so that the supply may fit every
example, and, at the same time, be consistent, throughout the table,
as the meaning of the same word.

In a few of the examples the italicized words are marked with
an asterisk. In these cases they are renderings, not of the verbs

1 Dissertation on the question, “Is the mode of Christian Baptism pre-
scribed in the New Testament ?”
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themselves, which are placed at the head of the tables, but of sub-
stantives or adjectives derived from them, and involving the same
signification. In the English prepositions which are construed
with the verbs, I have sometimes followed Professor Stuart, when,
without his authority, I should have been inclined to adopt other
renderings. This remark applies especially to the use of ¢ with,”
in Class III. of Table II. A different rendering would correspond
more exactly with the idea of immersion; but it has been my wish
to give immersion no advantage to which it is not clearly entitled.

TABLES OF EXAMPLES.

TABLE I.

EXAMPLES OF BAnnTQ.

CLASS L

TO DIP LITERALLY AND STRICTLY.

§ 1. For the purpose of imbuing or covering.—1. He took a
thick cloth and dipped it in water.! 2. Dipping sponges in warm
water.? 3. And a clean person shall take hyssop, and dip it in the
water, and sprinkle it upon the house.> 4. Send Lazarus, that he
may dip the tip of his finger in water.* 5. Cakes dépped in sour
wine.” 6. Dip thy morsel in the vinegar.® 7. One of the twelve
that déppeth with me in the dish.” 8. Who déppeth hishand in the
dish.® 9. And when he had dipped the sop.® 10. Dipping hay

1 2 Kings viii. 15. ? Hippocrates. 8 Num. xix. 18.
* Luke xvi. 24. & Hippocrates. ¢ Ruth ii. 14.
" Mark xiv. 20. 8 Matt. xxvi. 23. % John xiii. 26.
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into honey, they give it them to eat.' 11. Venus dipped the ar-
rows in sweet honey.? 12. He put forth the end of the rod that
was in his hand, and dipped it in a honeycomb.® 13. Ye shall
take a bunch of hyssop, and dip it in the blood which is in the
basin.* 14. The priest shall dip his finger in the blood, and
sprinkle of the blood.> 15. The priest shall dip his finger in the
blood of the bullock, and sprinkle it.* 16. He dipped his finger
into the blood.” 17. And shall dip them and the living bird in
the blood.® 18. And he shall dip it into the blood.? 19. The
Greeks dipping the sword and the Barbarians the spear-head [in
blood."] 20. Having dipped a crown into ointment. 21. The
priest  shall dép his right finger in the oil that is in his left hand.’2
22. Dip the probes in some emollient.”® 238. Dipping the rag in
white sweet-smelling Egyptian ointment.* 24. Dipping the rags
in ointment.* 25. By reason of heat and moisture, the colors
enter into the pores of things dipped into them.” 26. They dip
it [into the dye-stuff.’¢]

§ 2d. For the purpose of filling, or of drawing out, the verb some-
times taking the sense to dip out.—27. The youth held the capa-
cious urn over the water, hasting to dép it.” 28. Take a vessel,
ancient servant, and having dipped it into the sea, bring it hither.!®
29. The bucket must be first dépped and then be drawn up again.'®
30. The lad directed his large pitcher towards the water, hasten-
ing to dip it.* 381. He dipped his pitcher in the water.” 32. In-
stead of water, let my maid dip her pitcher into honeycombs.?
33. Bubbling water dipped up with pitchers.?® 84. To-day, ye
bearers of water, dip not [from the river Inachus].* 385. Dip up
the sea-water itself.?

§ 8. For the purpose of cleansing.—36. The Egyptians consider
the swine so polluted a beast, that if any one in passing touch a
swine, he will go away and dip himself with his very garments,

1 Aristotle. 2 Anacreon. 81 Sam. xiv. 27.
+ Ex. xii. 22. 5 Lev. iv. 6. $ Lev. iv. 17.
T Lev. ix. 9. 8 Lev, xiv. 0. 9 Lev. xiv. 51.

10 Xenophon. 11 Alian, 12 Lev. xiv. 16.

13 Hippocrates. 14 Hippocrates. 15 Aristotle.

16 Plato. 1 Theocritus. 18 Euripides.

13 Aristotle. 2 Theocritus. 21 Hermolaus.

22 Theocritus. 2 Euripides. 2 Callimachus.

% Nicander.
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going into the river.! 387. It shall be dipped into water: so shall
it be cleansed.? 88. First they dip the wool in warm water,
according to ancient custom.?

§ 4. For the purpose of hardening.—89. The smith dips a
hatchet into cold water.r 40. Iron dipped.®

§ 5. For other purposes.—41. Bring the torch, that I may take
and dip it.® 42. They cannot endure great changes, such as
that, in the summer time; they should dip into cold water.” 43.
If the crow has dipped his head into the river.? 44. The feet of
the priests that bare the ark were dipped in the brim of the
water.® 45. Of which the remedy is said to be a certain stone
which they take from the sepulchre of a king of ancient times,
and having dipped it in wine, drink.’® 46. If any one dips any-
thing into wax, it is moved as far as he dips."" 47. Having melted
the wax, he took the flea, and dipped its feet into the wax.? 48.
With his own hand, he shall dip his sword into the viper’s bowels.!
49. He dipped his whole chin into the belly of the ram.'* 50. The
one dipped his spear between the other’s ribs, who at the same
moment [dipped his] into his belly.”* 51. Taking his sounding
scimitar from the dead, he dipped it into the flesh.'

CLASS IL
TO DIP IN A LESS STRICT SENSE.

§ 1. In appearance.—52. If the sun dip himself cloudless into
the western flood.”” 563. Cepheus dipping his head or upper part
‘nto the sea.!®

§ 2. In effect.—54. From the dew of heaven, his body was
dipped [as wet as if it had been dipped.]* 55. Having dipped
[wetted or filled as if he had dipped] the hollow of his hand, he
sprinkles the tribunal.® 56. He was clothed with a vesture dipped
[colored as if it had been dipped] in blood.”

! Herodotus. ? Lev. xi. 32. 8 Aristophanes.

¢ Homer. 5 Plutarch. ¢ Aristophanes.

7 Aristotle. 8 Aratus. ® Josh. iii. 15.

10 Aristotle. 11 Aristotle. 12 Aristophanes.

13 Lycophron. 14 Philippus, 15 Dionysius of Halicarnassus.
16 Euripides. 17 Aratus. 18 Aratus.

¥ Dan. iv. 33, v. 21. 2 Suidas, 2 Rev. xix. 13.
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CLASS III.
TO COLOR.

§ 1. By dipping.—5T7. The color of things dyed is changed by
the aforesaid causes.'. 58. The dyers,* when they are desirous to
dye wool so as to make it purple; . . . and whatever may be dyed
in this manner, the thing dyed becomes strongly tinctured. If any
one dye.other colors. That they may receive the laws in the best
manner, as a dye,* that their opinion may be durable. And those
streams cannot wash out the dye,* although they are very efficient
to wash out.? 59. Some dyed with hyacinth, and some with pur-
ple.*  60. Thou hast well dyed thy sword against [in close conflict
with] the Grecian army.* 61. For the wife has deprived each
husband of life, dyeing the sword by slaughter.®

§ 2. Without regard to mode.—62. When it drops upon the
garments, they are colored.® 63. Nearchus relates that the Indians
color their beards.” 64. He endeavored to conceal the hoariness
of his hair by coloring * it.  65. The old man-with the colored hair,®
66. Does a patron affect to be younger than he is? Or does he
even color his hair? 67. This garment, colored by the sword of
Aigisthus, is a witness to me.® 68. He fell, without even looking
upward, and the lake was colored with blood.™ 69. Garments of-
variegated appearance, colored* at great expense. 7T0. A colored*
bird.”? T1. Lest I color you with a Sardinian hue.”* 72. Then
perceiving that his beard was colored, and his head.® T3. The
physiologists, reasoning from these things, show that native warmth
has colored the above variety of the growth of the things before
mentioned.”* 7T4. Using the Lydian music or measure, and making
plays, and coloring himself with frog-colored [paints. ]

1 Aristotle. ? Plato. 8 Josephus.

* Sophocles. 5 Aschylus. ¢ Hippocrates.

T Arrian, 8 Alian, ? Nicolas of Damascus.
10 Aschylus. 11 Homer. 12 Aristophanes.

13 Plutarch. 1 Diodorus Siculus. 15 Aristophanes.
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CLASSIV.
METAPHORICAL USE.

§ 1. Allusion to dipping.—T75. Let him dép his foot in oil.* T6.
Thy foot may be dipped in the blood of thine enemies.? 77. Thou
hast dipped me deeply in filth.* 78. They are all dipped in fire.*
79. Dipping up pleasure with foreign buckets.®

§ 2. Allusion to coloring.—80. Dyer, who dyest all things, and
dost change them by thy colors; thou hast dyed poverty also, and
now appearest to be rich.! 81. For the soul is colored by the
thought : color it then by accustoming yourself to such thoughts.”

TABLE I1I.

EXAMPLES OF BANNITIZQ.
CLASS I.
TO IMMERSE LITERALLY AND STRICTLY.

§ 1. Sinking ships.—1. Shall 1 not laugh at the man who om-
merses his ship by overlading it?® 2. Such a storm suddenly
pervaded all the country, that the ships that were in the Tiber
were tmmersed.® 3. When the ship was about to be immersed.!
4. For our ship having been émmersed in the midst of the Adriatic
Sea.r 5. The wave high-raised émmersed them.? 6. They were
tmmersed with the ships themselves. 7. How would not his ship
be ¢mmersed by the multitude of our rowers.* 8. They were either
tmmersed, their ships being bored through.* 9. Those from above
tmmersing them [ships] with stones and engines.”® 10. They ¢m-

! Deut. xxxiii. 24. ? Psalms 1xviii. 23. 8 Job ix. 31.
4 Moschus. 5 Lycophron. 8 Helladius.
" Marcus Antoninus. 8 Hippocrates. 9 Dion Cassius.
1 Jesephus. 1t Josephus. 12 Josephus.

13 Dion Cassius. 1 Dion Cassius. 15 Dion Cassius.
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mersed many of the vessels of the Romans.! 11. The ships being
in danger of being tmmersed.? 12. Many of the Jews of distinc-
tion left the city, as people swim away from an immersing [sink-
ing] ship.® 13. Whose ship being immersed.* 14. As you would
not wish, sailing in a large ship adorned and abounding with gold,
to be immersed.®

§ 2. Drowning.—15. He would drive him from the bank, and
¢mmerse him headlong, so that he would not be able again to lift
up his head above water.® 16. He may save one in the voyage
that had better be émmersed in the sea.” 17. The boy was sent
to Jericho by night, and there by command, having been immersed
in a pond by the Galatians, he perished.® 18. Pressmg him down
always as he was swimming, and immersing him as in sport, they
did not give over till they entlrely drowned him.* 19. The river
being borne on with a more violent stream, smmersed many."® 20.
Killing some on the land, and ¢mmersing others into the lake with
their boats and their little huts.” 21. The dolphin, vexed at such
a falsehood, immersing him killed him.’? 22. Many of the land
animals émmersed in the river perished.’®

§ 8. For purification.—28. Naaman tmmersed himself seven
times in Jordan.* 24. He that ¢mmerseth himself because of a
dead body.” 25. He marveled that he had not first mmersed
before dinner.® 26. Except they ¢mmerse, they eat not.” 27.
Divers immersions.’®* 28, She went out by night into the valley
of Bethulia, and ¢mmersed herself in the camp at the fountain of
water.” 29. He who is ¢mmersed from a dead [carcass] and
toucheth it again, what does he profit by his washing ?® 30. The
tmmersion* of cups and pots, &e.2

§ 4. Other cases.—31. The person that has been a sinner,
having gone a little way in it [the river Styx], is ¢mmersed up to
the head.” 32. He breathed as persons breathe after being

! Polybius. 2 Asop. 8 Josephus,

4 Diod. Siculus, & Epictetus. & Lucian.

7 Themistius. 8 Josephus. ? Josephus.

19 Diodorus Siculus, 1t Heliodorus. 12 Hsop.

3 Diodorus Siculus. 4 2 Kings v. 14, 18 Beelus. xxxiv. 30
16 Luke xi. 38. 1" Mark vii. 4. 18 Heb. ix. 10.

1 Judith xii. 7. ® Ecclus. xxxiv. 25. % Mark vii. 8,

% Porphyry.
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ummersed.! 33. Then immersing himself into the Lake Copais.?
84, Immerse yourself into the sea.’ 85. They marched a whole
day through the water, immersed up to the waist.* 86. The bitu
Juen floats on the top, because of the nature of the water, which
admits of no diving; nor can any one who enters it émmerse him-
self, but is borne up.®* 37. But the lakes near Agrigentum have
indeed the taste of sea water, but a very different nature, for it
does not befall the things which cannot swim to be émmersed, but
they swim on the surface like wood.® 88. If an arrow be thrown
in, it would scarcely be ‘mmersed.” 89. As when a net is cast
into the sea, the cork swims above, so am I unimmersed.®* 40.
When a piece of iron is taken red hot out#of the fire and immersed
in water, the heat is repelled.® 41. Thou mayest be immersed, O
bladder ! but thou art not fated to sink.’® 42. Having immersed
some of the ashes into spring water, they sprinkled.” 43. I found
Cupid among the roses; taking hold of him by the wings I im-
mersed him into wine.”? 44. The sword was so immersed in blood
that it was even heated by it.’® 45. He set up a trophy, on which,
tmmersing his hand into blood, he wrote this inscription.* 486.
They are of themselves immersed and sunk in the marshes. 47,
He ‘mmersed his sword up to the hilt into his own bowels.!

CLASS II.
TO IMMERSE IN A LESS STRICT SENSE,

§ 1. In appearance.—48. But when the sun ¢mmerses himself
in the water of the ocean.”

§ 2. In effect.—49. Certain uninhabited lands which at the ebb
are used not to be ¢mmersed [covered over as if they had been
immersed], but when the tide is at the full, the coast is quite inun-
dated.’® 50. And were all émmersed [surrounded on all sides as if
they had been immersed] unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.’

! Hippocrates. ? Plutarch. 8 Plutarch.

¢ Strabo. & Strabo. ¢ Strabo.

T Strabo. 8 Pindar. ? Heraclides Ponticus.
10 Plutarch. I Josephus. 12 Anacreon.

13 Dionysius. 1 Plutarch. 15 Polybius.

18 Josephus. 17 Orpheus. 18 Aristotle.

11 Cor. x. 2.
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CLASS III.

METAPHORICAL USE.

§ 1. For drunkenness.—51. I am one of those who immersed
yesterday [who drank wine freely].! 52. Having immersed
Alexander with much wine.? 58. Seeing him in this condition,
and ¢mmersed by excessive drinking into shamelessness and sleep.’®
54..They easily become intoxicated before they are entirely im-
mersed.* 55. Immersed with wine.® 56. Immersed by drunk-
enness.® 57. He is like one dizzy and ¢mmersed.”

§ 2. For afflictions.—58. Perceiving that he was altogether
abandoned to grief and ¢mmersed in calamity.® 59. Since the
things you have met with have immersed you.! 60. Iniquity
immerses me.”’ 61. I have an ¢mmersion* to be immersed with.!
62. Immersed by misfortune.”” 63. Else what shall they do who
are immersed for the dead ?® 64. Are you able to be immersed
with the ¢mmersion* that I am smmersed with 7

§ 8. Other uses.—65. The mind is ¢mmersed [drowned like
plants by excessive watering] by excessive labor.”® 66. Immersed
with business.’® 67. Immersed with innumerable cares—having
the mind ¢mmersed on all sides by the many waves of business,
tmmersed in malignity.” 68. Immersed into sleep.’® 69. He
[Bacchus] émmerses with a sleep near to death.” 70. When mid-
night has ¢mmersed the city with sleep.” T1. Immersed with
sins.?  72. But the common people they do not ¢mmerse with
taxes.”? 7T3. They ¢mmersed [sunk as a ship] the city.® T4.
This as the last storm ¢mmersed [sunk as a ship] the tempest-
tossed young men.* 75. Being immersed in debts of fifty millions

1 Aristophanes. 2 Plato. 8 Josephus.

* Philo Judaeus. 5 Chrysostom, ¢ Justin Martyr.

7 Lucian. 8 Heliodorus. 9 Heliodorus.

10 Isa, xxi. 4. 11 Tuke xii. 50. 12 Heliodorus.

13 ] Cor. xv. 29. 4 Mark x. 38. 15 Plutarch.

16 Plutarch. 17 Chrysostom. 18 Clemens Alexandrinus.
19 Evenus. 2 Heliodorus. 2 Justin Martyr.

2 Diod. Siculus. 2 Josephus. # Josephus.
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of drachme.! 76. He shall émmerse you in the Holy Spirit.? 77,
In one spirit have we been ¢mmersed into one body.?

REMARKS ON TABLE I.

The chief difficulty in classifying Table I., respects Class III.
Under it I have placed all the examples in which the sense fo color
is given to the word, either by Professor Stuart, or Dr. Carson.
Many of these examples might have been placed in Class I., § 1;
and others in Class II., § 2.

To color.—Some learned men have maintained that the verb
never signifies to color, without regard to mode. It is possible to
explain the examples in which it appears to have this signification,
like Ex. 56. Here the translators of the English Bible supposed
the word, though denoting color, to be used with a reference to its
primary meaning. But when we consider how many words from
the root BAP were used for things pertaining to the dyer’s art; and
how frequently the verb garzo Wwas used to denote to color; it seems
most probable, that when employed for this purpose, it suggested
to the minds of the Greeks in their familiar use of it, the idea of
color directly, without that process of thought which was neces-
sary to deduce this meaning from its primary sense to dip.

To smear.—Professor Stuart has assigned smear, as a secon-
dary sense of the verb, and cites in proof from the Greek classic
writers, Ex. 60, 61, 74. To the first two of these the rendering
to smear is quite inappropriate. The warrior in battle does not
redden his sword by smearing over it the blood of his enemies, but
by plunging it into their bodies. In the other example, the
rendering is less objectionable ; but even here caution is necessary
lest it mislead us. The verbs dip, plunge, immerse, wash, wet,
pour, sprinkle, and smear, are construed with reference to two sub-
stances: one a solid, and the other a liquid. The first five have
the solid for their direct object: to pour has the liquid for its
direct object. We say to dip the hand in water, and to pour water
on the hand; but not to dip water on the hand, or to pour the
hand with water. The last two verbs, to sprinkle and to smear,
admit both constructions. We say, to sprinkle the floor with

1 Plutarch, 3 Matt. 1ii. 11; Actsi. 5. 31 Cor. xii. 13.
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water, and to sprinkle water on the floor; to smear the body with
paint, and to smear paint over the body. In both these construc-
tions, they always denote an application of the liquid to the solid,
agreeing in this particular with the verb to pour. The verb Barze
is always construed with the solid as its direct ohject. Through-
out the table of examples, there can be found but one exception,
which will be noticed hereafter. Even when it signifies to color,
the verb takes for its object the solid, and does not signify that
the color is produced by applying the coloring matter, as is done in
the process of smearing. Hence, the rendering to smear is liable
to mislead us into the belief that garzw, like to smear, may signify
an application of the liquid to the solid. The verb never signi-
fies this process. It may signify the effect of it, but never the pro-
cess itself.

To dip out.—The exception above referred to, is Ex 85. In
this, which is Nicander’s comment on the preceding example,, the
verb takes the liquid for its direct object, and assumes the sense
to dép out. In the metaphoric use of the word, Ex. 79 conforms to
this construction. It is worthy of remark that the English verb
to dip is used in the same way, taking the liquid for its direct
object, contrary to its usual construction ; thus: He dips water from
the pool. We never say, He plunges, or immerses water from the
pool. In this sense of abstracting a part of the liquid from the
rest, the verb Banro, when it takes the solid for its direct object,
may be construed with the genitive of the liquid, either with, or
without the preposition arw. This remark will explain Ex. 13, 15,
21; to which Professor Stuart has given the sense to smear, because
the verb is construed with enw. They do not signify to smear with
blood or oil by applying it; but to dip into it so as to bring away
a part of it from the rest.

RELATION BETWEEN Banre AND Borzda,

Our search is for the meaning of Bamzife. This is a derivative
from Barre; and because some aid in ascertaining its meaning,
has been expected from the primitive word, examples in which this
occurs, have been introduced in the preceding collection.

Some lexicographers have regarded farrfw as a frequentative,
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and have rendered it to smmerse repeatedly. Robinson says it “is
frequentative in form, but not in fact.”” Professor Stuart has ex-
amined this question at length, and decides ““that the opposite
opinion, which makes Barzde a frequentative (if by this it is de
signed to imply that it is necessarily so by the laws of formation,
or even by actual usage), is destitute of a solid foundation, I feel
constrained, on the whole, to believe. The lexicographers who
have assigned this meaning to it, appear to have done it on
the ground of theoretical principles as to the mode of formation.
They have produced no examples in point. And until these are
produced, I must abide by the position that a frequentative sense
is not necessarily attached to Banz«fo; and that, if it ever have
this sense, it is by a specialty of usage of which I have been able
to find no example.”” The termination o, is, with greater pro-
bability, supposed by others to add to the primitive word the
signification of ¢o cause, or to make, like the termination sze in
legalize, to make legal; fertilize, to make fertile. According to
this hypothesis, if Barrw signifies to immerse, onzilw signifies fo
cause to be immersed. This makes the two words nearly or quite
synonymous. But, however nearly two words may agree with
each other in their original import, it seldom happens that they
continue to be used in practice as equally fitted for every place
which either of them may occupy. We must, therefore, examine
the usus loquendi, to ascertain the peculiar shades of meaning
which they acquire. In studying the preceding table of examples,
the following things may be observed :—

1. Bortze more frequently denotes slight or temporary immer-
sion, than Boxz«{e. Hence, the English word dip, which properly
denotes slight or temporary immersion, is more frequently its ap-
propriate rendering. In nearly one-half of the examples in which
Banzfw occurs in the literal sense, it signifies the immersion which
attends drowning, or the sinking of ships.

2. Banre appears, in some cases, to be used in the secondary
sense fo color, without including its primary signification to m-
merse. No example occurs in which Banz.lw has lost the primary
meaning. A similar fact may be observed in the use of the English
words older and elder. The words have the same primary mean-
ing; or, rather, they are different forms of the same word: yet,
while older has inflexibly retained its primary meaning, elder has

3
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adopted a secondary signification, in which it denotes an officer
without regard to age.

8. Barre sometimes signifies to dip up : Baxrlw never takes this
sense.

DEDUCTION FROM TABLE IL

Though lexicographers frequently assign numerous significations
to a word, they regard one as the primary or radical meaning from
which all the rest are derived. If meanings have no relation to
each other, they do not belong to the same word: hence to le,
signifying to be recumbent; and to lie, signifying to speak false-
hood, though agreeing in orthography and pronunciation, are
accounted different words, because their significations are inde-
pendent of each other. No one imagines that there are two Greek
verbs, Banzfe. We must, therefore, seek for one primary or radi-
cal meaning, and endeavor to account by it for all the uses to
which the word is applied.

An important distinction needs to be made between the proper
meaning of a word, and the accidental signification which it may
obtain from the connection in which it is used. This distinction
may be illustrated by the following passage :—*If I wash myself
with snow water, and make my hands never so clean; yet thou shalt
plunge me in the ditch, and mine own clothes shall abhor me.”? In
this sentence the word plunge, besides its proper meaning, obtains
the signification to defile, from the connection in which it is used.
This accidental signification is the most prominent and important
idea conveyed by the word; yet it is not, strictly speaking, any
part of its meaning. We may substitute defile for it, and the gene-
ral sense of the passage will be conveyed; yet to plunge and to
defile are different things. We must not conclude that we have
ascertained the meaning of a word, when we have found another
word which may be substituted for it in a particular sentence.

Since the lexicons give immerse for the primary meaning of
Barzilo, let us try the meaning in the examples in which the word
occurs, that we may ascertain whether this signification will suffice
to account for all the uses to which the word is applied.

In the several examples, in which the word is applied to :inking
ships, it obtains the accidental signification to cause to sink to the

1 Job ix. 30, 31.
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Bottom. On this account it has been explained, in such connections,
by the word guvsle, to throw into the deep. But the fact that im-
mersed ships sink to the bottom is not affirmed by the word Baneile.
It is a natural consequence of their immersion. There is no neces-
sity for supposing it to be included in the meaning of the word.
The same distinction must be made in the examples which relate
to drowning. The drowning is a consequence of the immersion,
and is not included in the meaning of the word ganrfe. In several
of the examples the immersion denoted by the word is clearly dis-
tinguished from the effect produced by it. So in § 8, we must dis-
tinguish between the immersion and the purification resulting from
it. The immersion only is properly denoted by the word. All the
other examples in Class I. perfectly agree with the sense to im-
merse; and some of them clearly require it. From Ex. 36, 37,
38, 89, it appears that substances which float on water are not
baptized. This proves conclusively that the mere application of
water to a part of the surface does not satisfy the meaning of the
word. Ex. 41 proves that sinking to the bottom is not necessary
to its meaning; but the other examples just referred to, prove that
descent below the surface is indispensable.

The examples in Class IL. require the meaning to éimmerse. The
same is true of the examples in Class III. The propriety and force
of the metaphorical allusions cannot be understood, if the word does
not signify to tmmerse.

After thoroughly examining the collection of examples, we find
that they fully establish the meaning to émmerse. Christ, in giving
the commission, must have employed the word in its usual sense.
The commission is given in the language of plain command, and
every other word in it is used in its ordinary signification. We
are not at liberty to seek for extraordinary meanings, but are
bound to take the words according to their ordinary import, where
no reason to the contrary exists. What they mean, according to
the ordinary rules of interpretation, is the meaning of Christ’s
command ; and, if we do not receive and observe it in this sense,
we are disobedient to his authority.

Let us now re-examine the collection of examples, trying any
of the other significations which have been proposed, as, to wash,
to purify, to wet, to sprinkle, to pour. The experiment will soon
convince us that none of these is the proper meaning of the word.
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Immersion, and nothing but immersion, will always satisfy its
demands.

CONFIRMATION OF THE RESULT.

The correctness of our deduction is confirmed by the circum-
stances which attended some of the baptisms recorded in the Bible.
The forerunner of Christ is called ¢ the Baptist,”” because he admi-
nistered this rite. He was sent to baptize, and it must be supposed
that he understood the meaning of the word. Now, if a small
quantity of water will suffice, why did John resort to the Jordan
for the administration? The reason must have been that which
the inspired historian has expressly assigned for his baptizing in
Enon, near to Salim; namely, “because there was much water
there.”” The people were baptized by John in the Jordan. In
this river our Lord was baptized, and his own example explains
the meaning of his command.

The baptism of the Ethiopian eunuch is very circumstantially
described. The style in which he travelled forbids the supposition
that he had no drinking vessel, in which a sufficient quantity of
water might have been brought into the chariot to wet the hand
of the administrator. But, if they chose not to perform the rite
in the chariot, there was certainly no need for both of them to go
into the water, if the mere wetting of Philip’s hand was sufficient.
Why did they both go into the water? and why did the sacred
historian so particularly state this fact? ¢ They both went down
into the water, both Philip and the eunuch, and they both came up
out of the water.”” These circumstantial facts are described in lan-
guage which no one ought to misunderstand, and which no one
ought to overlook, who desires to know his duty.

The Greek language continued to be spoken for many years
after the times of the apostles. During all this period they, to whom
the word ganzfw was vernacular, understood it to signify immerse ;
and immersion has always been the practice of the Greek church
to the present day. The Greeks must have understood the mean-
ing of their own word. The Latin fathers also understood the
word in the same way; and immersion prevailed in the western as
well as in the eastern churches, until near the time of the reforma-
tion. Affusion was allowed instead of immersion, in case of sick-
ness; but it was accounted an imperfect baptism. The testimony
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to these several facts I prefer to give in the words of Professor
Stuart :—

“In the writings of the apostolic fathers, so called, 7. e., the
writers of the first century, or, at least, those who lived in part
during this century, scarcely anything of a definite nature occurs
respecting baptism, either in a doctrinal or ritual respect. It is,
indeed, frequently alluded to; but this is usually in a general way
only. We can easily gather from these allusions that the rite was
practised in the church; but we are not able to determine, with
precision, either the manner of the rite or the stress that was laid
upon it.

¢ In the Pastor of Hermas, however, occurs one passage (Coteler.
Patr. Apostol. I., p. 119, sq.), which runs as follows: ‘But this
seal [of the sons of God] is water, ¢n quam descendunt homines’
morti obligati, into which men descend who are bound to death, but
those ascend who are destined to life. To them that seal is dis-
closed, and they make use of it that they may enter the kingdom
of God.’

“I do not see how any doubt can well remain, that in Tertullian’s
time the practice of the African church, to say the least, as to the
mode of baptism, must have been that of trine immersion.

‘“ Subsequent ages make the general practice of the church still
plainer, if, indeed, this can be done. The Greek words xazadve and
xavadvois were employed as expressive of baptizing and baptism,
and these words mean going down into the water, or immerging.

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

“But enough. ‘It is,” says Augusti (Denkw. VIL, p. 216),
‘a thing made out,” viz., the ancient practice of immersion. So,
indeed, all the writers who have thoroughly investigated this sub-
Jject conclude. I know of no one usage of ancient times which
seems to be more clearly made out. I cannot see how it is pos-
sible for any candid man who examines the subject to deny this.

“That there were cases of exception allowed, now and then, is,
no doubt, true. Persons in extreme sickness or danger were allowed
baptism by affusion, &c. But all such cases were manifestly re-
garded as exceptions to the common usage of the church.”
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BURIAL IN BAPTISM.

The significancy of baptism requires immersion. Paul explains
it: “Know ye not that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus
Christ, were baptized into his death? Therefore we are buried
with him by baptism into death; 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.”! And again: “Buried with him in bap-
tism, wherein also ye are risen with him through the faith of the
operation of God, who hath raised him from the dead.”? Peter
alludes to the same import of the rite, when he says: ¢ The like
figure whereunto even baptism doth also now save us (not the put-
ting away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good con-
science toward God) by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.”3

The faith which we profess in baptism is faith in Christ; and the
ceremony significantly represents the great work of Christ, on
which our faith relies for salvation. We confess with the mouth
the Lord Jesus, and believe in the heart that God has raised him
from the dead.* His burial and resurrection are exhibited in bap-
tism, as his broken body and shed blood are exhibited in the supper.
In both ordinances our faith is directed to the sacrifice of Christ.
Under the name of sacraments they have been considered outward
signs of inward grace; and, in this view of them, they signify the
work of the Holy Spirit within us. But faith relies, for acceptance
with God, on the work of Christ. It is a perverted gospel which
substitutes the work of the Spirit for the work of Christ as the
object of our faith; and it is a perverted baptism which represents
the faith that we profess, as directed, not to the work of Christ,
the proper object of faith, but to the work of the Holy Spirit in
our hearts.

Objection 1.—There is an antithesis between the burial and
resurrection which are here mentioned. The resurrection is moral,
being to newness of life; and the same appears in the parallel
passage in Colossians, where it is said to be ““by the faith of the
operation of God.”” If the resurrection is moral, the antithetic
burial cannot be physical.

1 Rom. vi. 3, 4. 2 Col. ii. 12. 3 1 Peter iii. 21.
¢ Rom. x. 9.
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If consistency of interpretation requires the burial to be moral
the baptism must also be moral. The Quakers suppose that the
baptism first mentioned in the passage is moral: “So many of us
as were baptized into Christ.”” But Pedobaptists admit that physi-
cal baptism is intended in this clause. Now, in passing from
physical baptism at the beginning of the passage, to moral resur-
rection at its close, there must be a point in the progress where
we pass from what is physical to what is moral. Where is that
point ? some have imagined that it stands between the clause last
quoted, and that which immediately follows, ¢ were baptized into
his death;” they suppose that ““to be baptized into Christ,” is
physical ; but that to be baptized into his deathis moral. The
passage in Galatians has been quoted as parallel: ¢ For as many
of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ.”
The first clause in this verse, they say refers to physical baptism ;
and the last to moral. But this is an erroneous interpretation.
To put on Christ, is to put on his religion by outward profession,
the profession which is made in baptism. The baptism and the
profession are alike, in implying a moral change in the subject,
only so far as he is sincere. Some are physically baptized, who
do not morally put on Christ; but this, though unquestionably
true, is directly contradicted by the passage, if the proposed in-
terpretation of it is correet. So in the passage under consider-
ation, it is affirmed that the same persons, and the same number
of persons that are baptized into Christ, are baptized into his
death. This could not be true, if the first baptism is physical, and
the second moral. Between these two clauses, therefore, there is
no place for a division between what is physical and what is moral.

We extend our examination further to find a place for the
division, and we find it plainly marked by the word ¢should;”
even so we also should walk in newness of life. Here the obliga-
tion to suitable morals is deduced from what goes before. This
obligation is deduced from the physical baptism with which the
passage begins, and everything in the passage, until we arrive at
the word ¢should,” is closely connected with this physical bap-
tism, and explanatory of it. These intermediate links of explana-
tion are necessary to conmect the moral obligation at the close,
with the physical baptism at the outset of the passage. If these
intermediate links were moral, the proper position for the word
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“should,” would be in the first sentence—thus, so many of us as
are baptized into Christ, should be baptized into his death.

In the parallel passage referred to in Colossians, the expression
is ¢ Buried with him in baptism.” The word baptism stands with-
out adjuncts. It is not baptism dnto death; but simply baptism.
If the word baptism, thus standing alone, can signify something
wholly moral, it will be difficult to reject the Quaker interpreta-
tion of these passages, and of ‘baptizing” in the commission.
In the preceding verse, circumcision is mentioned; but that we
may know physical circumcision not to be intended, it is expressly
called ““the circumeision made without hands;”’ and ¢ the circum-
cision of Christ.” No such guard against misinterpretation
attends the mention of baptism; and when it is recollected that
Christians are not bound to receive physical circumeision, but are
bound to receive physical baptism, we must conclude that physical
baptism is here intended. The completeness of Christians requires
the moral change denoted by circumeision, and also the obedience
rendered in physical baptism. In all who are thus complete, this
physical act is performed ““in faith of the operation of God.”
This passage does not, like that in Romans, deduce moral obliga-
tion from baptism; and, therefore, the word skould is not intro-
duced : but it affirms the completeness of true believers in their
internal moral change, and in their very significant outward pro-
fession of it.

Objection 2.—Everywhere else in Scripture, water is an emblem
of purification; and it violates all analogy to suppose that in bap-
tism it is an emblem of the grave, which is the place of putridity
and loathsomeness.

That water in baptism is an emblem of purification, is clear from
the words ¢ Arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins.”
But that water is an emblem of nothing but purification, cannot be
affirmed. In numerous passages it is an emblem of afflictions, of
deep afflictions, without any reference to purification. When the
Saviour said, “I have a baptism to be baptized with;” an immer-
sion is intended, not into a means of purification, but into sufferings
and death.

The grave is a place of putridity and loathsomeness, but not
until the corruptible body is deposited in it ; and when it leaves the
grave, the corruptible will put on incorruption. Even the grave,
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therefore, is a place of regeneration and purification; and, instead
of bearing no analogy to the purifying water of baptism, the
analogy is striking.

Some of the Scripture allusions to baptism, are made to it as a
purifying rite, but this is not true of all. An exception is found
in 1 Cor. x. 2. On this Professor Stuart remarks: ¢ Here, then,
was the cloud which first stood before them, and then behind
them ; and here were the waters of the Red Sea, like a wall on
their right hand and on their left. Yet neither the cloud nor the
waters touched them. ¢They went through the midst of the sea
upon dry ground.” Yet they were baptized in the cloud and in
the sea. The reason and ground of such an expression must be,
8o far as I can discern, a surrounding of the Israelites on different
sides by the cloud and by the sea, although neither the cloud nor
the sea touched them. It is, therefore, a kind of figurative mode
of expression, derived from the idea that baptizing is surrounding
with a fluid. But whether this be by immersion, affusion, suffu-
sion, or washing, would not seem to be decided. The suggestion
hag sometimes been made, that the Israelites were sprinkled by
the cloud and by the sea, and this was the baptism which Paul
meant to designate. But the cloud on this occasion was not a
cloud of rain; nor do we find any intimation that the waters of
the Red Sea sprinkled the children of Israel at this time. So
much is true, viz., that they were not smmersed. Yet, as the
language must evidently be.figurative in some good degree, and
not literal, I do not see how, on the whole, we can make less of it,
than to suppose that it has a tacit reference to the idea of sur-
rounding in some way or other.” This author urges the objection
which we are considering, as his “principal difficulty in respect
to the usual exegesis;”” yet we have here, according to his own
exposition, an allusion to baptism, without any reference to purifi-
cation. Another such reference is found in 1 Peter iii. 21, and
again in the words of Christ before quoted, ““I have a baptism to
be baptized with.”

Objection 8.—Very little resemblance can be found, between a
man’s being dipped in water, and Christ’s being laid in a sepul-
chre hewn out of a rock. The supposed allusion requires resem-
blance.

Positive proof of allusion must be attended with difficulty; be-
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cause, if it be mere allusion, it is always made without express
affirmation. The proof of allusion must therefore be circum-
stantial; yet there may be circumstances which exclude all
rational doubt of its existence.

If there is no resemblance between immersion and Christ’s
burial, the passage before us contains no allusion. If the resem-
blance is so slight, that but few persons are able to perceive it, the
probability is, that the supposed allusion exists only in the fancy
of those who imagine they see it. But if men have generally
believed that allusion exists in the passage, the fact goes far to
prove, that there is resemblance.

Have men generally believed in the existence of the supposed
allusion? It is not necessary to examine the writings of authors
attached to every different creed, and differing from each other in
their views of baptism. Professor Stuart tells us their opinion in
few words: ¢ Most commentators have maintained, that cwerapyuey
has here a necessary reference to the mode of literal baptism,
which they say, was by immersion; and this, they think, affords
ground for the employment of the image used by the apostle,
because immersion (under water) may be compared to burial (under
the earth). It is difficult, perhaps, to procure a patient rehearing
for this subject, so long regarded by some as being out of fair dis-
pute.”  Now this general agreement of commentators, answers the
objection which we are considering, far more successfully than any
efforts of ours to point out the resemblance, which these commen-
tators have perceived. The fact that it is seen is the best proof
that it exists. The Secripture nowhere affirms that Paul, in this
passage, alluded to a resemblance between immersion and Christ’s
burial; and, therefore, ‘“the common exegesis” cannot be sus-
tained by positive proof from Scripture; but it finds proof, the
best proof that the nature of the case admits, in the fact that men
generally have seen and felt the allusion.

Although positive proof of the common exegesis cannot be found
in Scripture, a circumstantial proof may be drawn from the passage
itself, amounting to little less than full demonstration. After
making mention of baptism into Christ’s death, Paul, before he
refers to Christ’s resurrection, goes out of the usual course to speak
of Christ’s burial. This was not necessary for the moral instruc-
tion which he designed to convey, if nothing but moral conformity
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to Christ’s death was intended. It was not necessary for the pur-
pose of finding an antithesis to the resurrection of Christ. The
Scriptures usually speak of Christ’s rising from the dead, not from
the grave : and his death is the common antithesis to his resurrec-
tion. An example occurs in the present chapter, “If we have
been planted together in the likeness of his death, we shall be also
in the likeness of his resurrection.”” In Colossians, after the pas-
sage ‘ Buried with him in baptism,” the antithesis is again made,
between the death (not the burial) of Christ, and his resurrection :
““ Wherefore if ye be dead with Christ, from the rudiments of the
world, why, as though living in the world, &c.””! “If ye then be
risen with Christ, seck those things which are above,” &c. ¢ For
ye are dead, and your life is hid with Christ in God.””? Why did
the apostle step out of the usual course, in two different passages
to mention the burial of Christ? and to mention it in connection
with baptism ? It cannot be accounted for if the common exegesis
be rejected.

The objection states that little resemblance can be found between
immersion and Christ’s burial: and the same might be said with
respect to the resemblance between a loaf of bread, and the body
of Christ. A well executed picture of the crucifixion, such as may
be seen in Catholic chapels, has much more resemblance to the
bedy of Christ, than is furnished by a piece of bread; yet, consi-
dering all the ends to be answered by the Eucharist, the divine
wisdom has determined that we should keep Christ’s death in
memory, not by looking at a crucifix, but by the eating of bread.
In like manner, some means might have been devised for repre-
senting the burial and resurrection of Christ, supplying a nearer
resemblance than is furnished by immersion in water. But when
we consider that baptism not only represents the burial and resur-
rection of Christ, but also our fellowship with him in both, and the
consequent removal or washing away of our guilt, nothing could
more conveniently, aptly, and instructively accomplish all these
ends at once.

1 Col. ii. 20. 2 Col. iil. 1,—3.
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ARGUMENTS FOR ANOTHER MEANING.

Argument 1.—There are many reasons for supposing that
Banzlw, being a derivative from Banzw, has a less definite and less
forcible sense than the original. And yet even Borre does not
always signify a total immersion. This i1s perfectly evident from
Mat, xxvi. 23: “He that dippeth his hand with me in the dish.”
Mark has it ‘o epBanvopevos, he that dippeth himself. Now, what-
ever liquid the dish contained, it cannot be supposed, that Judas
plunged his hand all over in that liquid ; much less that he dipped
his entire person.

What the “many reasons” are, for supposing that garzelw has a
less definite and less forcible signification than arrw, the argument
does not inform us. The mere fact that it is a derivative, furnishes
not the slightest proof; for derivatives may be amplificative or
intensive. To assume that they must be diminutive, would be
utterly fallacious. The termination «{», whether it be frequenta-
tive, or causative, is not diminutive. Our examination of the pre-
ceding tables has shown, that the primitive generally denotes a
slight and temporary immersion ; but that the derivative, in nearly
onc-half of the examples in which it is used, literally signifies total
and permanent immersion. This fact is decisive against the sup-
position, that garrifw is less definite and forcible.

But-if the less forcible primitive parro had been used in the
commission, no sufficient reason would exist, for supposing any-
thing less than dipping to be intended. The meaning even of this
word, is clearly to dip. The numerous examples of its use which
have been adduced, establish this point; and even the very
example brought forward in the argument, proves it. Judas
dipped his hand in the dish. He did not wash, purify, wet,
sprinkle, or pour his hand; but he dipped it. To dip, therefore,
according to this very example, is the meaning of ganrw; and if
this word had been employed in the commission, the command
would have been, ¢ Go teach all nations, dipping them.”” Dipping
was commanded in many of the ceremonies prescribed in the Old
Testament, and the word garzw expresses the duty enjoined. No
one imagines that it signifies, in these cases, to sprinkle or pour.
Had this word been used in the commission, Christian worshippers
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would be less obedient than the Israelites, if they satisfied them-
selves with any thing less than dipping.

But it is alleged, that the word does not always denote total
immersion. On re-examining the Table of Examples, we find that
frequently, in the use of Panze, less frequently in the use of
Banz{e, the immersion is not total ; but, in no case, does this arise
from any defect in the meaning of either verb. When a teacher
directs his pupil to dip his pen in the ink for the purpose of writing,
no one understands that an immersion of the whole pen is intended.
When we read, *Send Lazarus, that he may dip the tip of his
finger in water, and cool my tongue;”! every one understands that
the whole of the part designated, the tip of the finger, is to be
immersed. The difference in the two cases does not arise from
any difference in the meaning of the verb dip. It is the same
word in both cases, and has the same meaning; but the purpose
for which the act is to be performed determines the extent to
which the immersion is to proceed. - If the pupil should stupidly
mistake the teacher’s design, the command would be explained,
“Dip the nib of the pen in the ink;” and this is all that the first
command meant. The greater definiteness of the last command,
does not arise from any greater definiteness given to the verb dip.
It is definite in the last case, and was equally definite in the first;
but in the first, by a very common figure of speech, the whole pen
was put for a part. The teacher relied on the nature of the case
to limit the meaning of his command, and language is always suffi-
ciently definite, so long as there is no danger of being misunder-
stood. We say that a pen is dipped, when in strict language the
nib only is dipped ; but the nib is totally immersed, and hence, in
its proper meaning, to dip signifies total immersion. In all cascs
where the command is to dip, so far as depends on the meaning
of the word, total immersion must be understood ; and if we had
received the commission in English, Go teach all nations, dipping
them, it might safely be left to the common sense of mankind to
determine whether partial or total immersion was intended.

The middle voice of Greek verbs is used, when an agent acts
for his own benefit. This sufficiently explains Mark’s use of
epBanropsvos in the example cited in the argument. What Judas

1 Luke xvi. 24.
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dipped in the dish, is said by Matthew to have been his hand. A
hand may be totally immersed in the cavity of an empty dish, or
of a dish containing solids ; but the probable meaning in the present
case is, that something which the hand held, was dipped in a liquid
which the dish contained. The hand, by a figure of speech, is put
for what it held ; and the dish, by a like figure, is put for what it
contained : but amidst these figures, the word dip retains its literal
and proper meaning; and nothing was literally and properly
dipped, except what was totally immersed.

If the reader will again look through the examples in which
Barzfw occurs, he may observe that, with very few exceptions,
they are all cases of total immersion. Among the few exceptions,
there are three (Ex.’s 31, 85, 49) in which the immersion is partial
by expressed limitations: “up to the head;” “up to the waist;”
“up to the hilt.”” The fact that these limitations are expressed,
demonstrates that without them, the word would signify total
immersion. This is the word which is used in the commission,
without any limiting clause, and without anything either in the
context, or the nature of the subject, to suggest that partial im-
mersion was intended. Because an example may be found, in
which, from the nature of the case, the immersion denoted is par-
tial, we are not justified in inferring that partial immersion is
here intended. The humble and teachable disciple desires to
know and do what his divine Master meant that he should do;
and the language of the command is as definite, as if it had been
expressed in English, ¢ Go, teach all nations, immersing them.”
It does not read totally immersing ; but if any one will refuse total
immersion until he finds this expressly written, we must leave him
to his own conscience, and to the judgment of Him who gave the
command.

Argument 2.—Barrdw does indeed signify to ¢mmerse but it
also signifies to wash, and under this last meaning, ceremonial
purification is included. The Syrian leper was commanded to
wash in Jordan; and the act of obedience to this command, is
expressed by fanre. A dispute between the Jews and John's
disciples about his baptism, is called ““a question about purify-
ing.”! The Hebrew purifications were performed in various ways;
chiefly by sprinkling consecrated water. Among their rites,

! John iii. 25.
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“divers baptisms” are mentioned.! The word divers is the same
that is applied to spiritual gifts in Rom. xii. 6, and signifies, of
different kinds. Now, the baptisms could not be of different
kinds, if they were all performed by immersion. Moreover, one of
these kinds is expressly stated in the context to be *sprinkling.”
Further, the Pharisees are said to have baptized themselves, after
returning from market, when nothing more than the washing of
hands is intended. They are also said to have held the baptism
of pots, cups, brazen vessels, and tables; or, as the last word
should have been translated, of beds, or the couches on which they
reclined at meals. That all these purifications, and especially of
the beds, were performed by immersion, is wholly incredible.

If to immerse, and to wash or purify, are two different senses
of Banzilw, the question arises, in which of these senses did Christ
use the term in the commission? We are not at liberty to take
either of them at our pleasure. When a teacher commands his pupil
to ““dip the pen in the ink,” the pupil may, by turning to Johnson’s
Dictionary, find that the word dip has four senses; and that one
of these is to wet, to moisten. This sense is exemplified by a quo-
tation from Milton:

A cold shuddering dew dips me all o’er.”

With so high authority for this interpretation of dip, the pupil
may conclude to wet or moisten the pen, by putting the ink into
it in some other way: and he may adopt this conclusion with the
less hesitation, because all the purpose for which he understands
the command to have been given, will be as well accomplished.
But when he has filled his pen in some other mode, has he obeyed
his teacher’s command ? Every one knows that he has not. But
why ? Does not the word dip signify to wet or moisten? We an-
swer, it does not usually signify this; and the usual sense, is that
in which the teacher employed the term. So Christ used the word
Banzle In its usual sense; and we as truly disobey his command,
if we do not obey it in the sense which he intended, as if we substi-
tuted some other command in its place.” What the usual sense
of the word was, the examples which have been adduced fully
establish.

But does ganrilw signify to wash 2 Lexicographers say that it

! Heb. ix. 10. 2 Yer. 13.
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does, just as Johnson says that fo dip signifies fo wet or moisten.
Words acquire sccondary or accidental significations, from peculiar
conncctions, or tropical usage; and these are enumerated by lexi-
cographers as distinct meanings. Nor are they to be censured for
this. Their design is, to give a view of the language, and not a
mere collection of primary meanings. Our care, however, should
be, when strict accuracy is required, to distinguish what is merely
accidental in the signification of a word, from what is its true and
proper meaning. o immerse and to wash, cannot both be the
primary meaning of panzi{w. The last meaning cannot account
for the use of the word, in the various examples in which it occurs;
and the other meaning, to mmerse could not well be derived from
it. On the other hand, to immerse, accounts fully and satisfac-
torily for every use of the word. It must therefore be the
primary sense; and so lexicographers have decided. The second-
ary sense, which is unknown to a large part of the examples, is,
in strict criticism, merely the purpose for which the immersion
happens to be performed. When the immersion is designed for
the purpose of washing, or of ceremonial purification, the accidental
signification to wash or purify is ascribed to the word: but its
proper meaning remains unchanged, just as the proper mecaning
of Banzw, in Job ix. 80, remains unchanged, by the accidental
signification, to defile, which it acquires. In sound criticism, such
accidental significations of words are not, strictly speaking, any
part of their meaning, as was stated on p. 34. They arc ideas,
not expressed by the words, but suggested by the conncction in
which they are used.

A further proof that Barrde does not signify to wash, to purify,
to wet, to sprinkle, or to pour, may be drawn from the fact, that
the copiousness of the Greek language supplies distinct words to
express all these several ideas. If Jesus designed to command
any one of these acts, why did he not use the proper word for
denoting it? Why did he employ a word which properly denotes
a different act, and which, therefore, could not convey his meaning,
or must convey it very doubtfully ?

The Syrian leper was commanded to wash in Jordan, and, for
this purpose, he immersed himself in the river. The word Barzile,
denotes the immersion; and informs us, not only that he obeyed
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the command, but also how he obeyed it. He did not wash, by
sprinkling a few drops on his face.

We are informed that ¢ there arose a question between some of
John’s disciples and the Jews about purifying.”? What the pre-
cise question was, we are not told; and it is impossible to de-
termine, what its relation was to John’s baptism. But the passage
contains no proof, that to daptize and to purify are identical.

Paul says of the Hebrew worship: “ Which stood in meats, and
drinks, and divers baptisms, and carnal ordinances.” It is true,
as stated in the argument, that the same word “divers” is applied
to the gifts mentioned in Rom. xii. 6; but these ¢ gifts” were all
gifts. They were gifts of various kinds; but the variety did not
cause any of them to cease to be gifts. In like manner, the divers
baptisms, or immersions, mentioned in this passage, are all im-
mersions. 'Their variety does not change them into something
different from ¢mmersions. The immersion of divers persons and
things, at divers times, under divers circumstances, and for divers
kinds of uncleanness, constitutes divers immersions, without the
supposition that some of them were performed by sprinkling.
Had the phrase been, divers sprinklings, instead of divers immer-
sions, no one would have inferred that some of these sprinklings
were performed by immersion.

But it is alleged, that Paul has informed us in the context, that
some of these divers baptisms were performed by sprinkling.
This is a mistake. Paul mentions in the context, *the sprinkling
of the ashes of an heifer, sanctifying to the purifying of the flesh.”
He classifies the various rites under four heads: 1. Meats. 2.
Drinks. 3. Divers immersions. 4. Carnal ordinances, or ordi-
nances concerning the flesh. Under the last of these heads, the
sprinkling which sanctified to the purifying of the flesh, was mani-
festly included. The assumption that it was one of the divers
baptisms, is unauthorized and erroneous.

In maintaining that sprinkling and immersion are divers bap-
tisms, the argument opposes the position usually taken by the
advocates of sprinkling. Jewish baptisms were divers; but Chris-
tian baptism Paul declares to be one: ¢ One Lord, one faith, one
baptism.”” In explaining this passage, the advocates of sprinkling

1 John iii. 25.



50 BAPTISM.

allege that sprinkling and immersion are merely different modes of
the same rite; but different modes of one baptism do not consti-
tute divers baptisms. If sprinkling is really a different baptism,
how can the use of it be reconciled with the unity of the Chris-
tian rite ?

The word Barrlw, in Mark vii. 4, does not signify the mere
washing of the hands. This act is expressed in the preceding
verse, by wunze, the proper word for denoting it. Instead of con-
founding the meaning of the two words, the sense of the passage
requires that they should be carefully distinguished. The act
which one of them denotes, was performed on ordinary occasions;
but the act denoted by the other, was performed on extraordinary
occasions: ‘““when they came from the market.” Some under-
stand an immersion of the things brought from the market ; some,
an immersion of the arm up to the elbow; and some, an immer-
sion of the whole body. I suppose the last to be the true mean-
ing ; but, for our present purpose, there is no necessity of deciding
between these interpretations. According to either of them, the
word retains its usual signification to immerse.

What has been said on this passage, will assist in explaining a
similar one in Luke: ‘“ When the Pharisee saw it, he marvelled
that he had not first washed [baptized] before dinner.”? Jesus had
been mingling with a crowd of people, who had ¢ gathered thick’ 2
around him; and the danger of ceremonial defilement was as if he
had come from the market. Hence, the Pharisee expected him
to use immersion before dinner, as necessary to the proper sanctity
of a religious teacher.

The immersion of beds, the argument rashly pronounces incre-
dible. Dr. Gill, in his comments on the passage, has proved that
such immersions were practised, by quoting at length the regula-
tions of the Rabbins respecting them. To pronounce the state-
ments of the Bible incredible, unless the words be taken in an
unusual sense, is not honorable to divine inspiration.

Argument 3.—The Jewish rites were of two kinds; some,
atoning ; others, purifying. The Christian sacraments are a sum-
mary of the Jewishrites: the eucharist corresponding to those which

were atoning, and baptism to those which were purifying. If both
of them took the place of the atoning rites, by referring to the

1 Luke xi. 38, * Ver. 29.
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work of Christ, the Christian system would be defective, in having
no ceremony to represent the purifying work of the Holy Spirit.
But if baptism represents this, it is suflicient to perform it in any
mode that will represent purifying; and especially by sprinkling,
which is the mode that was commonly employed for this purpose.

It is better to learn the design of the Christian rites, from the
Holy Secriptures, than from our own reasonings, as to what is
necessary to render the Christian system complete. The supper
represents the atoning work of Christ, and it, at the same time, re-
presents our feeding on Christ by faith, which is produced by the
influence of the Holy Spirit. Because the supper represents the
atoning work of Christ, we have no right to confine it to this single
purpose, and refuse to eat and to drink, because these acts do not
represent a part of Christ’s work. DBaptism represents our purifi-
cation from sin; but it, at the same time, represents our fellowship
with Christ in his burial and resurrection ; and if we so perform it
as to make it serve one of these purposes only, we do what no one
slaims the right to do with respect to the other Christian ceremony.
We mautilate an ordinance of Christ, and render it unfit to fulfil all
the purposes which his wisdom had in view.

Argument 4.—The language of the New Testament, although
written in Greek letters, is not the Greek of classic authors; but
modified by peculiarities of Hebrew origin. On this account, it
avails but little, in ascertaining the sense of fanrifw in the New
Testament, to collect examples of its use by profane authors.
The examples in which the word has reference to purification, Cl.
I. § 3, are numerous in the Greek, Scriptures. As the primitive
Panze loses the original sense to dip, when it takes the secondary
sense to color ; so Banr{w was used by the Hebrews in the sense
to purify, without regard to the primary sense to ¢mmerse. By
profane writers, the word was usually construed with the preposi-
tion e but, in the Scriptures, it is usually construed with the pre-
position e, and, sometimes with the dative without a preposition.
This peculiarity of construction may be regarded as proof, that the
sense of the word is not identical with that in which it is employed
by Greek classic authors.

We cheerfully admit that the Greek of the New Testament con-
tains many Hebrew idioms. It is also true, that some of the
words are used to denote things which were unknown to writers
unacquainted with the religion of the Hebrews; and these words
must therefore be used in a peculiar sense. But notwithstanding
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all this, the language of the New Testament is Greek. This lan-
guage, because of its general prevalence, was wisely selected to be
the vehicle of the New Testament revelation. The Holy Spirit
made the revelation for the benefit of mankind, and not for the
Jews exclusively. The selection of a language which was generally
understood among the nations, was in accordance with this design;
provided the words were generally employed in their known signi-
fication. But if the words were used in senses to which men were
unaccustomed, the prevalence of the language was a strong objec-
tion to its use. Men would unavoidably be misled, by taking
words which were familiar in the customary sense.

Barnzfw did not denote something peculiar to the Hebrew reli-
gion or customs, but an act which had no necessary connection
with religion, and which was as well known in every heathen land
as it was in the land of Judea. If a peculiar use of it could be
proved to have prevailed in Judea, it might still be questioned,
whether, in a revelation designed for all nations, the Holy Spirit
would have conformed to this peculiar usage. But no such proof
exists. Not a single passage can be found, either in the Septua-
gint, or the New Testament, in which the word departs from its
ordinary signification. When it denoted immersion, performed for
the purpose of ceremonial purification, the meaning of the word
was precisely the same, as if the immersion had been performed
for any other purpose. Ranzw frequently occurs in the Old Testa-
ment in commands which enjoin religious observances. Yet no
one concludes that this word had a Hebrew sense different from
that which it obtained among the Gentiles; and the supposition
that Banzele had a peculiar Hebrew sense, is destitute of founda-
tion.

The language of Christ, “I have a baptism to be baptized with,”
cannot be explained, on the supposition that the Hebrew mind
attached the sense purify to the word baptize. To render the
phrase intelligible and expressive, we must admit the classical
sense tmmerse.

Josephus was a Jew, and wrote soon after the time of Christ.
From his use of the word, we may learn what it signified to the
mind of a Jew. Table II. contains several examples from this
author, in not one of which does the supposed Hebrew meaning to
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purify appear; but the meaning in all is precisely the same as in
the Greek of gentile authors.

That the Hebrews attached the ordinary meaning to the word,
may be learned from Jewish proselyte baptism. All admit that
this was immersion. Many have maintained that this baptism was
practised as early as the time of Christ. If it was, the fact
decides what the word meant in that age and country. But if, as
is more probable, the practice did not originate till the second
century, the proof is still decisive, that the Jews had not been
accustomed to a different sense of the word.

The use of immersion for the purpose of purifying, was not con-
fined to the Hebrew nation. One design of bathing, a process
which classic Greek sometimes expresses by anrilw, is the cleans-
ing of the body. The dipping denoted by Burze, in Ex. 86 and 88,
is clearly for the purpose of cleansing. The peculiarity in the
Hebrew use of these words is, that the immersion which they signify,
was performed for the purpose of religious purification. This
resulted from the religious character of the nation, and not from a
peculiar sense of the terms. Immersion, when performed for reli-
gious purification, does not cease to be immersion.

We admit that Berre has a secondary sense o color, as well as
the primary sense to dip; but both these senses are found in
classic, as well as sacred literature. The case, therefore, furnishes
no analogy which can give countenance to the supposition, that to
purify is a secondary sense, in which the primary sense of panzilw
is lost. No one pretends that this secondary sense is found in
classic Greek.

The alleged peculiarity of construction in the New Testament,
does not prove that the word has a different meaning in Scripture,
from that which prevailed in uninspired writings. As, in English,
we say to dip into, or to dip in; so, in Greek, Banzilw is construed
with either e or ev.  Both these prepositions agree perfectly with
the sense fo Ymmerse. Were one of them invariably used in the
Scriptures in construction with the verb, the circumstance would
furnish no valid argument for a peculiar meaning in the sacred
writing. Though & is commonly used, s is also found ;! and the

! In classic Greek also, both constructions are found. Ex. 45 has eg; Ex,
17 has ev.
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example in which it occurs, Mark i. 9, so connects the sacred use
of the word with the classical, as to deprive the argument for a
peculiar meaning, of the plausibility which an invariable use of one
construction might be supposed to give it. The fact that both con-
structions appear in the inspired writings, supplies additional assu-
rance that the meaning of the verb is not peculiar. We feel that the
Greek language is the same, whether we read it on the sacred or the
classic page. Dr. Campbell, in his notes on Matt. iii. 11, says :—
“ In water—in the Holy Spirit .. .. .. Vulgate in agua . . . .
Spiritu Sancto. Thus also the Syr., and other ancient versions.
. ... I am sorry to observe that the Popish translations from
the Vul. have shown greater veneration for the style of that ver-
sion than the generality of Protestant translations have shown for
that of the original. For in this the Latin is not more explicit
than the Greek. Yet so inconsistent are the interpreters last men-
tioned, that none of them have scrupled to render e zo Iopdary in
the sixth verse, in Jordan, though nothing can be plainer, than
that if there be any incongruity in the expression ¢n water, this in
Jordan must be equally incongruous. But they have seen that
the preposition ¢n could not be avoided there without adopting a
circumlocution, and saying, with the water of Jordan, which would
have made their deviation from the text too glaring. The word
parzlew, both in sacred authors, and in classical, signifies, to dip,
to plunge, to immerse, and was rendered by Tertullian, the oldest
of the Latin fathers, tingere, the term used for dyeing cloth, which
was by immersion. It is always construed suitably to this mean-
ing.”

Argument 5.—1If it were the case that fanrde clearly signifies
to dip, or tmmerse all over in water, when applied to other subjects,
it would by no means certainly follow, that it has this signification,
when applied to the Christian rite of baptism. The word supper
in English, and 8:wvov in Greek, have a very different sense, when
applied to the eucharist, from what they have in ordinary cases.
Eating a morsel of bread does not constitute a supper, in the ordi-
nary sense; but it is called a supper, in this religious rite. Now,
if the word which denotes one Christian rite, has a sense so very
different from its usual sense; why may it not be so, with the
word which denotes the other Christian rite? Why may it not
signify, instead of a complete dipping or washing, the application
of water in a small degrec?

This argument claims, that words may have a peculiar sense in
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religious rites. It does not claim this for Greek words only; for
it does not object to supper as a proper rendering of demvov. Tt
claims that these words, both the Greek and the English, have a
sense unknown elsewhere, when they are applied to the eucharist.
There is, therefore, no necessity in controverting the argument, to
transport oursclves to the foreign territory of the Greek language ;
but we are at liberty to mect it, and try its validity, on English
ground. It does not object that émmerse is an improper render-
ing of Barziw; but it claims that these words, when applied to a
religious rite, may have a meaning which they possess in no other
case. We are consequently at liberty, in trying the validity of the
argument, to use the word ¢mmerse as a correct translation of the
Greek verb.

The whole argument rests on what is supposed to be a peculiar
use of a single word, denvor; and it deserves special consideration,
that therc is but a single instance of this peculiar signification,
even with respect to this word. The instances are exceedingly
numerous, in which other words are used with reference to reli-
gious rites ; and even decvor is frequently used with reference to the
paschal supper. In all these instances it is.invariably true, that
words when applied to religious rites, have the same. signification
as in other cases, and are subject to the same rules of interpreta-
tion. If Sewwvor in 1 Cor. xi. 20, is an exception, it is a solitary
exception. It is certainly the part of true criticism, in determin-
ing the meaning of Banzifw, to follow the general rule rather than
the single exception. Besides, we have frequent use of Barre
with reference to religious rites. The Jewish priests scem never
to have thought, that, when Moses enjoined dipping in religious
rites, he meant a diminutive dipping, or one that might be per-
formed by sprinkling ; and no one has suggested, that these priests
mistook the meaning of their lawgiver. Is it not infinitcly more
probable, that Barzlw follows its kindred word Banze, in obeying
the gencral rule, than that it follows a very different word in a
solitary deviation from all rule and analogy ?

If on a single instance we may establish a rule, that words,
when applicd to a religious rite, may have a meaning which they
obtain nowhere else; who will limit the application of this rule,
and tell us, how many of the words which apply to religious rites,
obtain an extraordinary meaning, or how far their meaning dif-
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fers from that which they obtain elsewhere? Perhaps the words,
which, in the institution of the supper, are rendered eat and drink,
although they have this meaning everywhere else, signify, when
applied to a religious rite, nothing more than ¢o Zandle and to look
upon. Who will determine for us? Has the legislator of the
Church committed to any one a lexicon of ritual terms, by which
his simple-hearted disciples may find out what he meant? Or has
he given to any persons on earth authority to decree what cere-
monies they may think proper, by assigning to all the ritual terms
of Scripture what sense they please ?

That the terms used in reference to religious rites, may some-
times have a figurative rather than the literal meaning, a secondary
sense rather than the primary, may be admitted. But this is what
happens in all other speaking or writing, and the same rules of
criticism are to be applied in this as in other cases. We must
prefer the literal and primary signification, if nothing forhids. it.
We understand the word s, in the phrase ¢ This is my body,” to
signify represents ; because the literal primary signification would
make the sense absurd and false. But this word has the same
signification, when not applied to a religious rite, in the phrase,
¢“The field 2s the world.”- For the same reason, the phrase * As
often as ye drink this cup,” is to be interpreted according to a
common figure of speech, as often as ye drink the liquor con-
tained in this cup. The same literal sense of the terms, and the
same rules of figurative interpretation, are found here, as in all
other cases.

The premises stated in the argument, cannot, in any view of
them, justify the conclusion that baptism may be administered by
using a small quantity of water. The proper conclusion would
rather be, that we ought to change our mode of administering the
eucharist. If we do not literally and fully obey the divine com-
mand when we restrict ourselves in this ordinance to a morsel of
bread and a few drops of wine, we do wrong so to restrict our-
selves; and we ought rather to correct the error than establish it
as a precedent.

It deserves to be noticed, further, that gurzifw and Semvor are
not applied to the two religious rites in the same manner. One
of them is found in the words of Christ’s command; the other is
not, but is, at most, merely a name which the rite has received.
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Our conduct, in obeying the commands of Christ, must be regulated,
not by the names which His institutions may receive, but by the
words of his commands. Believers are said, in Scripture, to be
buried with Christ in baptism, at least twice as often as the
Eucharist is called a supper. Baptism may, therefore, be called a
burial ; but no one would infer hence that the body should be left
for a long time under the water, as in a real interment. Baptism
represents a real burial, in which the body of Christ continued
three days in the grave. The eucharist represents the free and
abundant communion in which the Lord sups with His people,!
in which a great supper is spread,? and which will be perfected at
the marriage supper of the Lamb.® Yet Christ did not say, ¢ Go,
teach all nations, durying them;” nor, “Take a supper in remem-
brance of me.” His command in the latter case is, ‘ Eat this
bread and drink this cup;” and he did not institute this ordinance
as a supper, but “after supper.” Now, if the command is eat,
drink, could this command be obeyed any otherwise than by eating
and drinking? Would it suffice merely to apply the bread and
cup to the lips? In like manner, when Christ said, ¢ Go, teach all
nations, immersing them,” can the command be obeyed in any
other way than by performing a real immersion? In the eucha-
rist, he commanded to eat bread and drink wine, but not to take a
full meal ; and we know, from the circumstance that this ordinance
was instituted immediately after the disciples had taken a full meal,
that a full meal was not intended. The Corinthians, when they
converted this ordinance into a full meal, did truly eat and drink,
yet they did not fulfil the command more strictly and literally
than we do; while, on the other hand, they departed from the
example, and manifest intention of Christ, and were censured for
so doing by the Apostle Paul.

We have suggested that the eucharist may possibly be called a
supper, because of the spiritual feast which it represents. So one
of the Jewish feasts was called the Passover, because of what it
commemorated. But, after all, it is not certain that the eucharist
is, in Scripture, called a supper. The eucharist is several times
mentioned in the New Testament, but is never called the Lord’s
Supper, unless in this instance; and many learned men are of

! Rey. iil. 20. 2 Luke xiv. 16. % Rev. xix. 9.
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opinion that, what is here called by this name, is not the eucharist
itself, but the Love Feast which was anciently celebrated in con-
nection with it. - Perhaps it denotes the perversion which the Corin-
thians made of the eucharist. The phrase is without the definite
article in the original text, and might be rendered *a supper of
the Lord.” Paul does not deny that the Corinthians had made a
supper of it, but he denies that it was a supper of the Lord—a
supper which the Lord had instituted, or which he approved. What
proof, then, is there, that the Holy Spirit has ever called the
cucharist by the name Lord’s Supper ? We have no objection to
the name in itself considered; but, when so much is made to
depend on it, the authority for it needs to be examined. If a
universal law of Biblical interpretation, respecting ritual words, is
to be established on a single fact, the fact should be well ascer-
tained.

Everywhere throughout the New Testament, the words baptize
and baptism are applied to one of the Christian rites; if the word
supper is ever applied to the other, it is but in a single instance,
and it may be that it is there applied to it as converted by abuse
into a full meal. The word baptize was used in Christ’s comrmand,
and directly expresses the act commanded. The word supper was
not used in the command; and, if it be used as a name of the
institution, is not directly descriptive of it. The two cases have
no analogy between them to sustain the argument.

Argument 6.—The circumstances attending the baptisms of the
New Testament, do not, in any case, prove that they were adminis-
tered by immersion.

They who urge this argument have alleged that, in the account
of Christ’s baptism, the phrase ¢ went up straightway out of the
water,”” ought to have been translated, ¢ went up straightway from
the water.”! The emendation of the translation leaves us with-
out proof, they say, that he went #nto the water to be baptized.
We admit, in this case, the correction of the translation. This
clause, we concede, does not prove that Christ was in the water.
But we have proof of this, in another verse of the same chapter:
“ And were baptized of him ¢n Jordan.”’? The testimony of Mark
to the same point, is very decisive. His record of the transaction

! Matt. iii. 16. 2 Matt. iii. 6.
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may be properly translated thus: ¢ And was immersed by John
into the Jordan,””!

In the account of the eunuch’s baptism, the phrases, “they
went down into the water,” and  they came up out of the water,”
have been subjected to a similar criticism. It has been alleged
that these may be translated with equal propriety, *they went
down to the water,” and “they came up from the water.” This
we deny. The preposition ao used in the former case, is not
found here, and our translators have, in the present case, rendered
the prepositions es and ex according to their usual import. The
opponents of immersion do not deny this, or maintain that they
must be translated otherwise ; but a departure from their ordinary
signification ought mnot to be supposed without necessity. That
these prepositions signify énto and out of, in the common use of
them by Greek authors, might be proved by innumerable citations ;
but, instead of these, the following extracts from Robinson’s Lexi-
con ought to suffice :—

“Amo is used of such objects as before were on, by, or with
another, but are now separated from it (not ¢n it, for to this e
corresponds).”  «Ex [is] spoken of such objects as before were in
another, but are now separated from it.”

This decides that our common version gives the true sense of the
passage, in the rendering, «“ they went up out of the water.” It
follows that they must have been dn the water when the baptism
was performed; and that they must have gone down info the
water for its performance.

It has been argued that, if going down into the water proves
immersion, Philip was immersed as well as the eunuch; for they
both went down into the water. If we maintained that going down
into the water signifies going beneath its surface, this argument
would be applicable; and it might also be argued against us that
the clause which the inspired historian has added, ¢he baptized
him,” is superfluous. But we understand the immersion to be
denoted by this last phrase ; and which of the two persons was im-
mersed, the context clearly shows. But while the phrase, they went
down into the water, does not express the immersion, it proves it.
No other satisfactory reason, for going into the water, can be

! Mark i. 9.
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assigned. But in truth this circumstantial proof is not needed.
The phrase, < he baptized him,” states expressly what was done.

In the passage, “John was baptizing in Enon, near to Salim,
because there was much water there,”’* it has been alleged that
the proper translation is many waters ; and it is argued that the
waters were many small springs or rivulets, not adapted to the
purpose of immersion, but needed for the subsistence and comfort
of the crowds that attended John’s ministry.

The word rendered water properly denotes the element, and not a
spring or rivulet. It was used in the plural, as we use the word askes
to denote the element, and not separate collections of it. In the
phrase ¢ ofttimes it hath cast him into the fire and into the water,” 2
fire is singular, and water is plural in the original text. If the latter
word was put in the plural form, to denote the different collections
of the element into which the afflicted youth fell at different times,
the word fire would, for the same reason, need to be plural. Hence
the phrase many waters does not signify many small springs or
streams. When Isaiah said, ¢ The nations shall rush like the rush-
ing of many waters ;3 when David said, “The Lord on high is
mightier than the noise of many waters, yea, than the mighty waves
of the sea;”* and again: ¢ He drew me out of many waters;”’ *—
when John said, “ His voice was as the sound of many waters;” ® the
supposition that many little springs or rivulets are intended, is in-
admissible. The same phrase, many waters, is used for the river
Euphrates.” It follows, therefore, that the proposed change of
translation, can be of no avail to lessen the evidence of the pas-
sage in favor of immersion. As to the allegation, that the water
was needed for the subsistence and comfort of the people; we
answer, that this, whether true or not, is not what the historian has
stated. ¢ John was baptizing, because there was much water.”
Water was needed for baptizing ; and the connection of the clauses
shows that the place was selected with reference to the adminis-
tration of the rite.

Argument 7T.—In several cases the circumstances which attended
baptism forbid the belief that it was administered by immersion.

This is a dangerous argument. If the Holy Spirit affirms that

1 John iii. 23. 2 Mark ix. 22, 3 Isaiah xvii. 13.
4 Ps, xciii. 4. 5 Ps. xviii. 16. § Rev. 1. 15.
T Jer. 11, 13.
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persons were baptized, and if to baptize signifies to immerse, it
becomes us to receive his testimony ; and, if any difficulty respect-
ing the probability of the fact presents itself to our imagination,
we should ascribe it to our ignorance. If an ordinary historian
relates what cannot be believed, when understood according to the
established laws of language, we do not invent new laws to relieve
his veracity ; but we pronounce his statement incredible. They
who urge this argument, should beware lest they impugn the vera-
city of the Holy Spirit.

It has been imagined that there was not sufficient water to be
obtained in Jerusalem for the immersion of three thousand on the
day of Pentecost. Jerusalem was the religious capital of a reli-
gious nation, whose forms of worship required frequent ceremonial
purifications. These purifications were not performed exclusively by
the sprinkling of consecrated water ; but in various cases, the defiled
person was required to wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water.!
Provision for such bathing was needed throughout the land. At
Cana, an obscure town of Galilee, a poor family unable to supply a
sufficient quantity of wine for a wedding feast, had six water pots
of stone containing two or three firkins apiece, for the purpose of
purifying.?  Such provision was specially needed at Jerusalem, the
centre of their worship. Here their sacrifices were to be offered,
and here the whole nation were required to assemble for their
appointed feasts; and these they were forbidden to celebrate, if
in a state of defilement. In preparation for these feasts, we know
from the express testimony of John, that the people went up to
Jerusalem ¢ to purify themselves.””® Some provision, therefore,
must have existed, accessible to the people, and sufficient for their
use, at these great gatherings. The privilege which was open to
the whole multitude out of every nation under heaven at this pen-
tecostal feast, belonged equally to the apostles, and to the three
thousand who were baptized ; for all these were Jews, fully enti-
tled to enter the temple, and unite in all the public services of the
nation. If any of the rulers were inclined to hinder them, they
as yet feared the people; for when these baptisms were performed,
the administrators and subjects had ¢ favor with all the people.”

! Lev. xiv. 8, 9; xv. 5, 8, 11, 22; xvi. 26, 28. 2 John ii. 6.
8 John xi. 55.
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If, therefore, any one persist in asking where water was found to
immerse so many, we ask in turn where was water found sufficient
for the purifying of the assembled nation ?

In Jerusalem, as it now is, there are large cisterns of water on
the grounds attached to private dwellings; and we may suppose
that, when the city was in its ancient prosperity, such reservoirs
were far more numerous. It is probable that access to these, as
to rooms for keeping the Passover, was often obtained by the as-
sembled worshippers. Of the converts who were baptized on the
day of Pentecost, it is likely that many resided in the city; and
if the use of private tanks was needed for baptism, their tanks
were doubtless at the service of the apostles. There were also
public pools, of which Chateaubriand, who visited Palestine about
the beginning of the present century, gives the following account :—

“Having descended Mount Zion on the east side, we came, at
its foot, to the fountain and pool of Siloe, where Christ restored
sight to the blind man. The spring issues from a rock, and runs
in a silent stream. The pool, or rather the two pools of the same
name, are quite close to the spring. Here you also find a village
called Siloan. At the foot of this village is another fountain,
denominated in Scripture Rogel. Opposite to this fountain is a
third, which receives its name from the blessed Virgin. The
Virgin’s fountain mingles its stream with that of the fountain of
Siloe.

“We have now nothing left of the primitive architecture of the
Jews at Jerusalem, except the Pool of Bethesda. This is still to
be secen near St. Stephen’s Gate, and it bounded the temple on
the north. It is a reservoir, one hundred and fifty feet long, and
forty wide; the pool is now dry, and half filled up. On the west
side may also be seen two arches, which probably led to an aque-
duct that carried the water into the interior of the temple.”

The dimensions of the Pool of Bethesda, as given by Maundrell,
are one hundred and twenty paces long, forty broad, and eight
deep. Even the smaller dimensions given by Chateaubriand, indi-
cate a sufficient supply of water in this single pool for the whole
pentecostal baptism. A doubt has been recently raised, whether
the excavation measured by these travellers, is identical with the
ancient Bethesda: and attention has been directed to a neighbor-
ing intermittent fountain, the water of which, instead of flowing
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equably, sometimes rises by a sudden movement, and, after a time,
subsides to its former level. This  has been thought to agree with
John’s account of the ancient pool: “For an angel went down at
a certain season into the pool, and troubled the water.”'  The
hypothesis is liable to strong objections, which our purpose does
not require us to present. Nor is it necessary for us to defend the
corrcetness of the tradition, which points to this excavation as the
ancient Bethesda. Much water was needed in the city; and,
when so many tanks were dug at great labor and expense, it is
altogether probable that a cavity, which could hold a large supply
of the nceded element, was not permitted to remain useless. If it
contained water, the pool, by whatever name called, may have
been the baptizing place on that memorable day.

But the Pool of Bethesda was not the only reservoir sufficiently
capacious for the immersion of three thousand. The facilities for
travelling which the present times afford have rendered visits to
the old world frequent; and men now living, have greatly increased
our knowledge of its geography and antiquities by their investi-
gations. The learned Dr. Robinson has twice explored Palestine,
with a special view to biblical illustration; and the result of his
researches has been given to the world in a large work abounding
with valuable information. The Rev. George W. Samson has also
visited the same country within a few years, and has directed
particular attention to the question now before us, in a short but
excellent work entitled, ¢ The Sufficiency of Water for Baptizing
at Jerusalem, and elsewhere in Palestine, as recorded in the New
Testament.” In this work, the present condition of the pools at
Jerusalem, six in number, is described; and the dimensions of five,
according to the measurement of Dr. Robinson, are given in feet
as follows :—

Length. | Breadth.| Depth.
Pool of Bethesda . . . . . . .1 360 130 75
Pool of Siloam . 53 18 19

Field . . . 218
Pool of Hezekiah . . . . . . .1 240 140

. 245 35
Lower Pool of Gihon . . . . . .1 5695 {275] {42}

Old or Upper Pool in the Hi.ghwa:y of the Fuller’s 316 200} 18

! John v. 4.
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The depth of the Pool of Hezekiah varies, its bottom being an
inclined plane, and the sides of the Lower Pool of Gihon, which
covers more than four acres of ground, are sloping. In these any
convenient depth of water for baptizing might be readily obtained.
When facilities for immersion were so abundant we can have no
plea for inventing a new meaning for the word which the sacred
historian has employed in recording the baptisms at Jerusalem.
If we were unable to offer any probable conjecture with respect to
the supply of water, we ought still to receive the testimony of the
Holy Spirit according to the proper import of his words, and to
believe his statement to be true; but the investigations which have
been made remove all difficulty.

It has been further imagined, that there was not time for the
immersion of so many; but this difficulty is not one which ought
to impair the credibility of the narrative. Many, if not all of the
seventy whom Christ had commissioned, were probably present on
the occasion; and the apostles had undoubted authority to com-
mand their services in the administration of the rite. With so
many agents, the work required but little time. In modern re-
vivals, the number of persons immersed on profession of faith is
sometimes large; and, from observing the time required, some
have maintained that the apostles themselves could have baptized
all the converts on the day of Pentecost. Sprinkling, if performed
with the solemnity due to a religious rite, would require not much
less time than immersion. We may therefore believe the sacred
narrative, without inventing a new meaning for the word baptize.

It has been supposed that the baptism of the Philippian jailer
and his household could not have been by immersion ; because it
took place at night, and in the prison. As to the time; the per-
secution which had been raised against Paul and Silas, and the
relation which the jailer sustained to the government of the city,
rendered it more convenient to administer the immersion at night
than to postpone it till the next day. As to the place; there is
no proof that it was administered in the jail. Paul and Silas had
been brought out, and had preached the Word to the jailer, and
“to all that were in his house.” After the preaching, they must
have left the house for the administration of baptism ; for it is
expressly stated that the jailer afterwards *“brought them into hie
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house and set meat before them.”! Where the rite was performed
we are not told. There may have been, as is common in the East,
a tank of water in the prison enclosure; and we know, because
the inspired historian has so informed us, that there was a river?
near at hand. There was, therefore, no want of water.

Argument 8.—Jesus said to his disciples, “John truly bap-
tized with water; but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost
not many days hence.”® This promise was fulfilled on the day of
Pentecost. The Spirit was then poured out upon them ; and since
Christ called this baptism, we have proof that pouring is baptism.

The Holy Spirit is not a material agent; and all representations
of his operation, drawn from material things, are necessarily imper-
fect. To immerse in the Spirit, and to pour out the Spirit, are
figurative expressions, and the things which they signify are con-
ceived to bear some resemblance to immersion in water, and to the
pouring out of water. But the resemblance is in our conception,
and not in the things themselves ; for between what is spiritnal and
what is material, there cannot, strictly speaking, be any likeness.
Different figures may be employed to represent the same thing, and
if the figurative expressions pour out the Spiret, and baptize with
the Spirit, referred to precisely the same thing, it would not follow
that the figures by which they represent it are identical. But if
the figures are not identical, they can furnish no proof that to pour
is to baptize.

God had promised by the prophet Joel, “I will pour out of my
Spirit ;" * and Christ had promised his disciples, ¢ Ye shall be im-
mersed in the Holy Spirit.”® Both the promises were fulfilled on
the day of Pentecost; but the two promises exhibit the influence of
the Spirit then communicated, in different aspects. In one it is
viewed as proceeding from God, and is likened to water poured
out; in the other it is viewed as affecting all the powers of the
apostles, surrounding and filling them, as water surrounds and
imbues substances which are immersed in it. The figures, there-
fore, not only differ from each other, but are employed to repre-
sent different things. Hence, they can furnish no proof that to
pour is to baptize.

1 Acts xvi. 34. 2 Acts xvi. 18. 5 Acts i, 5.
t Acts il 17. 5 Acts i. 5.
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ARGUMENTS AGAINST LITERAL OBLIGATION.

Argument 1.—DBaptism is a mere ceremony, and, In the sight
of God, is of far less importance than moral duties. In institut-
ing it, Christ did not design to bind his followers to the very letter
of his command; but intended that they should be at liberty to
accommodate the mode of their obedience to circumstances which
might arise, provided they :}cc_omplished the end which he had in
view. Ile commanded his disciples to wash the feet of one another.
This command was given at a time when the washing of fcet was
a usual act of hospitality; and we now rightly judge, that since
this usage has passed away, we ought to fulfil the command in
some other way. So he commanded to immerse, when immersion
for the purpose of purification was in almost daily use; but to us,
whose ordinary ablutions are partial, another mode of represent-
ing purification is better adapted. This has been the judgment
of the pious; and God’s abundant blessing on them, shows that
they have his approbation.

Baptism is indeed a ceremony; but it is a ceremony of God’s
appointing. In moral duties arising from the relations which we
bear, and founded on reasons which we are able to comprehend,
the duty must vary according to the varying relations, and there
is scope for the exercise of enlightened reason; but positive insti-
tutes are founded on the mere will of the lawgiver, and with
respect to them, to obey or disobey is the only questior, and the
only varicty. A ceremony of positive institution may possibly be
in itself of little moment; but obedience in performing it, is of
great value in God’s sight; and disobedience to merc cercmonial
requirements, he has in some cases punished in an exemplary
manner. If he abundantly blesses many who neglect the baptis-
mal command, the fact proves his great goodness, and not their
innocence.

They who, acknowledging a departure from the letter of Christ’s
command, satisfy themselves with the belief that they attain all
the ends of baptism, though they be not immersed, assume that
they fully comprehend the subject, and all the ends which the law-
giver had in view. Is mnot this arrogating too much? It is
certainly safer to believe that Christ is wiser than we are, and to
render implicit obedience to his precepts. If baptism represents
the burial and resurrection of Christ, as well as the washing away
of sin, they do not attain all the ends of baptism who neglect im-
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mersion. We have reason to believe that positive institutes were
in part given, to test and to promote the spirit of obedience.
They who fail to comply strictly with the divine precepts, not only
fail to accomplish these ends which infinite wisdom had in view,
but counterwork the designs of the lawgiver.

The command to wash one another’s fect, is not parallel to that
which enjoins baptism. The latter, the advocates of sprinkling
acknowledge to be of perpetual obligation, a Christian ceremony
of positive institution; but the former they do not so regard.
This is not the proper place to enter on the inquiry, whether the
washing of feet was designed to be a ceremony of perpetual obli-
gation. In our judgment it was not. If it can be made to appear
that we have judged wrong, it will be our duty, not to make our
error an argument for disobedience, but to amend our practice, and
conform strictly to cvery divine requirement.

Argument 2.—When Christ instituted the eucharist, he com-
manded, *this do.”’? Yet no onc imagines that we are bound to
do all that he did on that occasion. He met in an upper room,
and at night; and he reclined while eating. We do not sup-
pose ourselves under obligation to imitate him in these particulars ;
but only to do so much as is necessary to the moral ends of the
institution. By the same rule of interpretation, we are not bound
to a literal compliance with the command of baptism.

No reason exists for supposing that the pronoun “this,” in the
command ¢ this do,” refers to the place, the time, or the manner,
in which Christ ate the last supper. It evidently refers to the
acts of eating bread and drinking wine; and precisely what it
does signify, is what we are bound to do; and precisely what the
word baptize signifies, is what we are bound to do in obeying the
command which enjoins baptism. To relieve ourselves from the
obligation of strict obedience, on the plea that the moral ends of
Christ’s institutions may be attained without it, is to legislate for
Christ.

Argument 3.—Christ designed his religion to be universal, and
adapted to every climate of earth, and every condition and rank
among men. Immersion is not suited to cold climates—is fre-
quently impossible to the infirm and sick—is repulsive to the deli-
cate and refined ; and the invariable observance of it cannot have

! Luke xxii. 19.
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been required by him who said, My yoke is easy, and my burden
is light.”

Our simple reply to this argument is, that it is Christ’s com-
mand. We dare not, by our fallible reasonings from general prin-
ciples, attempt to determine the will of our divine lawgiver, when
we have in our possession his express command on the very sub-
jeet.  Christ knew all the climates of the earth, and all the con-
ditions and ranks among men, and he has adapted his religion to
these as far as appeared best to his infinite wisdom. If the infirm
and sick cannot obey, there is an end of responsibility in their
case. If the delicate and refined will not, they must leave the
pleasure of obedience to those, who think it no humiliation to tread
where they find the footsteps of their Lord and Master. Though
Christ’s yoke is easy, it is still a yoke; and pride and false deli-
cacy may refuse to wear it; but love can make it welcome and
delightful.

Secrion III.—SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM.

THOSE ONLY ARE PROPER SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM WHO REPENT OF
SIN AND BELIEVE IN CHRIST.

Repentance and faith are associated graces in the hearts of the
regenerate, each of them implying the existence of the other.
Sometimes one of them is particularly mentioned as a qualification
for baptism, and sometimes the other. They manifest themselves
by confession of sin; by profession of dependence on Christ, and
subjection to his authority ; and by holy obedience.

John the Baptist required repentance, with its appropriate fruits,
in those whom he admitted to baptism. It has been denied that the
rite which he administered was identical with Christian baptism
but, for our present purpose, nothing more is necessary than to
satisfy ourselves, that John did not require more spiritual qualifica-
tions for his baptism, than were required by Christ and his apos-
tles. If he proclaimed repentance to be necessary because the
kingdom of heaven was at hand, it could not be less necessary
after the kingdom was established. That John did require repent-
ance, as a qualification for baptism, the following Scriptures testify:
“Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven is at*hand . .. ...



SUBJECTS OF BAPTISM. 69

and were baptized of him in Jordan, confessing their sins.’*
“Bring forth, therefore, fruits meet for repentance; and think
not to say within yourselves, We have Abraham to our father.”?

During the personal ministry of Christ, he made and baptized
disciples. “There he tarried and baptized.”’® ¢ The Lord knew
how the Pharisees had heard that Jesus made and baptized more
disciples than John.”* Those only were baptized by Christ, who
were made disciples; and discipleship implies repentance and faith.

The commission which Christ gave to his apostles, connects faith
and discipleship with baptism as qualifications for it: ¢ Go, preach
the gospel to every creature. IHe that believeth, and is baptized,
shall be saved.”® ¢ Go, make disciples of all nations, baptizing
them.””

In executing the commission of Christ, the apostles and their
fellow-laborers required repentance and faith as qualifications for
baptism. Several passages in the Acts of the Apostles clearly
indicate this: ¢ Repent and be baptized, every one of you, in the
name of Jesus Christ. . ... Then they that gladly received
the word were baptized.”” ¢ When they believed Philip preach-
ing the things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of
Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and women.”® ¢ And
the eunuch said, See, here is water ; what doth hinder me to be
baptized ? And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart,
thou mayest.”? ¢ Can any man forbid water, that these should
not be baptized which have received the Holy Ghost as well as
we.” 1 “Whose heart the Lord opened, that she attended unto the
things which were spoken of Paul. And when she was baptized.” *
‘ He was baptized, he and all his straightway . . . . and rejoiced,
believingin God withallhishouse.” ** .. . “Many of the Corinthians
hearing, believed and were baptized.” 1

In the Epistles of the New Testament, baptism is mentioned in
guch connections as prove that all the baptized were believers in
Christ : “ Know ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into

1 Matt. iii. 2, 6. 2 Matt. iii. 8, 9. 3 John iii. 22.

4 John iv. 1. 5 Mark xvi. 15, 16. 6 Matt. xxviii. 19.
7 Acts ii. 38, 41, 8 Acts viii. 12. ? Acts viii. 36, 37.
10 Acts x. 47, 1 Acts xvi. 14, 15. 12 Acts xvi. 33, 34.

13 Acts xviii, 8.
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Jesus Christ were baptized into his death.”! ¢ Buried with him
in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him through faith.”?
“Ye are all the children of God by faith; for as many of you as
have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ.”® ¢ Baptism
doth now save us, . . . . the answer of a good conscience toward
God.”*

All these quotations from Scripture harmonize perfectly with
each other, and incontrovertibly establish the truth, that repent-
ance and faith are necessary qualifications for baptism. This is
universally admitted with respect to adult persons; but a special
claim is urged in behalf of infants, and the practice of administer-
ing the rite to them has prevailed very extensively. The arguments
in its defence will be examined in the Chapter on Infant Member-
ship.

Secrion IV~DESIGN OF BAPTISM.

BAPTISM WAS DESIGNED TO BE THE CEREMONY OF CHRISTIAN
PROFESSION.

The religion of Christ was intended for the whole world, and it
is made the duty of his followers to propagate it. Men are re-
quired not only to receive, but also to hold forth the word of life.
The lepers who found abundance of food in the Syrian camp, could
not feast on it by themselves while their brethren in the city were
famishing ; and, if any one thinks that he can enjoy the blessings
of religion, and shut up the secret in his own breast, he mistakes
the nature of true Christianity. The light kindled within must
shine, and the Spirit of love in the heart must put forth efforts to
do good.

Profession is, in general, necessary to salvation. With the
Lieart, man believeth unto righteousness; and with the mouth, con-
fession is made unto salvation.® Divine goodness may pardon the
weakness of some, who, like Joseph of Arimathea, are disciples
secretly through fear; but it nevertheless remains a general truth,
that profession is necessary. Christ has made the solemn declara-
tion, ¢ Whosoever shall be ashamed of me, and of my words, in
this adulterous and sinful generation; of him also shall the Son

I Rom, vi. 3. 2 Qol. 1. 12. 3 Gal. il 26, 27.
41 Peter 1. 21, 5 Rom. x. 10.
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of man be ashamed, when he cometh in the glory of his Father with
the holy angels.”’!

Profession is the appointed public outset in the way of salvation
The apostles exhorted, * Save yourselves from this untoward gene-
ration.”? The world lies in wickedness, and under the curse of
God. They who would be saved, should escape from it, as Lot
escaped from Sodom. God calls: ¢ Come out from among them,
and be ye separate.””® This call is obeyed, when converted persons
separate themselves from the ungodly, and publicly devote themselves
to the service of Christ. They then set out in earnest to flee from
the wrath to come. The resolution to flee must first be formed in
the heart ; but the public profession may be regarded, in an import-
ant sense, as the first manifest step in the way of escape.

The profession of renouncing the world, and devoting ourselves
to Christ, might have been required to be made in mere words
addressed to the ears of those who hear; but infinite wisdom has
judged it better that it should be made in a formal and significant
act, appointed for the specific purpose. That act is baptism. The
immersion of the body, as Paul has explained, signifies our burial
with Christ; and in emerging from the water, we enter, according
to the import of the figure, on a new life. We put off the old man,
and put on the new man: ‘“ As many of you as have been baptized
into Christ, have put on Christ.”’*

The place which baptism holds in the commission, indicates its
use. The apostles were sent to make disciples, and to teach them
to observe all the Saviour’s commands; but an intermediate act is
enjoined, the act of baptizing them. In order to make disciples,
they were commanded, ¢ Go, preach the gospel to every creature.”
When the proclamation of the good news attracted the attention
of men, and by the divine blessing so affected their hearts, that
they became desirous to follow Christ, they were taught to observe
his commandments, and first to be baptized. This ceremony was
manifestly designed to be the initiation into the prescribed service ;
and every disciple of Christ who wishes to walk in the ways of the
Lord, meets this duty at the entrance of his course.

The design of baptism is further indicated by the clause * bap-

I Mark viii. 38. ? Acts ii. 40. 32 Cor. vi. 17.
¢ Gal. iil. 27.
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tizing them into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Ghost.” The rendering of our version, “in the name
of,” makes the clause signify that the administrator acts by the
authority of the Trinity; but the more literal rendering ‘ento
the name of,”” makes it signify the new relation into which the act
brings the subject of the rite. He is baptized into a state of pro-
fessed subjcction to the Trinity. It is the public act of initia-
tion into the new service.

The design of baptism proves its importance. The whole tenor
of the gospel forbids the supposition that there is any saving efficacy
in the mere rite: but it is the appointed ceremony of profession;
and profession, we have scen, is, in general, necessary to salvation.
As the divine goodness may pardon disciples who fear to make
public profession, so it may, and we rejoice to believe that it does
pardon those, who do not understand the obligation to make cere-
monial profession, or mistake the manner of doing it. But God
ought to be obeyed; and his way is the right way, and the best
way. Paul argues from the baptism of believers, their obligation
to walk in newness of life. The ceremony implies a vow of obedi-
ence, a public and solemn consecration to the service of God. The
believing subject can feel the force of the obligation acknowledged
in the act, and Paul appeals to this sense of obligation: ¢ Know
ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ were
baptized into his death?”’! Though it is an outward ceremony, it is
important, not only as an act of obedience, but as expressing a
believer’s scparation from the world, and consecration to God, in a
manner intelligible and significant, and well adapted to impress his
own mind and the minds of beholders.

The faith which is professed in baptism, is faith in Christ. We
confess with our mouths the Liord Jesus Christ, and believe in our
hearts that God has raised him from the dead.? If the doctrine
of the resurrection be taken from the Gospel, preaching is vain, and
faith is vain. So, if the symbol of the resurrection be taken from
baptism, its chief significancy is gone, and its adaptedness for the
profession of faith in Christ, is lost. IHence appears the impor-
tance of adhering closely to the Saviour’s command, ¢ immersing
them.”

1 Rom. vi. 3. 2 Rom. x. 9.
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The obligation to make a baptismal profession of faith, binds
every disciple of Christ. Some have converted the Eucharist into
a ceremony of profession ; but this is not the law of Christ. Bap-
tism was designed, and ought to be used, for this purpose. If
infant baptism be obligatory, the duty is parental; and if it be a
ceremony in which children are dedicated by their parents to the
Lord, it is a different institution from that in which faith is pro-
fessed. He who has been baptized in infancy, is not thereby
released from the obligation to make a baptismal profession of
faith in Christ. If it be granted, that his parents did their duty
in dedicating him to God, he has, nevertheless, a personal duty to
perform. The parental act of which he has no consciousness, can-
not be to him the answer of a good conscience toward God. Had
it left an abiding mark in the flesh, an argument of some plausi-
bility might be urged against the repetition of the ceremony. But
the supposed seal of God’s covenant is neither in his flesh, nor in
his memory, and his conscience has no Scriptural release from the
personal obligation of a baptismal profession.

Secrron V.—.CONNECTION OF BAPTISM WITH CHURCH
ORDER.

It will be shown hereafter, that in a Church, organized like the
primitive churches, none but baptized persons can be admitted to
membership. On this account, the present chapter on baptism has
been introduced, as a necessary preliminary to the subsequent dis-
cussions on church order.



CHAPTER II.

LOCAL CHURCHES.
SecrrioN L—MORAL CHARACTERISTICS.

A CHRISTIAN CHURCI IS AN ASSEMBLY OF BELIEVERS IN CHRIST,
ORGANIZED INTO A BODY, ACCORDING TO THE HOLY SCRIPTURES,
FOR THE WORSHIP AND SERVICE 0F GOD.

ASSEMBLY.

The word church, when it occurs in the English New Testament,
is, with onc exccption, the rendering of the Greek word exxaqoia.
The Greek word, however, sometimes appears in the original text,
when it could not, with propriety, be translated church. No one
would render Acts xix. 82, “For the church was confused;” or
verse 89, It shall be determined in a lawful churel ;" or verse 41,
“He dismissed the chureh.” It is hence manifest, that the two
words do not precisely correspond to each other in signification.

The meaning of an English word, is ascertained by the usage of
the best English authors. By such writers, the word CHURCH is
often employed to denote religious societies, consisting of persons
who, because of the wide extent of territory which they occupy,
never assemble in one place for divine worship. The principles on
which these societies are formed, are various; their modes of
zovernment differ from each other; and they do not agrece in the
doctrines which they profess. If we should refuse to call any one
of these societies a church, the usage of the best English writers
might be cited against us; and the usage of such men is the law
of the language.

But the disciples of Christ have another law, to which they
appeal when they seek direction in forming and organizing
churches. This law is contained in the Holy Scriptures. The
question then is not, what does the English word churcl mean, or

T4\
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to what religious societies may the name be applied; but what is
a church, according to the teaching of the inspired word.

The Greek word exxaysw denotes an assembly; and is not
restricted in its application to a religious assembly. But every
reader of the New Testament discovers, that the first Christians
were formed into religious assemblies, to which epistles were
directed ; and which acted, and were required to act, as organized
bodies. The word is ordinarily used, in the New Testament, to
denote these assemblies; and it is only with this use of the term,
that we are at present concerned.

The Greek word denotes an assembly ; and, in this particular,
differs from the English word church, which is often used to signify
the house in which men assemble for religious worship. The word
 churches,” in Acts xix. 37, denotes the temples in which the
heathen gods were worshipped; but this is the exception before
referred to, in which the Greek word sxxagoia does not appear in
the original text. This word never denotes the house in which
the worshippers assemble. The word cwaywyy was used, not only
for the assembly, but also for the house in which the assembly
met; and hence, we read ¢ He hath built us a synagogue.”! But
the word exxagow differs from it in this particular. The passage of
Scripture which most favors the opinion, that, the word was applied
to a material edifice, is, *“ Have ye not houses to eat and to drink
in? or despise ye the Church of God, and shame them that have
not ?’? Here an antithesis has been supposed, between the pri-
vate dwellings of the Corinthian Christians, and their house of
public worship. But this interpretation weakens the force of the
passage. The word ¢ despise,” like the word ¢shame’” which
follows, has persons for its object; and the injurious treatment
which it implies, would be far less criminal, if it affected merely
the material edifice in which the church assembled.

The word sxxaaa, as used by classic Greek authors, signified an
assembly. It was used to denote the assembly of the citizens in the
democratic towns of Greece, met to decide on matters appertaining
to the State. With this use of it, precisely agrees that which is
found in Acts xix. 89: “It shall be determined in a lawful
assembly.” The multitude there convened, were not a lawful

! Luke vii. 5. 21 Cor. xi. 22.
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ecclesia. But we learn from the last verse of the chapter, that the
word was not restricted in its use to a lawful ecclesia, for it is ap-
plied to the very company congregated on this occasion. ¢ He
dismissed the assembly.” In the Septuagint, it is the word usually
employed to denote the assembly of Hebrew worshippers, called
the Congregation of the Lord; but it is also applied to assemblies
not organized for religious purposes or business of state! On
the whole, therefore, when we meet with the word, we are sure of
an assembly, and of nothing else, so far as depends on the word
itself.

When we turn to the New Testament, and examine the use of
this word in its application to the followers of Christ, we find it
for the most part so employed that an assembly is manifestly
denoted. If he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church,”
“but if he neglect to hear the church,” &c.2 The church in
this passage, is an assembly, addressed by the party complain-
ing, and addressing the party offending. Frequently the churches
have their place of meeting specified, and are hence called the
church at Jerusalem;® the church at Antioch;* the church at
Corinth ;° the church at Ephesus, &c.,® and when mention is made
of the Christians in a district of country, so large as to render
their habitual and frequent meeting for the worship of God
impracticable, the term church is not applied to them in the singu-
lar number. Hence, we read, ¢ the churches throughout all Judea,
Galilee, and Samaria ;7 the churches of Galatia ;® the churches of
Macedonia ;® the churches of Asia.l® It is clear, from these pas-
sages, that the term in the singular number, denoted the separate
local assemblies in those districts or countries, and not the whole
number of Christians inhabiting a kingdom or province. This is
further confirmed by the fact, that the meeting of the Christians
in the city of Corinth, is called the meeting of the whole Church,
if the whole church be come together into one place.” If they had
been called the church at Corinth, merely as belonging to a class
of persons widely scattered through Achaia or the whole world, tc

! Ps.xxvi. §; Judith vi. 16 xiv. 6. 2 Matt. xviii. 17.
8 Acts viii. 1. 4 Acts xiil. 1. 51 Cor. 1. 2.
6 Rev. ii1. 1. T Acts ix. 31. 8 Gal. 1. 2; 1 Cor. xvi. 1.

9 2 Cor, viil, 1. 11 Cor. xvi. 19. 111 Cor. xiv. 23.



MORAL CHARACTERISTICS. 7

whom, contemplated in the aggregate, the name church was given;
the phrase * the whole church” would necessarily denote the entire
aggregate; and it could not be said with truth that the whole
church was assembled, when only the Christians in the city of
Corinth formed the assembly.

Further proof that the word .denoted a particular or local
assembly, appears in this, that the churches are mentioned as dis-
tinct from one another. ¢ They ordained elders in every church.”’!
Also in this, that the churches were compared with each ogher : “For
what is it wherein ye were inferior to other churches?’? ¢No
church communicated with me as concerning giving and receiving,
but ye only.”? ¢ As distinct bodies, they sent and received salu-
tations,” * and held intercourse by messengers.’

By the proof which has been adduced, it is fully established
that the word church, in such names as The Church of England,
The Church of Scotland, The Presbyterian Church, The Episcopal
Church, The Methodist Church, does not correspond in signification
with the Greek word exxagoca. These churches never assemble in
one place, because their members are dispersed over too large an
extent of territory. They are, therefore, not churches in the New
Testament sense of the word. It is true that some of these
churches have supreme judicatories in which the power of the
whole body is supposed to be concentrated ; and in these the whole
church is conceived to be assembled : thus, the Presbyterian Church
has its General Assembly. But whenever the General Assembly
of the Presbyterian Church is mentioned, the very title indicates
that the Assembly is one thing, and the Church another. The
Assembly may be seen in some spacious room, transacting the busi-
ness of the Church; but no one will affirm that the Church itself
is literally there ; and no one calls the Church itself an assembly.
The people of the United States are conceived to be assembled in
Congress; and the people of the several states in their several
legislative assemblies; but no one understands this to be literally
true, and no one calls the people of the United States or of any
single state an assembly. But whenever the word exxanow is used,
we are sure of an assembly; and the term is not applicable to
bodies or societies of men that do not literally assemble.

1 Acts xiv. 23. 22 Cor. xii 13. 8 Phi. iv. 15,
* Rom. xvi. 16; 1 Cor. xvi. 19. &2 Cor. viii. 23.
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In defending the Presbyterian form of church government, it
has been argued that the term ecclesia is applied in the New
Testament to denote all the Christians in a large city, when their
number was so great that they could not all assemble for worship
in one place. In a large city of the present day, a single de-
nomination of Christians may have many churches assembling at
their several places of worship at the same hour. The same
division of the worshipping assemblies, is supposed to have existed
in ancient times; and yet, it is remarked, we never read in the
New Testament of several churches in one city; and it is inferred
that the word exxagow in the singular number, included in these
cases all the separ~te worshipping assemblies.

Dr. Dick' urges the argument just stated, and refers particularly
to the church at Jerusalem, and the church at Antioch, as bodies
too large for all the members to assemble in one place. It is
unfortunate, however, for the argument, that these very churches
are cxpressly declared in the Holy Secriptures to have assembled.
Although the disciples in Jerusalem were numbered by thousands,
yet, when their number “had multiplied,”? the apostles gathered
the whole multitude together, and directed them to choose out
from among themselves seven men to have charge of the distri-
bution to the poor. And when Paul and Barnabas returned to
Antioch, after having performed a tour of missionary labor, it is
left on record that they gathered the church together, and rehearsed
what the Lord had done by them.® Against these express declara-
tions of the sacred historian, the conjecture that the number of
disciples in these cities was too great to permit them to assemble
in one place, is entitled to no consideration.

It is further argued by Dr. Dick, that all the disciples in Jeru-
salem could not have assembled in one place, because of the perse-
cution to which they were exposed. But an important fact is here
overlooked. For a considerable time after the day of Pentecost,
the Christians had ¢ favor with all the people.”* The rulers were
opposed to them ; but the favor which they had among the people
stayed the hand of persecution. While this state of things lasted,
they remained cne church, one assembly. But when persecution

! Theology, 2 96, 98. 2 Acts vi. 1, 2, 3 Acts xiv. 27.
+ Acts ii. 47,
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scattered them, they were compelled to hold their assemblies in
several places, and they are no longer regarded as constituting one
church; but the historian, with strict regard to accuracy of language,
calls them ¢ churches.”!

If the word exzagsw in the singular number, could denote several
distinct assemblies in a large city, no good reason can be assigned
why it might not also denote the assemblies of Christians through-
out a province or kingdom. But it is admitted that when applied
to these, the word is always used in the plural form. All this ex-
actly accords with what was before stated—that the word always
assures us of an assembly.

MEMBERS.

Whether the assembly denoted by the word sxxagaia was religious
or political, lawful or unlawful, the word itself does not determine.
We must look beyond the word itself, to learn the character of the
members who composed the churches of the New Testament; and
the purpose for which they were associated.

The character of the persons who composed the New Testament
churches, may be readily learned from the epistles addressed to
them. They are called “ The elect of God;’? ¢ Children of God
by faith;”? ¢ Sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints;”’*
¢ Saints in Christ Jesus;”’% ¢ Followers of the Lord ;' ¢ ¢ Beloved
of the Lord.”” No doubt can exist that these churches were, in
the view of the inspired writers who addressed them, composed of
persons truly converted to God.

We may learn the same from the Acts of the Apostles. The
first church admitted to membership those who repented and
gladly received the word ;® and the Lord added to the church daily
such as should be saved.” Some have preferred to translate the
passage last cited, “ The Lord added to the church such as were
saved.” The former rendering does not so fully determine that the
persons added had already undergone a saving change. Neither
rendering, however, gives the precise sense of the original, which,

1 Aects ix. 31. % Col. iii. 12, 3 Gal. iii. 26.
+1 Cor. i 2. 5 Phil. i. 1. ¢ 1 Thes. 1. 6.
72 Thes. ii. 13. 8 Acts i1, 39, 41. ? Acts ii. 47.
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by the use of the present participle, describes the salvation as
neither future nor past, but in present progress. Men who had
entered the way of salvation, and were making progress therein,
were added to the church in Jerusalem, and all the members of the
church were persons of like character, for the multitude were ¢ of
one heart.””* When persecution scattered this first church, its dis-
persed members formed other churches precisely like the parent
church in the character of the members. None were admitted
but as believers in Christ.

What has been said must not be understood to imply that none
but true believers ever entered the primitive churches. We know
from the Acts of the apostles, that Ananias, Sapphira,* and Simon
the Sorcerer,® had a place for a time among the true disciples of
Jesus; and we know from the apostolic epistles, that false
brethren were brought in unawares into the churches.* But we
are clearly taught that they were considered intruders, occupying
a place that did not properly belong to them, and were ejected
when their true character became apparent. Although, even in
apostolic times, such men obtained admittance into the churches,
they crept in unawares,® and, therefore, if we would tread in the
footsteps of the apostles, we cannot plead their authority for ad-
mitting into the churches any who are not true disciples of Christ.

In our definition of a church, we have called it an assembly of
believers in Christ. This definition tells what a church is accord-
ing to the revealed will of God, and not what it becomes by the
criminal negligence of its ministers and members, or the wicked
craft of hypocritical men who gain admittance into it. When we
study the word of God to ascertain what a church is, we must re-
ceive the perfect pattern as presented in the uncorrupted precepts
of that word, and not as marred by human error and crime.

ORGANIZATION.

A church is an organized assembly. The organization cannot
be certainly inferred from the mere name. This.is supposed to
signify, properly, an assembly legally called together or summoned;

1 Acts iv. 32, 2 Acts v. 1. 3 Acts viii. 13.
¢ Gal. ii. 4. 5 Jude 4.
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and the derivation of the word from exxanco, to call out, accords
with this meaning. A legal summons implies obligation to obey it;.
and the persons who were under this obligation must be supposed
to have been bound, not only to assemble, but also to co-operate
with one another in the business for which the assembly was con-
voked. Although the term was sometimes applied to an assembly
not legally convened, or a loose and disorderly assembly, yet it
commonly signified an assembly of persons bound to act together
as a body for some specified object. This is truc of the New Tes-
tament churches.

The church at Jerusalem is clearly distinguished, in the sacred
narrative, from the loose multitude that heard Peter’s sermon on the
day of Pentecost. Many of these became *“added to the church;”
but the church, it is manifest from the record, was a distinct and
separate body, and their union and co-operation are plainly exhi-
bited in the sacred history.

A passage in the first epistle to the Corinthians shows that the
church at Corinth was a distinct assembly, not including others
who might chance to be present in their meeting: ¢“If the whole
church be come together into one place, and all speak with tongues,
and there come in those that are unlearned or unbelievers.”! Had
the church been a loose or unorganized assembly, these visiters
who came in would have formed a part of it. But the distinction
between them and the church is marked and clear. Moreover, the
phrase, “If the whole church be come together,” manifestly im-
plies that there was a definite number of persons who were expected
to convene, and who, when convened, constituted the entire body.
This would not be true of an unorganized assembly. Let it be
further noted, that the word exxazow is here used to denote the
body, not as actually assembled, but as a body of which it was
possible for some of the members to be absent when others were
present. Sometimes the word was used to denote an actual assem-
bly, as in the passage, “ When ye come together in the church” 2—
that is, in the assembly or public meeting : but in the phrase, ¢ If
the whole church be come together,” the term manifestly applied
to the church, riot as a body actually assembled, but as organized.
Their organization had doubtless a reference to their assembling

11 Cor. xiv. 23. 21 Cor. xi. 18.
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for the purpose of carrying the design of their organization into
effect ; and the name exxanoie Was given to the body because of its
actual assembling, or because the members were obliged to assem-
ble by the terms of their organization.

This distinction in the use of the term, as sometimes denoting
an organized body, and sometimes an actual assembly, appears also
in the Septuagint. The Congregation of the Lord was an ecclesia,
whether actually assembled or not; but, in the phrase, “in the
day of the assembly,” the term exzinsw is used to denote the
actual assembly that stood before Mount Sinai. This is the meaning
of the word in 1 Cor. xiv. 84, ¢ Let your women keep silence in
the churches’—that is, in the assemblies, or public meetings. It
is added : ¢ For it is a shame for a woman to speak in the church.”
This shame does not attach to her as a member of an organized
body, but as being in a public assembly.

The English word church always refers to an organized body;
but it does not necessarily imply an actual assembly, being very
frequently applied to bodies that never actually assemble. On this
account, it is not an accurate rendering of exxizsw, When this term
denotes an actual assembly without reference to organization. Dr.
Doddrldgc has very properly rendered Acts vil. 38 “This is he
that was in the assembly in the wilderness.” If this principle of
translation were applied throughout the New Testament, and the
word church were admitted only when an organized body is in-
tended, something would be gained in respect of perspicuity.

We have not argued the organization of the primitive churches
from the mere use of the Greek name ecclesin. The name was
appropriately used to denote an organized assembly; but this was
not its exclusive signification. Other considerations which have
been adduced, prove that the local churches of the New Testament
were, in general, organized bodies ; but a doubt exists with respect
to the churches or assemblies in private houses, of which four
cases are mentioned.! In those times, houses had not been erected
for the special accommodation of Christian assemblies; and meet-
ings for religious worship were doubtless often held in private
houses. 'That in some cases a regularly organized church may
have held its stated meetings in a private house, is by no means

1 Rom. xvi. 53 1 Cor. xvi, 19; Col. iv. 15; Philem, 2
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improbable. But we cannot affirm that every Christian assembly
to which the word ecclesia was applied, was a regularly organized
church. We may admit that the word assembly would be a more
suitable rendering in these cases of meeting in private houses; and
yet the proof is abundant that the churches commonly spoken of
in the New Testament were organized.assemblies.

INDEPENDENCE.

Each church, as a distinct organization, was independent of every
other church. No intimation is anywhere given that the acts of
one church were supervised by another church, or by any ecclesi-
astical judicatory established by a combination of churches. In
the direction given by Christ, for settling a difficulty between two
members, the aggrieved brother is commanded to report the case
to the church, and the action of the church is represented as final.
The church at Corinth excommunicated the incestuous person, by
its own act and without reference to a higher judicatory. As if to
settle the question of church independence, Paul, though possess-
ing apostolic authority, and though he commanded the act to be
done, yet required it to be done by the assembled church, as the
proper agent for performing the work. Again, when the same
individual was to be restored, the action of the church became
necessary, and this action completed the deed. In the book of
Revelation, distinct messages were sent to the seven churches of
Asia. The character and works of each church are distinctly and
separately referred to; and the duties prescribed are assigned to
each church separately, and that church alone is required to per-
form them.

The only case in which there is an appearance of appeal to a
higher judicatory, is that which is recorded in Acts xv. This was
not a case of appeal to a higher judicatory established by a com-
bination of churches, but to the single church at Jerusalem, with
the Apostles and Elders; and the decree, when issued, went forth
with the authority of the Holy Ghost.
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DIVINE RULE.

After we have proved that the primitive churches were organized
societies, an important question arises, Whether we are under
obligation to regulate the church order of the present time in con-
formity to ancient usage. Was that usage established by divine
authority, and designed to be of perpetual obligation; or was the
whole matter of order and government left to human prudence ?
If the primitive churches consisted wholly of baptized believers,
are we now at liberty to receive unbelievers and unbaptized persons?
If the primitive churches were independent organizations, are we
now at liberty to combine many churches in one organization ? If
the ancient pastors were all equal in authority, are we now at liberty
to establish gradations in the pastoral office, and give one minister
authority over others?

It must be admitted, that the Scriptures contain very little in
the form of direct precept relating to the order and government of
churches. But we have no right to require that everything
designed for our instruction in duty, should be made known to us
only in the way of direct command. Judicious parents give much
instruction to their children by example ; and this mode of instruc-
tion is often more intelligible and more useful than precept. It
was made the duty of the apostles to teach their converts what-
soever Christ had commanded, and to set the churches in order.
If, instead of leaving dry precepts to serve for our guidance, they
have taught us, by example, how to organize and govern churches,
we have no right to reject their instruction, and captiously insist
that nothing but positive command shall bind us. Instead of
choosing to walk in a way of our own devising, we should take
pleasure to walk in the footsteps of those holy men from whom we
have received the word of life. The actions of a wise father deserve
to be imitated by his children, even when there is no evidence that
he intended to instruct them by his example. We revere the
apostles, as men inspired with the wisdom which is from above;
and respect for the Spirit by which they were led, should induce
us to prefer their modes of organization and government to such
as our inferior wisdom might suggest.

But the Apostles designed that their modes of procedure should
be adopted and continued. Paul commended the church at Corinth,



MORAL CHARACTERISTICS. 85

because they had kept the ordinances as he had delivered them.
Some things which needed further regulation, he promised to set in
order when he came; evidently implying that there was an order
which ought to be established. Titus, whom he had instructed, he
left in Crete,! to ordain elders in every city, and to set in order
the things that were wanting. To Timothy, he said: ¢ The things
which thou hast heard of me, the same commit thou to faithful
men who shall be able to teach others also.””? As matters of church
order formed a part of his own care and action, and a part of what
he had committed to Titus, so we must believe that they formed a
part of that instruction which he had given to Timothy, to be
transmitted by him to other faithful men, and by them to their
guccessors.

The commission which the Lord gave to his apostles, required
them to teach the observance of all that he had commanded. Many
discourses which he delivered, previous to his crucifixion, are
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