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PROLOGUE

The essence of good writing is knowing what you intend to say bgborstart.
And so, | apologize in advance. You see, | wrote this series gfsessabaptism without
knowing where I'd end up, all in an effort to decide for myself wrsdtould believe on
this critical issue. The conflicting views and intense emotiosscated with baptism
had become increasingly a problem for me. | didn’t quite know whabwmyview was,
and the students in my Sunday School class kept asking for instructithis area.
Clearly, they were wrestling with the same issue.

The materials | could find were of little use. There are tdtgreat books and
articles urging the necessity of water immersion of belgevwer salvation. But there is
very little material arguing the contrary position—even though mwthin the Churches
of Christ are being persuaded that we should no longer deny theicsalo those
improperly baptized.

It bothered me greatly that this dispute had arisen. It botherezlyememore that
the issue had not received truly in-depth study in the literalfutieose who argued for
accepting the salvation of the unbaptized were right, they certhadp’t stated their
case well enough to persuade those of us with an analytic benthd'sort of person
who can'’t be persuaded without understanding the whole argument—stegp biytsve
to think through it in detail. | have to wrestle with all the arguments, all tigwas. It's
just the way God made me.

And so | began looking for arguments for both sides of the casead asyself, if
| were arguing for this or that side, what would be the begtnaents | could muster?
And if | were on the other side, how would | attack that argument?

There came a point where | felt compelled to draw up an outline of the argument

Each point in the outline eventually became an essay. Finally, & wrobnclusion. And

then | re-wrote it. Several times. And so | wrote most of tiessays long before | knew
where | was heading with all this. Frankly, | was more thaittla surprised at where |

wound up.



INTRODUCTION

“So, has your son decided where he’s going to college, yet?” a friend of mine
asked.

“Harding. In Searcy, Arkansas,” | replied.

“Harding, huh? I've heard of that school. It's a Church of Christ school, isn’'t
it?”

“Yes. It's a small, liberal arts ...”

“You must be in the Church of Christ,” he interrupted. “That remindsaia
joke!” Since there’s only one Church of Christ joke, | already kné&atvae’d say, but |
politely allowed him to tell his joke. Anything else would have been teosiee and
would have only made the point of the story seem all the more teueoiinued, “You
see, this guy died and went to heaven. He met Saint Peter at the gaRetandhowed
him around.

“They walked over to an area and saw a cocktail party going on. Peter said, ‘This
is where we keep the Episcopalians. And over here is where wehee®entecostals.’
Peter pointed to a group speaking in some strange language with some angels. The guy
asked Peter, ‘Are they really speaking in the tongues of angels? jBstéaughed and
said, ‘No, but the angels pretend to understand them. It keeps the Pentelcapiais—
and that's what's heaven is all about!

“Now,’ Peter said, ‘be very, very quiet. That's the Church of Chaista—don’t
let them hear you—they think that they’re the only ones here#&ndo want to keep
them happy!”

He told it better than most, and so | laughed.

Now, the point of the joke is not as obvious as you might think. Not onlyitdoes
poke fun at us for thinking we’re the only ones going to heaven, it also pokes fun at us for
thinking that we’d enjoy heaven less if someone else happened to be there.

Why is it that we in the Churches of Christ have the reputatidmding that no
one else is going to heaven? There are essentially two reasons, | tlaf)ka Fimority of
us believe that a church must have the correct position on all kesindscfor its
members to be saved. These key doctrines are typically listatiea“marks of the
church” and typically include the name of the church, the five @fctgorship (singing,
praying, preaching, giving, taking the Lord’s Supper), and churchizag&on (plurality
of elders conforming to the standards in Titus 1 and 1 Timothy 3aaplirality of
deacons conforming to the standards in 1 Timothy 3). Some would add abgmaim
controversial doctrines to the list (divorce and remarriage tionrésm, among many
others). Obviously, under this thinking, it would be the rarest of dasesnon-Church



of Christ member to make it to heaven, and many within the Chuofi@srist wouldn’t
make it.

Of course, there’s a huge difference between being wrong amgl deemned. We
don’t have to be right about every possible scriptural question to bd-saws& hear,
believe, repent, confess, and be baptized, that is, the gospel of Jesus.

The second reason is that we have taught for close to twariesnthat salvation
requires a proper baptism, and so those who aren’t baptized or—whatially tnean—
who are improperly baptized are lost. And, of course, most beliavensot baptized as
we believe the Bible requires.

While not originally a part of its plea, very early in itstbry the Restoration
Movement! under the influence of Alexander Campbell, adopted a distinctive qositi
on Christian baptism, being that—

a. Baptism is for the forgiveness of sins (Acts 2:38),

b. Baptism is for people old enough to be believers (Gal. 3:26-27), and

C. Baptism is by immersion, not sprinkling or pouring. Based on Grex w

studies and history, this is beyond dispute the meaning of the Greek word
translated “baptize” and is agreed to by nearly all histofians.

1 The author is a lifelong member of the Churchie€hrist, and this book is written primarily for

the benefit of other members of the Churches ofsGhwith their background, views, and history imah

The Churches of Christ are a product of thl TEntury Restoration Movement (lately called thenst
Campbell Movement) led by Barton W. Stone, Thomad Alexander Campbell, and Walter Scott. Over
the years, the movement has devolved into threemggpups, the non-instrumental Churches of Christ,
the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ) denontim and the independent Christian Churches and
Churches of Christ. The Christian Church (DisciptésChrist) is a formally organized, institutional
denomination. The other two groups primarily differ their acceptance of instruments in the formal
worship assembly. The Christian Church (Disciple€hrist) does not insist on baptism as a conditbn
membership, while the other Restoration churche®st universally do.

See, for example, Everett FergusBarly Christians Spealt. Worth: Sweet Publishing Group,
1971), especially chapters Il through V.

However, honesty requires that we admit that agtleame within the early church accepted pouring
when immersion was not practical. For example utiespiredDidache7:1-3, written about 76 A.D., says,

But concerning baptism, thus shall ye baptize. Rgyirst recited all these things, baptize in the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Hpisit$n living [running] water. But if thou hast
not living water, then baptize in other water; anthou art not able in cold, then in warm. But if
thou hast neither, then pour water on the headetn the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Spirit.

http://www.churchhistory.net/documents/didache.htlSinai fragment dated about 100 A.D. is to the
same effect. http://www.churchhistory.net/documents/baptism2lhtidowever, when immersion was

[continued on following page]



Thus, the Restoration Movement separated from the old-line European
denominations (Catholic, Anglican, Reformed, Lutheran, Preshgdesind Methodists in
rejecting infant baptism. And the Movement also differed from tbdem view of many
Baptists that Christians are to be baptized after they'vadlrbeen saved by accepting
Jesus into their hearts. Of course, some Baptists adopt esgehgaame view as the
Churches of Christ, and some denominations that baptize infants imadelseonverts
for the forgiveness of sins.

So while the Restoration Movement churches are in the minorityheir t
baptismal views, they are not unique in this respect. Indeed, the notidraphiam is for
the forgiveness of sins is the majority view, while the praaticimmersion of believers
has substantial support among the Baptists and many independent chBaghissn of
adults by immersion is becoming increasingly common among @athédr examplé.
Many other denominations have begun encouraging baptism by immeitionga not
insisting on it. Baptists, the Assemblies of God, Seventh Day Adi®niMormons, the
Church of God, Jehovah’'s Witnesses, and others reject infant baptisrbaptide
believers by immersion.

The purpose of this essay is not to challenge any of these tatemants. They
are each easily shown to be tfuRather, the question that the Churches of Christ are—
and | am—struggling with is whether a person who somehow didn’t thesé three
conditions but who has faith in Jesus and who has repented is lost. inwotls, how
should we think of the righteous believer who is (according to our view) unbaptized?

possible, pouring was not acceptable until thd Gentury, when the Council of Ravenna approved
baptism by immersion or pouring without regard t@umstance. William Clappe”A ShortHistory of
Immersion http://charlesdailey.net/baptism.htifuindated). There is, of course, a huge differereteveen
permitting pouring where an immersion is imposs#ote permitting pouring at any time.

3

See Vickie Shepherd, “Rite of Christian Initiatiofor Adults,” e-Catholic 2000
http://www.ecatholic2000.com/rcia9.htrf2000).

In many respects, the definitive work on baptisnG. R. Beasley-MurrayBaptism in the New
Testament{Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1962).sBgaMurray is a Baptist who reaches
identical conclusions to the traditional ChurchGifrist position, except that he ultimately refuse$ind
baptism to be essential to salvation.



PART |
PRELIMINARIES

CHAPTER 1
BAPTISM IN THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST TODAY

Where to begin? I'm so torn up over this baptism controversy that d$éethough
I've lost all sense of direction. | grew up in the Churches of Chaisd I've attended
Churches of Christ all my life. The one thing that I've always been suréhefone thing
that defined us “Church of Christ-ers” as a people—has been our @amdiengt of
baptism.

| remember hearing countless sermons and Sunday School lessoi® on t
necessity of baptism, and at the time, they all made pedeses-and they still make
good sense today. As I've matured in the faith, I've changed mamy @iews, but our
doctrine of baptism has always had plenty of support in the scriptdoe® of this has
changed.

And yet, now our most popular writer, Max Lucado, has declared bafiibe a
mere symbol—
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And then, Wineskinspublished an April 21, 1996 sermon by Mike Cope
concluding that we should not consider baptism as essential for salvaoe.relied on
guotations from Barton W. Stone and Alexander Campbell, founders of gter&mn
Movement, both of whom plainly declared that baptism is not essential to salvati@. Mor
recently, Randy Harris reached a similar conclusion, hisadleority being a quotation

b Max Lucado]n the Grip of GracgDallas: Word Publishing, 1996), 50, 115.

Mike Cope, “Christians Only—And Not the Only Citians,”Wineskinsvol. 3, no. 3 (April/May
1997), 6-11.
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from J. W. McGarvey.| urgently express my greatest respect for all these methair
work—generally. But it just hurts me more than | can express ltlgatheir not
articulating a better scriptural argument for their positionGharches of Christ are now
more deeply divided than ever.

And while these are some of the plainer examples, it's theamany leaders in
the Churches of Christ have adopted the view that baptism, although condmianolat
essential to salvation—essentially concluding that God will exausgiever’s failure to
be baptized where the believer obeyed the gospel as well as hetamitens. And
increasingly, | find the same notion becoming commonplace amonmy & our
ministers, especially the younger ones, such as our youth and canmsters. Indeed,
some no longer bother teaching the doctrine of baptism at all—smndamk down just
a bit on those who do.

I must admit that the thought of seeing God’s grace extendebefaimd the
borders of the Churches of Christ is attractive—who could celetiratedamnation of
millions of believers in Jesus?—nbut is there a solid scriptugainaent in support of that
position? The most vocal proponents of this position often rely on planabjequate
arguments—relying on quotations from Restoration Movement leaders, covanpr
assertions that baptism is just a symbol, or characterizingraditional position as
“water regeneration” or “sacramentalism.” Emotional appeathddspirituality of many
who are not properly baptized are frequently urged, and the emotial@alotithe
argument is strong—but it's not strong enough. But then neither is iglerioypoint out
the weaknesses of these arguments: we have to ask, are there persuasivesfrgument

But here’s the rub. As I've gotten older and become closer to mbélievers
among the “denominations,” that is, not within the Churches of Christ, | find itrhande
harder to question the spirituality of many who’ve never been bdptitéeast not as we
define baptism. Indeed, the prayer life and Christ-likeness of mitatlyodist friends of
mine rival that of any Churches of Christ member | know. Thesenaireonly good
people, but people who give every indication of being filled with the tSpind Rom.
8:11 teaches that only saved persons have the Spirit.

When | was a child, growing up in a small town Church of Christ, | was instructed
that the denominations were lost because they didn't obey God’s comnvescs
rebellious, and cared nothing for obedience. But my own experiengartelthat | was
deceived. While all churches, Churches of Christ included, have hygoatite show up
for services but who've never really put on Christ, none are fillgttedy with the

3 “How can we have a deeper understanding of bapdisd the Lord’s SupperTheology Matters

(Joplin, MO: College Press Publishing Co., 19984.2McGarvey is considered the greatest of the
Restoration Movement scholars at the end of tfeQéntury, and is claimed by both the instrumental a
non-instrumental branches of the Restoration Moveme



rebellious. In fact, many non-Church of Christ fellowships aredfiiéth prayerful, non-
materialistic, self-sacrificing, dedicated servants of @htighey err in their practices,
they do so out of ignorance, not out of a rebellious, self-willed heart.

While | struggle with this paradox, | find that many of the mooaservative
Churches of Christ writers have declared Max Lucado and like tlsirigpostate,” quite
literally judging them damned for their false teachifigsen though Brother Lucado and
other like thinkers who are being damned by their brothers weteéd for forgiveness
of sins strictly in accordance with their critics’ understagdf the scriptures. Evidently,
we think that to be saved, we must not only have faith in Jesus,usehave faith in
baptism. The gospel is the good news about Jesus—not baptism. “Fédithi is Jesus,
not baptism.

We are getting dangerously close to turning baptism into an idehwve insist
on believing in baptism as a condition to being saved. Indeed, whemeaeh “hear,
believe, repent, confess, and be baptized” without even mentioning Jeswghen we
preach more on baptism than Jesus, we have badly missed the poinga@spkE which
is all about Jesus.

Therefore, | find myself in something of a quandary. In additionresting with
my own understanding of baptism, | realize that if | take a Jesg strict than our
traditional view, | will be labeled as lost by many of my hess and sisters. And yet, if |
dare insist on believer’'s baptism by immersion as a conditionhdt&m, many of my
brothers will label me a hopelessly narrow-minded legalist.

This polarization of the Churches of Christ is wrong and wicked dégss of the
side that I'm on. | don’t wish to be condescended to by the frdardets. | don’t wish
to be disfellowshipped and condemned by those who take a stricter yustwish to be
allowed to prayerfully search out the truth while remaining ih Foving fellowship with
all my brothers and sisters.

With this background in mind, what position should | come to on this baptism
issue? Let’s start with some basics that perhaps we can all agree on.

1. Grace is extended to the saved, not the lost. Grace is avédatiie lost, by
becoming saved. Therefore, the many passages that teach usept auar fellow
Christians only speak to our acceptance of those who've been savexakgle, Rom.
15:7 is one of my favorite verses, and | teach from it all the time:

# #1 % #

For exampleSeek the Old Path0 no. 4 (April 1999).



This verse plainly teaches that we should accept our fellowbedien exactly
the same terms on which we were accepted. “Accepted” in tekGpeaks of a single
point in time, obviously the instant of our salvation. But the first éattis present
tense, implying a continuous acceptance. Thus, Paul instructs ositiouelly accept
others as brothers in Christ on the same terms that we we@ptad by Christ when we
were saved.

Well, on what terms did Christ accept me? Until I'm persuaddtié contrary, |
must say that the familiar litany of “hear, believe, repeanfess, be baptized” answers
the question. Thus, | must accept as brothers all who’ve met the plan of salvation.

This brings us to two sub-points:

a. This verse plainly prevents us from condemning those who disagree
with us about the necessity of baptism, if Christ has accepbsd persons. And even the
most conservative members of the Churches of Christ have to adinihdise who
heard, believed, repented, confessed, and were baptized for the forgigéses have
been saved. If I've been saved just this way and then conclude tiuatviB save
believers who are unbaptized out of ignorance, | have still heardydmblieepented,
confessed, and been baptized, and I'm still saved. Even if I'm wrong in my undergtandi
of the necessity for baptism, | haven't left the faith andriwhwillfully continuing to sin
(John 4:2-3; Heb. 10:26)Being mistaken on some point of doctrine does not cost me my
soul—once I've been saved.

b. This verse does not require me to accept as saved someone who has

not met the conditions of salvation as | understand them. Rather, tbesdemands that

| accept that someone who was once saved and who continues in tttabvadught him
salvation—faith and repentance—as still saved. If a once-saved pergorues to meet

the same terms of salvation that | believe allowed me &abed, then | must admit that

this person is still saved. If a correct understanding of, sayddbeine of divorce and
remarriage was not required to accept someone as saved whas haptized, then such

a correct understanding is not required to keep that person’saved.

2. Whatever the answer to the baptism question is, the answer Vidube in
scripture. Repeated references to the writings of Campbell, ,Storte McGarvey
demonstrate that a position is within the historical scope of tstofR¢ion Movement,

> Aorist tense, indicating punctiliar action, tigtaction at a single point in time.

These two verses teach that one may lose hiatgatby giving up his faith in Jesus as God’s Son

come in the flesh or by willfully continuing to sihat is, repudiating faith or repentance.

[ lay out the arguments for these statementseatgr detail inThe Holy Spirit and Revolutionary

Grace(Nashville: Power Source Productions, 1994).



and perhaps protects the writer from a claim of “liberali€it such recountings do not
prove the point.

3. On the other hand, life experiences do count for something. | wilhiexpl
more later, but the Bible plainly teaches that Christians cahslserned as such by their
behavior.

Having hopefully narrowed the discussion a bit, let’s review watBible says
about baptism.
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8 True liberalism is the denial that Jesus of Nettawas and is the Son of God, the Messiah, and

truly resurrected in real historical space-timeudtliberalism denies the inspiration of scriptuse“&od
breathed.” However, there has arisen a tendentyaid as liberal those who do not bind a rule that
speaker considers binding. This is a slanderouseabiithe term. Indeed, using such language against
brother who is not actually a liberal is a lie drehce a sin.



0& 93@E6 * $ ! #

# * #
18 * * 3
" %

" # / #*

Quite plainly, these (and other) passages associate baptisrsaniation. In fact,
the notion of an unbaptized saved person is quite foreign to the New Testamené&s.epist
In Rom. 6, Paul declares that we were baptized “in order thathaelive a new life.
Peter declared on the day of Pentecost that the lost are tbafiteed ... for the
forgiveness of your sins.” Peter's command is to “every one of you.”

The persuasiveness of these verses cannot be denied. And yet ubsiciisdoes
not end here. There are other verses that must be dealt with.
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Obviously enough, Paul is not saying that the mere recitationesti&lis Lord”
saves someone. Rather his point must be that all who've trulptadcéesus as Lord are
saved. Now, | would have to doubt the salvation of someone who knows that Jes
wishes him to be baptized by immersion and who refuses baptisnrmgTihki lordship of
Jesus seriously means seeking to do his will—not rebellion. But smeeban admit that
someone who has been wrongly taught about the nature of baptism cbiddéptized
as an adult by immersion and still say with “Jesus is Lord” from the depths loddris

Paul makes similar declarations in Galatians:
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®  Some will note that I've skipped Mark 16:16: “Wher believes and is baptized will be saved,

but whoever does not believe will be condemned.”j#st about every translation made after the King
James Version notes, this verse does not appéhe inldest manuscripts of Mark, and so it was entigle
added by a scribe some time after Mark wrote it.



Paul tells us that we are “justified,” that is, saved, “bthfan Jesus Christ.” We
“put our faith in Christ Jesus” so that “we may be justified by faith.”

Paul declares in Rom. 8:9-11 that all who have the Spirit are sanddaul tells
the Galatians that they received the Spirit by “believingtwloas heard,” that is, the
gospel. Clearly, Paul separates the lost from the savedtbyrfaChrist Jesus. And while
we believe that God requires faith plus baptism, Paul declareslitheho have faith are
saved.

John teaches much the same thing:
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John could not say more plainly that acknowledging the incarnation of Christ (that
is, faith) makes one “from God” and that failure to acknowledgesCtenies salvation.
Thus, in this passage, faith in Jesus—acceptance of the gospel-+tesefaaaved from
the lost. Verse 15 couldn’t be plainer in teaching the sufficiemdgith—and there is no
mention of baptism.

Many other verses declare—and declare plainly—aliatvho have faith will be

saved.
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We in the Churches of Christ would like to contend tmdy those who have faith
and are properly baptized are saved, and yet these verses say thlat all who have
faith are saved. By our logic, only a small percentage of believifirg fact be saved.
How can we reconcile our position with these verses?
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And so we have a paradox: many Bible verses plainly require faiity for
salvation, and yet other verses just as plainly require baptism plus faith.

Discussion questions—

1. The author says he was very upset when he first heard |lgatleesChurches of
Christ teaching that baptism is not essential for salvation. $fioyld that be
upsetting?

2. Have you found yourself confused or unsettled by poorly defenddurngdbat

baptism is not essential?

3. Do you know believers outside the Churches of Christ who appear tbetle f
with Spirit, that is, who show forth the fruits of the Spirit and seem very sp#itual

4, Do you read books by non-Church of Christ authors? If so, does it lyoth¢o
think that you're learning from men or women who might be damned? ldowa c
lost person produce valuable devotionals or Bible study materials?

5. Have you ever noticed that there are both “faith only” andh*“falus baptism”
verses? How have your reconciled the seeming contradiction?

6. Do you agree with the author that the presence of the Holy Bp&iChristian
can be discerned? Do Christians act differently from non-Christians?

7. Have you ever heard the joke the Introduction begins with? Why digktken
telling it tell it? Was it insulting?

11



CHAPTER 2
WHO IS GOING TO HEAVEN?

Perhaps the most important question facing the Churches of Christ today is simply
this: Who is going to heaven? The reasons for this are plain.

First, if we are wrong about who is going to heaven, we nyaptconvert people
who've already been saved. Or we may fail to convert people who are lost.

Perhaps even more important is the fact that we can’t be dimfieghe body of
Christ if we don’t even know who is in the body of Christ. Jesus praysidbefore his

arrest—
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Jesus tells us that the unity afl Christians is essential to the salvation of
mankind. And if the Churches of Christ are wrong on the baptism &g failed to
be united with the vast majority of Christ’'s body and have greathyributed the loss of

the church’s credibility in seeking and saving the lost.

In short, getting this one right is of monumental, literally eternal impagtanc

12



Agree on
everything

Agree on worship
& organization

Baptized as a
believe

Acts 2:38
“Baptized”
Penitent

Believers

“Claim to be
Christian?”

Consider a series of concentric circles, each indicating a pass#fihition for
who is going to heavefThe first circle would include everyone who considers himself a
Christian, no matter how unreasonably.

The second circlewould include all who have faith in Jesus. Inside thfa,
third circle would be penitent believers—people who actually try to live theJbfsus
calls us to. This is essentially where Southern Baptists d@wine. There is virtually no
one who teaches that faith is required to be saved and penitemate $#me preachers
overstate the faith-only nature of salvation in their sermons, bubn®o seriously
contends for the antinomian view that grace allows Christians to sin.
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The fourth circle is for those who are baptized in some form or other, whether as
infants or believers. This is the line drawn by most denominatinrfact, almost every
denomination there is baptizes its converts. Some pour or sprinkle, tart lvegtism
remains the nearly universal practice of all Christian dendmoim&a The most notable
exceptions are the Society of Friends (Quakers), Christismtists, and the Salvation
Army, all of whom believe in a Spirit-baptism without water. fEhare very few people
in the third circle who are not also in the fourth.

The fifth circle we cross is the “Acts 2:38” line, that is, whether the baptis
received is for the forgiveness of sins. Until the Reformatidriagdtisms were for the
forgiveness of sins (that is, for salvation), as this is the aecti both the Catholics and
the Orthodox?

The most important group to dissent from the overwhelming consenstiee on
necessity of baptism is the Calvinists. Indeed, John CHivimhile teaching and
practicing baptism, did not see baptism as the moment of salvate couldn’t and have
been consistent with his other teachings.

In the view of Calvin, salvation is “unconditional” and “irredié.” He taught
that God arbitrarily elected some to be saved before the Creatmbrihose who are
elected cannot resist the saving work of God. Thus, the saved all hdvsallation
experiences in which God instantaneously converted the lost soul. abseace of a
saving experience, salvation cannot be had—not by prayer, not bydRilolg, and not
even by baptism—and certainly not by just deciding to obey God. Thus,niSalvi
converts had to relate a “saving experience” to be accepted inthubheh and allowed
baptism.

Had Calvin accepted baptism as the saving event, salvation would have bee
voluntary—someone may choose to be baptized or not—which was contraryotbdris
teachings. Thus, Calvin saw baptism as evidencing salvation already obfained.

19 The Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Chutistded in 1054 over several questions,

including the authority of the bishop of Rome (tepe) over the entire church. Essentially all lvelie
were either Catholic or Orthodox until the Reforimat

ST Century theologian and an important leader of Rhetestant Reformation. He founded the

Reformed Church and, through his disciple John Kribbe Presbyterian Church. Calvinism was the
dominant doctrine of English and American Protessam for many years. The Puritans,
Congregationalists, and Baptists are also heirslalin Calvin’s teachings, although many Baptist
denominations have now rejected most of the cepteahents of Calvin’s distinctive salvation docsn
However, the Southern Baptist Church continuesdah the perseverance of the saints, that is, saes,
always saved, as well as continuing to separatidoafrom salvation.

12 «Genevan Confession” (1536). Calvin derived tHea from Ulrich (or Huldreich) Zwingli. See

Jack CottrellBaptism, A Biblical Studgdoplin, MO: College Press Publishing Co., 1988§.
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I've observed that the Calvinist view of baptism has lately begusptead far
beyond the churches with Calvinistic heritage, perhaps due to febeim§ seen as
intolerant of the views of other believers. Indeed, the spirit ofatee2d" Century is that
intolerance is the greatest of all secular sins—and thidagespirit has crept into a great
many churches. The notion that salvation comes before and sepamateafstism is only
500 years old and has only very recently gained acceptance outside Calngl@st ci

In fact, the idea that one may be saved by uttering the “sinpesiger’—the
Baptist doctrine that replaced Calvin’s insistence on a saving experiencegeesl back
to the revival preaching of D. L. Moody in the™@entury. It only gained popular
acceptance with the preaching of Billy Graham and the publicatitimedfour Spiritual
Laws by Campus Crusade for Christ in the 1950’30 invent the idea of the sinner’s
prayer, Moody, Graham, and Campus Crusade had to combine the Cal@nisthat
salvation precedes baptism with the Armenian (anti-Calvinist) \tieat salvation is
received voluntarily.

Early in the 28 Century, theGospel Advocatperiodical advocated the view that
baptism of believers by immersion to obey God was sufficient, &dvéme convert
believed that he was already saved. This view was stronglycatdeb by David
Lipscomb, who as editor of tiBospel Advocatevas likely the most influential member
of the Churches of Christ in the late™&nd early 28 Centuries.

The Firm Foundatiorwas founded by Austin McGary to contest this teaching,
with McGary insisting that baptism was ineffective unlesscrevert intended to have
his sins forgiven when he was baptized. This issue was hotly auhtestmany years.
However, a change in editors eventually led@uspel Advocatéo adopt the same view
as The Firm FoundationBy World War 1I, it had become nearly universal belief that
only those who had been baptized as believers, by immersion, for theseuof
obtaining the forgiveness of sins should be considered a fellow Christian.

The sixth circle is the border between those who baptize only believers and those
who baptize infants as well as believers. Infant baptism datésdtdeast to 185 A.D.
(Irenaeus,Against Heresiesl.xxii.4). However, infant baptism was controversial until

13 John Calvin, “Heads of Agreement on the Lord’ g®ar,” fromCalvin’s Tracts & Letters Volume

Two (Baker Edition). http://www.virtualchristiancenteom/calvin/agreement.html
1% Frank Viola,Pagan ChristianitGainesville, FL: Present Testimony Ministry, 200236-237.
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becoming the general practice in th® Gentury™® Indeed, as late as th& €entury,

many—including Constantine himself—refused baptism until they war¢heir death
bed, to be certain that they had no time to fall from grace edteiving forgiveness
through baptism?®

It is likely that infant baptism became the dominant view bec@bsistianity had
become the official state religion of the Roman Empire & 4h Century after being
legalized by Constantine. Only Christians could enjoy the benefRowfan citizenship.
As infants had long become citizens at birth, it would have only msedse to the
Roman mind that Christianity should also be received at birth.

The denominations that began as official state religions all contopeactice
infant baptism: the Catholics, Orthodox, Lutherans, Reformed, Pessng, and
Episcopalians. The Methodist Church began as an offshoot of the Epiansp@#tat is,
the Church of England), and so also continues the practice.

The denominations that never enjoyed status as an “establishedh danerally
only baptize those old enough to be believers. The practice of baptiziy@dults was
renewed by the Anabaptists (who date back at least to the Refmmnrand were severely
persecuted by both Catholic and Protestant state churches) and tspthadBaptists,
Churches of Christ, and many other denominations founded in the Unites $ta
England, where freedom of religion first allowed believers to wpralithout being part
of the official state religion.

The denominations that baptize only believers and that baptizertpvdness of
sins include at least the Churches of Christ, the independent @nhr@hiurches and
Churches of Christ, the Christian Churches (Disciples of Chrfst)Mormons,’ and
many of the Assemblies of God and Churches of God. Many of thecBstatlechurches
follow this practice. Of course, among those churches that practar@ baptism, the
adult converts are baptized as believers for the forgivenesisfin fact, the Catholic
and Episcopalian Churches are beginning to immerse their adult tsonMee Orthodox
have always immersed their adult converts.

The seventh circlereflects a view common within the Churches of Christ, which
is that one is only saved if he or she is a member of a qatge with a scriptural
name, scriptural organization, and scriptural worship of five and no more thantBwaf ac
worship.

15 Everett Fergusorarly Christians Speal&t. Worth: Sweet Publishing Group, 1971), 62-64.

% Frank Viola,Pagan ChristianityGainesville, FL: Present Testimony Ministry, 200236.

7 The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Sainkspted their salvation theology from Sidney

Rigdon, who was among the earliest Restoration Mwre preachers but who left the Movement to join
with the Mormons.
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Under this view, a scripturally baptized penitent believer would bedsaut if
such a person joined a church that engaged in false practicegniet would be lost
for his or her error until he or she repented by joining a propegregation. This
teaching contradicts the views of Stone and the Campbells, bupreaalent in the
decades following the Civil War. David Lipscomb, for examplaghda this doctrine in
the Gospel Advocatérom the time he became editor shortly after the Civil War.

This line of reasoning follows closely the teachings of Baptistes R. Graves in
Nashville beginning in the late 1840’s. Graves helped found the Landmarknidave
within the Southern Baptist Churh.The Southern Baptists formally rejected their
teaching around 1900 as a form of creedalism. The Landmark Bédq@tsime a separate
denomination that remains about the same size as it was 100 years ago.

It is likely that the Churches of Christ adopted the Landmark aggtsnto
counter severe attacks against “Campbellism” launched by Gradespublished his
debate against an aging Alexander Campbell under theAtgbeander Campbell and
Campbellism Exposetience, when Graves attacked the Restoration churches for having
the wrong pattern of worship, the Restoration churches retaiiatiethd, pointing out
their more scriptural name, organization, and choice of acts of worship.

Soon, these characteristics came to define in their minds the $atiehe
Kingdom of Heaven. Thus, the 2@entury saw countless tracts and books published
demonstrating the salvation of those in the Churches of Christ and damaobthe
“denominations” by comparing each denomination’s date of founding, fourfa®ce of
creed book, name, organization, pattern of worship, and pattern of salwéticdhe true
patterns practiced by the Church of Christ.

Inevitably, over time, the number of essential characteristich@fone true
church became larger and larger. In th& Zentury, the number of cups used in the
Lord’s Supper, the establishment of a Sunday School, the hiring of a located prdwcher, t
use of the church treasury to support missionaries or orphans honmasyploet of extra-
congregational organizations, such as missionary and Bible saocetigésmany other
guestions came to define the borders of the Kingdom, so that those asideaoh each
issue declared those disagreeing as darfth@tie circle shrank to include only those
who had correct teaching on nearly every point.

18 For example, numerous articles reprinted in Davijscomb & E. G. SewellQuestions and

AnswergNashville: McQuiddy Publ. Co., 1921).

19 ¢. Leonard Allen & Richard T. HugheBjscovering Our Roots: The Ancestry of the Churatfes

Christ (Abilene, TX: Abilene, TX: ACU Press, 1988), &9

20 Two of the most comprehensive defenses of th&avvare found at Bert Thompsohlon-

Denominational Christianity: Is Unity PossiblgRontgomery, AL: Apologetics Press, Inc., 1984) and
Thomas B. WarrerChristians Only—and the Only ChristiafRamer, TN: National Christian Press, Inc.,

[continued on following page]
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There are now many within the Churches of Christ who, quitaliyerdeclare
anydoctrinal disagreement as damnable!

I $ * % # *
#*
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& I & # #
# #* *$
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* * | *
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The eighth and smallest possible circletherefore, is the circle of those who
agree on every single point of doctrine.

One final historical note. It is a fact that the founders of the Restoration
Movement disagreed with the consensus view of tH& @éntury Churches of Christ.
The founders of the Movement did not consider baptism essentiavaiiga) although
they did agree that baptism is for forgiveness of sins.

This is precisely the position of Barton W. Stone, the earliegteofounders of
the Restoration Movement, who considered Christian character asdtithate test of
salvation, in preference to baptism, because Christian characteedlhiosvpresence of
the Spirit more certainly than immersion.

Thus, Barton W. Stone wrote,
& % #*

# # * !
(7 * D * # D

1984). Thompson, for example, draws the line atdtsr which one may believe which do not directly
affect his manner of life or his religious practicean adverse way.” Examples of benign error wdéd
“the war question, indwelling of the Holy SpiritAnd circumcision (without binding it on others).
However, errors in worship practice, joining a éalshurch, and “error on the subject of baptismher t
Lord’s supper” would damnbid. 21-22.

2y A (Buster) Dobbs, “Does Grace Guarantee FiSalvation?” The Firm Foundation
<http://www.bible-infonet.org/ff/editorials/grace/l 09 02.htm (September 1996).

22 Goebel MusicBehold the PatterijColleyville, TX: Goebel Music Publications, 199508.
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Similarly, Alexander Campbell agreed that neither baptism nocoaect
understanding of baptism is essential to salvation:
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In his Lunenburg letter correspondence, Campbell famously ¥+ete

23 Christian Messengeiol. 12 (1841), 38, quoted in Leroy Garr@the Stone-Campbell Movement

(Joplin, MO: College Press Publishing Co., 1994), 8

24 D, Newell Williams,Campbell-Stone DialoguyéOur Unity in Christ: From Cane Ridge to Kansas
City” (August 7-8, 2001). http://www.disciples.oegl/documents/dnwilliams.htm

2 “Any Christians Among the SectsMillennial Harbinger (1838), 567-570, quoted in Leroy
Garrett,The Stone-Campbell Movemédoplin, MO: College Press Publishing Co., 1938%-85.

6 “Review of Christians Among the Sectsdflillennial Harbinger (1840), 164, quoted in Leroy
Garrett,The Stone-Campbell Movemédoplin, MO: College Press Publishing Co., 1938p.
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2" From the so-called Lunenburg Letter correspondeAtexander CampbelMillennial Harbinger

(1837). Excerpted from a series of articles pulelislover the course of several issues. The entire
correspondence may be found at <http://www.bible edu/stone-campbell/Etexts/lun16.html>.

Someone who practices the baptism of infants.

29 . .
Someone who only baptizes believers.
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There is no serious disagreement among the denominations as temiagh
and repentance are required to be saved. As much as some likeetml tbterwise, no
one teaches that penitence is not required, and no one teaches teatsiypald
encourage or even countenance sin. No one denies the necessity Gfffaghrse, there
are a few professors who get quoted in the popular press teachsogtaldbf things, but
the denominations are in fact united on these teachings.

Thus, the question that truly divides the Churches of Christ (and otheys)
from the larger community of believers is the baptism questidrat\&ort of baptism is
required to be saved? What makes a baptism work? And what if someone thinks he or she
is baptized but fails to be baptized as the Bible teaches? ddaes cover this mistake?
Or does the unbaptized believer never even attain grace?

Discussion questions—

1. If the “sinner's prayer” has only been taught for 150 or seosyeehy do you
suppose the teaching is so widespread?

2. Why do so many churches find Church of Christ teaching on baptism
objectionable?

3. Does it concern you that many within the Churches of Chrisid=onall other
denominations lost in their sins? Do you think this is the correct position to take?

4, Are you surprised to learn that the early leaders of theoRRésh Movement
didn't consider baptism essential, even though they vigorously taught and
practiced baptism? Why do you think their teaching has been largely &rgott

5. If you were to learn that most of the denominations are irséactd, would you
consider that grounds for celebration or disappointment? Why?

6. Which of the eight circles is taught as the correct circlgour home church?
What are the reasons given?

30" Unless otherwise indicatelpldfacein a quotation is added by the author, witidics are in the

original.
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7. Which do you consider to be the correct circle? Why?

8. Do you know any Baptists who believe they were baptized for thevdoess of
sins or to be saved?
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CHAPTER 3
AVOIDING FALSE ARGUMENTS

Before we dig deeper, we need to dispense with some false entgumade by
those on both sides of the controversy.

The last-verse-read argument

One Sunday morning, the local Church of Christ is studying baptism. A class
member raises his hand. “Teacher, what about John 3:167? It says all who beilicve
saved, and many people who aren’t baptized believe, very sincerely. Whaihidoes
mean?”

The teacher smiles knowingly. He’s heard it before. “Turn to Acts 2@8says.
“You see, here we're told that baptism is essential. You have to rédbealerses
together. We can't just pick one and ignore the other.” The class iegnsatisfied that
their pre-existing views have been affirmed.

Two blocks away, at the local Baptist Church, a class member raisdsahd.
“Teacher, what about Acts 2:38? It says you have to be baptized to haveiysur s
forgiven, and many people who aren’t baptized believe, very sincerely. dmtthis
mean?”

The teacher smiles knowingly. He’s heard it before. “Turn to John 3:16,” he says.
“You see, here we'’re told that baptism is not really essential. You toanead all the
verses together. We can'’t just pick one and ignore the other.” The idasstirely
satisfied that their pre-existing views have been affirmed.

Now we need to be very, very careful here. The tendency of bai®feall
stripes is to argue for their position by using the “lasteseead” argument. You read the
inconvenient verse first, and then explain it away by reading tHierpgeé verse second.
Of course, the conclusion changes when the verses are read in a different order.

This is hardly the only doctrinal dispute where the winner immafexlared based
on which side’s favorite verses are read last. This is winystians still dispute over
Calvinism versus Armenianism, infant baptism versus believer bapéisd on and on.
And now that the “argument” has been pointed out, it is obviously a tudia@pproach
to deciding truth. As hard as it is, we must actually wresite all the verses, “theirs”
and “ours,” and find a position that is squarely founded on all of thetust the verses
that happen to suit our presuppositions.
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The false-motives argument

“Teacher,” a student asks, “how can we say those in the denominations e los
| mean, we don’t agree with everything among ourselves. How can their disagnts
damn when ours do not? | mean, what about people who've heard, believed, repented,
confessed, and been baptized for the forgiveness of their sins? then%aved even if
they attend a Baptist Church?”

The teacher patiently explains, “It's simple, really. Turn to Heb. 10Y26/'ll see
that those who've been saved lose their salvation if they willfailyircue to sin. Indeed,
these are some of the most fearsome verses in the Bible.”

The student looks confused. “But this passage only talks about deliberate sin.
What about a Baptist who doesn’t sin on purpose, who really thinks he’s doing what'’s
right?”

The teacher is now a bit exasperated. “You can’t be serious! | aghitdu how
many debates there’'ve been between the church and the Baptists. Opreaebers
have met the Baptists in debate year after year and carefully exghlaumeviews in great
detail. You could fill a library with just the books and tracts that haven peglished
pointing out the errors of the Baptist Church! If they cared one whit att@utruth,
they'd have no trouble learning it!”

We must dispense with another false argument. Too often, my brothers ha
argued that anyone who disagrees with them on a given point must ald sf false
motives. We often refuse to concede that someone can honestly, thougptaysrfully
disagree with us. This way, we can avoid of the inconvenience of deaiithgthe
genuine believer, who is genuinely penitent, but who honestly, in gotd fiaiis to be
scripturally baptized.

But reality is quite different. My Methodist, Baptist, and Pentedoliends
disagree with me on some points, even though they are honestly, sintteyeghtfully,
and prayerfully seeking to obey God’s will. None are seeking tubdiswhat he or she
knows God says. They just see things differently.

This hardly makes them right. But let’s at least agreevintaially all such people
do not baptize their babies (in the case of Methodists, for example) believitigehare
condemning them to hell but perversely wishing to go their own wawstgGod’s will.
Give them credit for believing that they are saving their babags—however strongly
we may disagree with their interpretation of scripture.

The mere fact that we've written tracts and held debates subgct hardly
proves that every single Baptist, Methodist, or Pentecostahnslidr with those
materials, much less that they'd find them persuasive. Adtertruly persuasive
argumentgpersuadé Maybe we just haven’t done that good of a job of being persuasive.
Maybe the fault is ours!

24



The false dichotomy

Your wife walks in the door fresh from the local dress shop. “Just &bdhis
beautiful dress | bought!” she says. You notice that the dress is indeebteautiful—
too beautiful.

“Ahem. It looks really nice,” you say, “but how much did it cost?”
With a wicked grin she says, “Just $10,000.”

After you pick your jaw off the floor and put your eyes back in Hozkets, you
say, trying to suppress your anger and surprise, “That’s too much. You know ive can
afford that kind of money!”

She responds, “You don’t want me to wear anything! Do you expect me to go
around naked? Well, do you? I've worn out all my old clothes and now you won# let m
buy a thing! You are such an ogre!”

Your wife has just committed the logical error known as theéfdishotomy.” In
other words, she’s falsely assumed that the only possibilitiesharéwvo extremes: a
$10,000 dress or nakedness. Of course, there are numerous other pessidildi she
knows it, but her goal isn’t to seek the truth but to win the argurBenshe hopes you
are fooled by her ploy. You aren't.

We make the same mistake in many of our doctrinal debates. Bompkx in
discussing whether baptism is essential, we assume that k@&hgsm is absolutely
essential or else baptism isn’t required at all.

However, this is a false dichotomy, that is, we’'ve falselyimesl that there are
only two choices. There are other possibilities. Baptism maychereel but the rule may
admit of exceptions. In fact, most rules have exceptions, but this’doe=an there are
no rules!

We often ignore the in-between positions in our debates. We accusedenaf
extremism and then take an equally extreme but opposite positiou@ec some in-
between positions are very wrong—but sometimes truth is found in betinee
extremes.

Camels noses and compromises

At a Sunday morning assembly, the elder making the closing announcements asks
the members and visitors to pass in their attendance sheets.oefsorequest, a seven-
year old girl named Katie gets up to help pick up the sheets. Sleeee friends (all
boys) do the same thing the last several weeks and just assumdshtrafriends can
pick up announcement sheets, so can she.
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Afterwards, two members who noticed this event ask to meet wild#éhrs. The
elders invite them to their next meeting, unaware that they have opfesditgys on the
matter.

At the meeting, the elders tell the two members they shoulttdedio express
their concerns. The older member, named Sam, begins.

“I can’t tell you how upset | am about this. | haven't slept a wink sitberday
morning. That little Smith girl got up to pick up announcement sheets, andsaot did
anything to stop her! | mean, she walked right past two deacons and an elderggand th
did nothing!”

An elder responded, “You know, of course, that this was an entirely spontaneous
action by the girl. We didn't ask her to take up announcement sheets. Butstwne
walked by me, smiling, so proud to be helping out at church, | just didn’t haveeart
to tell her that God wouldn’t approve of her serving the congregationwhis There
really wasn't time to think through all the doctrinal ramifications, but—to& spot—I
couldn’t think of a scripture that permits boys to do this and not girls. Andkgow, |
still can’t. But maybe I've missed something. Is there a socapproblem here? | mean,
there may be reasons of expedience that we decide not to allow thiefore we talk
about the practical implications, we really have to consider what God says.”

The older member looked the elder in the eye, ready to take upalenge. “I
know that she wasn't asked to speak, or teach, or exercise authoritykiaw Ithis: this
sort of thing is the way these things begin. First, you let girls daakeemingly neutral
role in worship. Then you give the women the right to pass communion. Suetty
they're preaching, and then you make them elders! It's the camel’'sundse the tent!
Giving women too much authority always starts with something like this! It's happened at
lots of congregations!”

Another elder turns to the younger member. “Joe, you haven’t said anythmg. Ar
you here to support what Sam says, or do you have something else on your mind?”

“No. I'm not here to support Sam. | love and appreciate Sam. He’s served the
Lord very well over the years. In fact, | care so much for Sam 'thatdt sure I'd have
come if I'd known he’d be here taking the position that he has. | don't twastart an
argument or divide the church. But | just see things differently.

“You see, | have three daughters. They are bright, servant-hearted gittite
and | can’t tell you how excited they were to see Katie picking up annmoentsheets!
And I'm scared to death that telling that sweet little Katie she’tcpitk up
announcement sheets will just be the first step in our taking soroe stegps backwards
regarding women. I'm so worried about this | haven'’t slept a wink since Sunday.

“Right now, we don’t require women to wear hats in church, but we useddo. A
we going back to that? And it used to be that we wouldn’'t let women agionsies
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class. Are we going back to that? And are we going to make them weaesl@s
Sunday night and Wednesday night like we used to? Are we going to start preaching
sermons against women wearing pants like we used to? Are we going to by &E&wl

make up like we used to? | just can’t bear the thought of telling my daaghey can't

play soccer anymore because they can’t wear pants even for sports—Isutvtiett we

told my grandmother! And it looks to me like we’re right back thésetHe camel’s nose
under the tent!

“It just seems to me that we have this great opportunity to treagiols better
than we treated their mothers, and we’re going to blow it, and for no good reiason.
fact, I've heard of lots of churches where this sort of thing wa8irgtestep in taking the
church 50 years backwards in terms of their treatment of women! | damnt to have
women elders or preachers, but | just can’t ask my wife and daughger hack to way
things used to be.”

The second elder smiled. “So no matter what we do, we're going to bhiogta
of evils down on this congregation, right? | mean, one seven-year olpicks up a few
pieces of paper and suddenly any decision we make leads to a long list ofshorror
right?” The two members nodded, maybe a little sheepishly.

The oldest eldest who'd been listening intently with his eyesd¢lepeke up.
“Gentlemen. | thank you so much for caring enough about God’s word and about our
members—men and women, girls and boys—to come speak with us. | think pothar
sincere and both make well-intended points. You are good-hearted men.

“But I've been an elder for an awfully long time, and | learned somgthilong
time ago that might be of some help here: no matter what decision weomakgthing,
no matter what we decide, any decision we ever make—taken tmestravill have
ungodly results. But it's our God-give job to make decisions. We judttode sure that
we don’t go to extremes—either extreme. And | can assure both of yawthatter
which way we go, we’ll not go to either extreme. None of thesble¢ethings you are
afraid of will happen at this church so long as God gives me and my brothes elde
breath. We’ll make a decision. | don't know what it will be becauseewsdi talked
about it yet. But we know our scriptures, and we respect our women, dher radiyou
needs to lose any more sleep.”

It's a classic argument, you know—the camel’s nose under the teértheLeamel
stick his nose under the tent skirt and pretty soon the whole camekadn, destroying
the tent and everything in it. And sometimes this is true, but nolyres often as our
editors and authors would have us think. You see, there’s not a single posidecision
that anyone can ever make that—taken to extremes—couldn’'t leach&thsiog clearly
sinful. And as our story attempts to illustrate, it's remark&lole many of our brothers
and sisters know of countless congregations where just this thsgdppened. Of
course, rarely can they give the names of those churches! But vedireesiimagine to
be true what we are afraid is true. It's one those human flaws that plaglie us al
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Perhaps a chart will help make the point.
O < () o
Sim ~ Sim
The line represents all the possible outcomes of a decisionrivetgps are the
sinful extremes. Of course, there are usually, maybe alvgaylil extremes in both

directions. The circle is where a congregation presently is oisghe. This congregation
is just a hair left of center.

Any change in a given position moves the church closer to a sinful position:
O < m—> m > ]
Sim - ~ Sim
If the church moves a bit to the right, it's moving toward the extreme right.
i ——O—0 S
Sim Sim
But a decision to the left, moves the church one step closer towaexkttieene
left. No matter which way the church changes, it moves towandfa extreme. And so,

do we refuse to ever change? Well, only if we are never wrongyrdapdesus can make
that claim!

The solution is to get away from worrying about extremes. Ratte need to
worry about truth, and we need to always move in the direction df teuen though a
movement toward truth will always also be a move toward a sinful extreme.

o < O —'O q*% > [m]
Sim 2 3 Sim

In the above example, a move to the right not only moves the chossdr tb the
sinful extreme on the far right, it moves the church closer tiptscal truth. Even if
members, editors, or others protest the move—and accurately poimbwuhis moves
the church closer to the sin on the far right—the church must rhakenove. In fact, it
should move even further. Of course, the church should also carefullyn réfven
moving too far.

Now this brings us to a related fallacious argument, the compgoangaiment.
Just as every move can accurately be described as moving thk cluser to a sinful
extreme, every move can also be categorized as comprontiisa simful extreme. Move
right and you're closer to being a Pharisee. Move left, and youdserclto being a
liberal.

Take the most recent chart above. When the elders decide to maleitble to
the right, those who disagree can characterize the move as aoousgbetween the
church’s former position and the sinful too-far-right extreme. rAdte the church’s new
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position will not only be closer to the sinful right, it will nod @ll the way, making it
look an awful lot like compromise. Of course, this “compromise” happemsove the
church closer to the truth.

Now we need to make an important distinction here. Proving that aoposit
happens to be a move toward a sinful position does not make it wrongyatoeake it a
compromise, and doesn’t prove it will lead to sin. Afteralllmoves are toward a sinful
extreme.

On the other hand, if someone intentionally adopts a change fordwic&gves,
then the change is wrong. Such a person may well be guilty of conggravith Satan.
And such a change may well lead to ever-greater sin. Wieohta& all suggesting that no
change can lead to sin or that no wrongful compromise ever oaitser, the point is
that it takes much more to prove someone wrong than to point out thetathge he or
she proposes is in the direction of some wrongful extreme. Andbdapften, we've
accepted such arguments as convincing. They are not.

We are going to have to content ourselves with proving arguments \yoting
scriptures rather than fears of what may happen next or spurious compromse clai

Discussion questions—

1. Have you ever heard one of these arguments used in a chasshsgdrmon, or
debate? Was it effective? Should it have been?

2. Give an example of each kind of false reasoning other than ahgéxgiven by
the author and then explain the mistake made.

3. What are some doctrines often defended by the last-verse-read argument?

4, What are some doctrines often defended by the false-motives argument?

5. What are some doctrines often defended by the camel's-nose-hedent
argument?

6. What are some doctrines often defended by the false-compromise argument?

7. Can a doctrine can be true even though sometimes defended by a false argument?

8. Would it be wrong to use a false argument if it helps perss@aaheone of the
truth?
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PART II
WHY BAPTISM IS ESSENTIAL

CHAPTER 4
CLASSIC ARGUMENTS

Let's review briefly the arguments that support the necesditpaptism. In
addition to the verses quoted earlier, the following argumerike she as entirely valid

lines of reasoning—in fact, | concur in nearly all the argumentswbase historically
made on this subject:

The conversion of Saul

Saul, a persecutor of Christians, was struck blind by a brightt dig the road to

Damascus. God called Saul into heaven where he saw the riseraddsemnamed him
Paul.
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As Paul further recounts his conversion in his second letter to thetlGans, we
see just how profound his experience was—
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Now, it does strain credibility to imagine that Paul did not himh in Jesus
before he was baptized—he received the gospel directly from Bewsslf! And yet

Ananias told Paul to be baptized to wash away his sins—days &eely, Paul
understood that his sins weren’t washed away until the moment of his baptism.

Baptism as a burial with Christ

Paul declares in Rom. 6—
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Note first the phrase “baptized into Christ Jesus.” Cleahiig, implies that we
were out of Christ Jesus before being baptized into him. Just sdidwet enjoy “new
life” until we were raised with Christ after being buried with him in baptis

It is really hard to make any sense out of this passage umksmderstand
salvation to occur at the moment of baptism.

The meaning ofeis

The preposition that often follows “baptize” in the Greekeis (pronounced
“ice”), meaning most literally and naturally, intoNVe're baptized “into” the name of
Christ (Acts 8:16; Acts 10:48; Acts 19:5; Rom. 6:3; 1 Cor. 1:13-15), Christ’s death (Rom.
6:3-4), the body of Christ (1 Cor. 12:13), and Christ (Gal. 3:27)—not to mention
forgiveness of sins (Acts 2:38). And how can | be baptized “into” ttileags unless |
was out of these things before my baptism?

1 “Whatever translation dfis may be possible in its varied relations, thenedgossible translation

when it relates to a real or verbal baptism, bub.inJames W. DaleChristic Baptism and Patristic
Baptism(Wauconda, IL: Bolchazy-Carducci Publishessal, 1874, reprinted 1995). Zodhiates defires
“After verbs implying motion of any kind, into oot toward.” Spiros Zodhiate§he Complete New
Testament Word Study Dictiona(Zhattanooga: AMG International, Inc., 1994). @urse, “immerse”
implies motion.
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Water regeneration

Many who reject the necessity of baptism refer to those nistion baptism—
especially those within the Churches of Christ—as believingvater regeneration” or
as teaching that baptism is a sacrament—in the Catholic sense of “sacrament

The Catholic view of a sacrament is that a sacrament isamnsnby which the
church, as an institution, mediates grace to a Christian. Of coues€hurches of Christ
believe, like most Protestant churches, that we are a priesthoodiesel® and so no
institution, priest, or other person stands between God and Christians.

The accusation is either that we in the Churches of Chrigtveahat water itself
saves or that salvation is imparted by the person doing the baptiri either case, we
are accused of teaching a doctrine of salvation by works. Neitlagge is fair. The most
articulate response to this argument that I've found is from an essay byavesof—
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“Occasional Salvation: Baptism as a When, Not BatMn Salvation, The Christian Standard
(July 30, 1995), 628-629.
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Lawson concludes by pointing out that baptism is very nearly a viakntt's
dark and cold under the water. The person being baptized is completee mercy of
the baptizer. And this matters.

It matters because baptism teaches that Christianity is ailistihg someone else
to save you. It's about approaching death only to be rescued by somiseisehand.
Baptism is not just some ancient relic of a forgotten past-aipswerful lesson in what
it means to be a Christian. And being a Christian is vastly i@ just asking to be
saved or to have a personal relationship. It's about surrenderingeytng life, a lesson
easily missed in the sinner’s prayer and even more easilgdnigssomeone baptized as
an infant.

Discussion questions—
1. How does Saul’s conversion demonstrate the necessity of baptism?

2. In what ways is baptism like a burial and resurrection? \Wiea®? What's made
alive again? Can sprinkling or pouring be like a burial and resurrection?

3. If we are baptized “into” Christ, then where are we bebagtism? How can
water have the power to put someone into Christ? What does it méan“in”
Christ?

4, Does it matter who performs the baptism?

5. Does it matter what denomination the person who does the baptiaimyasber
of?

6. What if the person being baptized desires baptism for the righdrrebut the
person doing the baptizing has the wrong understanding of the purpose of
baptism?

7. If someone were to be saved without baptism, when would the saloatior? Is
it possible to be saved gradually? Must there be a particular mowigen
someone passes from being lost to being saved?

8. Read Rom. 8:9-11. Does this passage mean that someone who has the Spiri
saved and someone who doesn’t have the Spirit isn't saved? Does ywer ans
affect your answer to question 77?
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CHAPTER 5
THREE CRITICAL PASSAGES

The argument for the necessity of baptism would not be completeouwit
consideration of the two most controversial passages touching the subject.

1 Peter 3:18-22

A critical passage is 1 Peter 3:18-22—
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This intriguing passage is frequently relied on by both sides ®fighue. Those
insisting on the necessity of baptism rely on the phrase “baptiatmbw saves you,”
pointing out that salvation occurs at the moment of baptism, and thhsutwbaptism,
there can be no salvation.

Those who insist that baptism is not essential rely on the phrasthe removal
of dirt from the body but the pledge of good conscience toward Godjingrghat this
specifically denies that the actual immersion is effective, tlsat it is only the
commitment to God that matters. Hence, the “sinner’'s prayesinply making the
pledge that saves.

It should be obvious, of course, that we can't just pick out those phregesuit
our presuppositions. The whole passage has to have meaning. And very, plaidly
Peter is saying is that baptism saves but not by the powdreoWater, but rather
salvation comes by the power of the resurrection of Christ. Vgbitee are offended at
the notion that baptism saves, the fact is that the Bible saybdptism saves. But, of
course, there is no power in the water—or even in the person adnmigigtes baptism.
Rather, Jesus saves, but he saves through baptism.

Any doubt should be made clear from the contrast Peter is drakvingrse 21,
the word translated “symbolizes” in the New International Versiorifigure” in the
King James Version is literally “antitype.” Baptism, Petattes, is the antitype of the
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Flood. In the Flood, the water was hardly the means of salvation-sitiveameans of
destruction. God was the source or power of destruction, but the mearebyviBod
chose to destroy the world was water. Ironically, the samerwhaat destroyed saved
eight people, by separating them from the rest of the worldfymg God’s creation.
Thus, the water destroyed the corrupt, but by miraculous means Gothasedter to
rescue the faithful as the water lifted the ark above the raging waters

Now the faithful eight were faithful before the Flood, but they weoe saved
from the corruption of the world until they were “saved through riaterhich is
comparable to baptism. Of course, it was not ultimately therwhzé saved the eight—it
was God—without God’s miraculous care the water would have only drowned them.

Peter declares that baptism is not effective unless admedsie someone who is
committing himself to God by this means. Thus, baptism of an infarit lbe within this
passage, as an infant can’'t make a “pledge of a good conscience toward God.”
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John 3:1-8

Now, as we’ve seen, there are plenty of passages that teadhythathave faith
and are baptizedhenyou are saved. None of the previously quoted “baptism” passages,
however, says what happens if you have faith and are not baptizedp®baptism is
one but not the only path to salvation.

We have to consider John 3:1-8—
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Beasley-Murray, 262.
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If “born of water” in verse 5 refers to baptism in water, Jdsas said that
baptism is not onla path to heaven, it ihe onlypath to heaven.

While many, including myself, have argued that “born of wateersefo physical
birth, the stronger case is that it refers to water baptisia.afgument for a reference to
physical birth is that Jesus refers to being “born again” and“tlesh gives birth to
flesh” in the immediate context, so that physical birth is venych a part of the
discussion. Indeed, Nicodemus is moved to ask ironically whether 3e=alBrig on him
to return to his mother's womb. And in English, we often refer tdvlagers of birth” or
to a mother's “waters” being broken. However, I've been persuégemore careful
study that “born of water” refers to baptism, for the following reasons:

a. This is the position taken by the Christian church for cenfubsnany
different denominations and expositors:
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The Church Fathers are unanimous in interpreting John 3:5 asenceféo water
baptism, as wet—
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Excerpted from B. W. Johnsddew Testament Commentary Vol. IlI: Jgi8t. Louis: Christian
Board of Publication, 1886). http://www.ccel.orgfinson_bw/bwjntc3/htm/

Quoted by Basil Overton, “How Are We Born of th&ater and the Spirit?”
http://www.gospelgazette.com/gazette/2001/mar/padpeh

®  catholic Answerghttp://www.catholic.com/ANSWERS/tracts/_bornagmh
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b. Baptism is very much in the context. John Iffl@liscusses the baptism of

John. Indeed, in 1:26, John the Baptist says “I baptize with waterhati@3, John says
that Jesus “will baptize with the Holy Spirit.” This is, of ceey parallel with “born of
water and Spirit.” Immediately after the account of Jesus Nitodemus, we read in
3:22 that Jesus and his disciples went to the countryside and baptized with water.

c. There is no evidence that the Jews thought of water as mertlef or

symbol for physical birth. Indeed, John’s earlier referencesttoalgphysical birth speak
of being “born of blood.” John 1:12-13n both cases, “of” is the same prepositi@tk,

Paraphrased in the NIV as “born of human destdte KJV has “born ... of blood.” It is

literally “of bloods.”
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One commentator who sought evidence that the Jews used “watefetao physical
birth came up with considerable evidence of water being a Wewistaphor for
conception, but nothing for associating water with physical Birth.

d. The Greek tends to support that only one birth is in mind—
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Another interpretation sometimes offered is that “waterenefto the Spirit,
referring to Isa. 44:3 and John 7:37. However, John 7:37 uses “living watesfer to
the Spirit. Isa. 44:3 might use “water” to refer to the Spirit duild equally well be
interpreted to refer to blessings in general.

Ultimately, this interpretation fails because Jesus suretndtgd to be understood
by Nicodemus. Nicodemus was likely familiar with the baptimlohn, but was not
likely to have understood “water” as meaning the Holy Spirit—its waardly a
conventional metaphor at the time. Anyway, why would Jesus refez tzeing born of
“Spirit and Spirit"?

In conclusion, the baptism interpretation has the stronger weight. Many
commentators from a great many denominations agree. The Greek supportiew.
And there is simply no evidence that a First Century Jew migig tiaderstood “water”
as a reference to physical birth.

Does this mean that those believers who have been wronglydzaptas infants
or by sprinkling—are lost? After all, Jesus plainly says d¢im& cannot be saved “unless”
he is baptized of the water and the Spirit?

The question must now be re-defined—if a devout, penitent believer believes
himself to have been baptized, will God accept that baptism even thiidgaptism is
either not by immersion or before the believer came to b&lidvat enough that the
believer thinks he has fulfilled the command to be baptized?

Leon Morris, The Gospel According to John, The International @@ntary on the New
Testamen{Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1971); 2116 “In due course | turned away from
the view that the water is simply the amniotic dlghat flows away during the process of birth, lseal
could find no ancient text that spoke of birth asit'of water.” D. A. CarsonExegetical Fallacies
(Boston: Baker Book House, Inc., 1996), 41.

Beasley-Murray, 230.
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Colossians 2:11-14

Perhaps the argument most commonly used by those disputing theitpeafess
baptism is based on Col. 2:11-14:

D * # #
* * % Y%# %
& I+ CO# & "I *
* #* |
*
# * 05 18 #
* #* # *
H $ *# !

In this passage, Paul compares Christian baptism to the Jevasticgrof
circumcision. Circumcision goes back to the covenant God madeAbitaham (Gen.
17:9-14). The requirement to be circumcised was renewed in the Latosds (Lev.
12:3). Circumcision therefore held a very high place in Jewish thought.

It's not surprising that some Jews who were converted to @miistin the First
Century assumed that circumcision would remain a part of the oeanant. But Paul
disputed this in the strongest of terms:
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Thus, Paul declares that salvation cannot be by works but must bé&Hyahd
that adding any work to the gospel nullifies the gospel. Therefohgle being
circumcised is certainly no sin, insisting on circumcision asralition to salvation—
adding it to the gospel—alienates one from Christ.

Now, the question comes, while no one disputes the importance of baptism, if
baptism is analogous to circumcision, wouldn'’t it also be wrong tot itie$ salvation
comes only to the baptized—just as wrong as insisting that isslvames only to the
circumcised? After all, “The only thing that counts is faittpressing itself through
love.”

This conclusion appears to be further supported by Paul's argument in Romans—
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Paul’'s argument that circumcision of the flesh is useless withiomtmcision of
the heart is based on the Law of Moses itself—
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Thus, Paul argues, God judges the heart, not the flesh, and therefonectsion cannot
be a condition to salvation.

Max Lucado states the argument very well—
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19 NIV: “And he received the sign of circumcisionsaal of the righteousness that he had by faith

while he was still uncircumcised.”
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And | think we must all agree that baptism is a symbol. Butishaot really the
guestion. The question is whether baptisnongy a symbol. Indeed, the key issue is
whether we receive the Holy Spirit at baptism or whetheicare receive the Spirit by
other means.

Recall Deuteronomy 30:6: “The LORD your God will circumcise yoearts ....”
| cannot circumcise my heart. Only God can. Or as Paul wnitBem. 2:29: “No, a man
is a Jew if he is one inwardly; and circumcision is circuroaisf the heart, by the Spirit,
not by the written code.”

Thus, to contend that baptism is a mere symbol, | must contend dratréaeive
the Spirit by some other means—because the reality the synmbbbbyges is the state of
my heart, and only the Spirit can produce in me a heart that Goolvappisee also Heb.
8:10).

Now, with this background in mind, let’s take a fresh look at Paul'spemison

of baptism to circumcision in Colossians. The first point has to hd>thd’s comparison
is just that—an analogy. Paul did not say that baptism isitkemcision in all respects,
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only that there is a comparison that is instructive. No ana®gylid beyond the point
being made.

What is the point that Paul was making? Plainly, that we tmsdon’t need to
be circumcised because God has saved us through our baptism. Our baptisates|
any need for further initiation into Christ and thus eliminates the need ¢éanwision.

It clear that Paul wrote Colossians to refute false teachitizgat church that was
a blend of Judaism and Greek philosophy. One of the errors was rinsista
circumcision as a condition to salvation. Likely, the false teactarght that being in
Christ through baptism was not enodgtPaul thus pointed out that circumcision is not
needed because baptism suffices. We are buried and resurredte@hwigt in our
baptism and so have no need of circumcision.

Now, nothing could be further from Paul's thinking in Colossians than the
suggestion that baptism, like circumcision, is just a symbol and thusailyt necessary.
In fact, Paul could not have been plainer in tying our salvation to otistvagHis very
point is that we know we don’'t need circumcision because of the sufficiof our
baptism! Paul could have just as easily argued that faith is bnargl therefore
circumcision is not needed, as he did argue in Galatians 5—but theesrtgnenmade to
the Colossians is thaaptismis enough.

And so, we see a huge difference between Christian baptism andcision.
Both symbolize entry into a covenant with God. But baptism brings itvinore than a
symbol—it brings the Spirit.
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1 Herbert M. CarsonThe Epistles of Paul to the Colossians and Philenidre Tyndale New

Testament Commentari€Sarol Stream, IL: Tyndale House Publishers, 1978)
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The New Testament makes it clear that all the saved agdhenkaved have the
Spirit. And the Bible teaches that the Spirit is received atdrapAnd the Bible teaches
that salvation occurs at the point of baptism. The unity of thought is manifest.

And yet, for all this, Lucado’s point must still be dealt wittteA all, the Bible
also teaches that the Spirit is received at the point of faheXample, Gal. 3:2 teaches,
“I would like to learn just one thing from you: Did you receive the Spirit by obsgihie
law, or by believing what you heard?” And that salvation comedl wwh® have faith.
The unity of thought is again obvious.

This leaves Lucado’s question ringing in our ears: Will God $ecause of a
technicality, you are forever lost in hell”? Is wrongly belreyioneself properly baptized
enough to nullify genuine faith? Or will God keep his promises to siwho have
faith?

Discussion questions—

1. In 1 Pet. 3:18-22, Christian baptism is compared to Noah'’s flood. Hotheare
the same? How are they different?

2. If “the removal of dirt from the body” doesn’t save, then what does the water have
to do with it? Isn’t baptism a ceremonial washing?

3. As to John 3, does the author persuade you that “water” refers teatbies of
baptism rather than the waters of physical birth? Might it be otherwise?

4. What role does the Spirit play in baptism? Why must it be bamfsvaterand
Spirit?

5. If Jesus’ teaching to Nicodemus means that baptism is edserity does John
3:16, which is part of the same discussion, mention only faith ag beguired?
Did John make a mistake? Or are we misunderstanding one of these t

passages?

6. Explain how circumcision affected one’s relationship with God undelatweof
Moses.

7. In what ways is baptism like circumcision?

8. In what ways is baptism not like circumcision?

9. Why do you think circumcision was the chosen symbol in the Law of Moses?

10.  Why do you think baptism was the chosen symbol in the new covenant?

11. Was circumcision just a symbol or did failure to be circurdcibave
consequences?
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PART I
WHY BAPTISM IS NOT ESSENTIAL

CHAPTER 6
DOES GOD MAKE EXCEPTIONS? PART |

The following essays all argue that baptism by immersion vehbeliever isot
essential. In Part IV, we’ll try to reach some conclusioner afte work through these
arguments.

Unpersuasive arguments

There are several arguments that are made in the commenit@tisimply aren’t
persuasive and so not mentioned at any length. For example, mameythag baptism
can’t be essential or else it would be a sacrament. But @nsawct is usually defined as a
type of God’s grace that is bestowed by the church, and the Chuwtl@wist have
never argued that only a church official may baptize.

Others have argued that baptism can’'t be essential or gisismbavould be a
form of works salvation. But baptism is not a work. Works are thioisgd done that
have intrinsic merit toward salvation. In other words, if a person cdaldvorks
perfectly, he’d not need Jesus and wouldn’t need grace. In factpefsan could do
works perfectly, he’d not need baptism and he wouldn’t need forgivenesgrld
therefore, is righteous living, living morally, doing good works, livilg fife Jesus
would have us lead.

Baptism, on the other hand, is purely passive. We accept and recersenb&\fée
don’t do baptism. In fact, the word is always passive (in Enghshimthe Greek) when
applied to the convert. The convert hears, believes, repents, and esr{tets/e) and is
baptized (passive). Once a convert demonstrates faith and penitereeeives God’s
grace in baptism. It is by no means a work.

Moreover, Paul, who teaches vigorously against works salvation, plainly
associates baptism with salvation—over and over—including in Galat&a@g),( the
same book in which he condemns those who insist on works salvation.

Now, this is an extraordinarily important point, because many itCtheches of
Christ have gotten confused by this argument. When Baptists have agaiedt the
necessity of the baptism saying an essential baptism woulddesalvation by works,
we’ve disputed them by arguing the Bible teaches salvation bisweand in so doing
have contradicted a great deal of the New Testament.
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A full explanation of the doctrine of works and faith is outsiue $cope of this
book, but we must not pervert our theology to defend baptism. Baptisnevisr
presented in scripture as a work and it's entirely consistent to tgactsta works-based
salvation while insisting on baptism. Indeed, Martin Luther did exaletlii+—and no one
has ever been more adamant in insisting on a faith-only salvation—
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The question re-defined

And so, we’ve not really quite answered the question yet. If the igneist
phrased, “Must a penitent believer be baptized to be saved?” then JeBinn8ibates
that baptism is indeed essential. But the question should reallgkieel:a'Will God
accept a penitent believer as baptized if the believer mistalenigiders himself
baptized?” Will God damn him despite his genuine faith and righteca@ sy this is a
much harder question.

Consider the typical believer who has not been exposed to the teatHimg
Churches of Christ or other immersionist groups. The believer teadsew Testament
passages declaring baptism necessary and then turns to himafictio see what
“baptism” means. He reads something like—

Martin Luther,The Large Catechisr(il530), translated by F. Bente and W. H. T. Dadglot
Concordia: The Symbolical Books of the Ev. Luthe@urch (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House,
1921) 565-773.
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You see, unless a Bible student goes to the considerable trouble kihgheat
New Testament Greek references, even a serious student wilenadvised of the
importance of being immersed. Nor is this a recent problem. Famme, Noah
Webster's 1828 dictionary defines “baptism” exactly the samé¢ha 1998 definition
guoted above.

In fact, even Bible dictionaries can sometimes fail to gigeund definition. For
example, th&aston Bible Dictionarysays,
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Now | readily admit that the true rite of baptism is to be rdeteed by reference
to the original scriptures, as written in First Century Greek,| lbeally have a problem
imagining God damning a soul to hell because he was given a bad definition adrftyapt
by a standard English or Bible dictionary. | mean, in the Gospelsften read of Jesus’
condemning the Pharisees for their false understandings of the &taiBmst, but the

American Heritage Dictionary of the English Langedbloughton Mifflin Co.4"ed. 2000).

Cambridge International Dictionary of EnglistCambridge, England: Cambridge University
Press, 1995).

*  \Webster's Revised Unabridged DictiongBlainfield, NJ: MICRA, Inc., 1998).

Matthew George EastoEaston lllustrated Bible Dictionar{3® ed., Nashville: Thomas Nelson,
1897), _http://bible.crosswalk.com/Dictionaries/teaBibleDictionary/
6

5

Of course, numerous Bible dictionaries suppoe thew that baptism is of believers, by
immersion. See, for example, Walter A. Elwellaker's Evangelical Dictionary of Biblical Theology
(Boston: Baker Book House, Inc., 1996), and W. EeYAn Expository Dictionary of New Testament
Words(Old Tappan, NJ: Fleming H. Revell Co., 1940).
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Pharisees were scholars who should have known better. On the othewhaiwh't see
Jesus condemning the common people for their lack of scriptural umdinstao long
as they approached Jesus with simple faith. Now, some might digecignorance of
the law is no excuse,” but that maxim is a human legal principle, not a part obtbe Bi

Others might object that “baptism” of infants is no baptismllatsece infants
have neither faith nor repentance. And others will object thatti4map requires
immersion, that being the meaning of the Greek wiaptisma and a mere pouring or
sprinkling is simply not what the Bible refers to when baptismestioned. These points
are well taken. But God is much more subtle than we sometiméezerekhe following
discussions show that we cannot approach this issue quite so simplistically.

The “outside the covenant” argument

Recall that we’ve always taught that Bible history should be divi#ween the
Patriarchal, the Mosaic, and the Christian dispensations, eacmshsipe having a
distinctive covenant with God, that being a distinctive means ofsaf/ In each
dispensation, God has had a covenant under which sin was forgiven. Andhin eac
dispensation God has forgiven sin and has accepted people outside thef therstated
covenant—even when the terms of the covenant were stated intteximsdicated that
the terms of the covenant were mandatory.

The Patriarchal dispensation

In the Patriarchal age, God made a covenant with Abraham unkieh w
Abraham’s faith was credited to him as righteousness. God promisef@dvor to all
Abraham’s descendants (Gen. 12:1-3, 7; 13:14-17; 15:6,22).

And yet, at the same time we find Melchizedek, who was &spof God Most
High” (Gen. 14:18). After Abraham defeated four rival kings, Abralymwve a tithe of
the spoils to Melchizedek. Jesus himself is compared to Metidlizie Heb. 7. Clearly,
Melchizedek had been granted God's favor outside the covenant. Why? Rflomeis
that Melchizedek served God.

Plainly, Melchizedek was not a descendant of Abraham and was maif ghe
Patriarchal Dispensation. Melchizedek did not receive the promiads o the Jews.
And yet he was a priest of God. He was accepted outside the covenant then.in effec

" References to dispensations have been corredtigized at times to the extent that we have

ignored the substantial commonality between theidtabal, Mosaic, and Christian dispensations.
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The Mosaic dispensation

In the Mosaic dispensation, sins were forgiven by various sasgifind by the
ritual of the Day of Atonement (&fom Kippu) (Lev. 4-6, 16). Indeed, the Law of Moses
says that these sacrifices are the only means of forgsebeg. 6:4-6 says that a sinner
“must” make restitution with a 20% penalty and “must” bringua for sacrifice. Similar
mandatory language is found throughout Lev. 4-6. Or as the Hebrews staites, “In
fact, the law requires that ... without the shedding of blood there isrgwéness” (Heb.
9:22).

And yet God has never been limited to the legally specified mefafesgiving
sins. For example, when David committed adultery with Bathsheba dnteh&usband,
Uriah, killed, the prophet Nathan charged David with sin, and David mxghe@od
forgave David’s sin on the spot (2 Sam. 12:13). There was no sadafiegnacle ritual,
or the like. David confessed sin and God forgave him—quite outside the dMosai
covenant. David wrote in response to God’s forgiveness—
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In the time of John the Baptist, baptism was for the forgiveoksms. Sins were
forgiven by repentance and immersion by the prophet (Mark 1:4). And newhénis
practice found in the Law of Moses. God was again acting outside the covenant to forgive
sins.

While Jesus walked this earth, he freely forgave sins, basedwr-baut without
the baptism of John and without compliance with the sacrifices dechdydde Law of
Moses. Even on the cross, Jesus forgave the sins of the thief (LdKe433; saving him
based on faith. Once again, God was forgiving outside the covenant.

In each case, the forgiven person had faith and sought to live ti&olifevould
have him lead (to the extent possible under the circumstances). In none of theseasas
God’s covenant-means of forgiving sins followed.

Hezekiah's Passover

We rarely study 2 Chronicles, but 2 Chr. 30 tells an important.skeyekiah
was king of the southern tribes of Israel and a reformer. Helet to restore the
celebration of Passover, which had been forgotten for generationenHetters to the
northern tribes, under a different kingship, inviting them to join in thesd&eer in
Jerusalem.

While most from the Northern Kingdom scorned the message, a few m
“humbled themselves and went to Jerusalem” (v. 11). We learn in 1@rd&t those of
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the northern tribes “had not purified themselves, yet they ate gwoWa, contrary to
what was written.” By the time those in the Northern Kingdonmnleg of the Passover
celebration, it was too late to undergo the required ritual purdicdrom ceremonial

uncleanness (Num. 9:6, for example). The Law of Moses penalizesledth entry into

the Tabernacle while defiled (Lev. 15:31).

Hezekiah prayed to God, “May the Lord, who is good, pardon everyone who sets
his heart on seeking God—the Lord, the God of our fathers—even #& heticlean
according to the rules of the sanctuary” (2 Chr. 30:18-19)—and God overldog&ed t
transgression. The Israelites then celebrated the Passotergteat rejoicing, while the
Levites and priests sang to the Lord every day, accompaniée thytd’'s instruments of
praise” (v. 21). And God heard their prayers (v. 27).

In this case, even under the severity of the Law of Moses albmgled ignorance
of the Law to be an excuse—because those in ignorance were tunvarg tum. God
accepted imperfect worship, judging the hearts rather than tleanfotss” of the
worshippers. (And cleanness was achieved by a ceremonial washipgcursor of
baptism!)

We cannot lightly dismiss this lesson as limited to the Oldahesnt. After all,
Paul refers to Jesus as our Passover lamb:
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If the death of Christ is comparable to the sacrifice of tlssd&eer lamb, then our
baptism, which is a re-enactment of Christ’s death, burial, and resurrectiompamable
to being cleansed to celebrate the Passover. Does the God of Heggkianake
exceptions? And if the humble Israelites could participate wittimutequired washings
in the Passover, surely we can participate without the required washingsh Chri

Naaman

One of the Old Testament’'s most fascinating accounts is the atddaaman.
Naaman was a commander in the Syrian army. He was strutkepibsy and could find
no cure. Eventually, he came to Elisha, a prophet of God, and Elisha titbNdhat he
would be cured if he dipped seven times in the Jordan River.
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This passage has often been used, by analogy, to demonstratgtrtance of
strict compliance with the ordinance of baptism. After all,iNaa was not cleansed until
he had followed all of Elisha’s instructions—only on the seventh dip veasnidn cured.
Thus, we have argued (correctly, | think) that one who has recensddiations on
baptism should do precisely as he has been told, for the promiseemsaily to those
who meet the terms of the promise.

But we often overlook another intriguing element of the account:
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Amazingly, Naaman (a) was not a proselyte to Judaism—nothing elmot
suggests that he was, for example, circumcised, and (b) intendextittue to enter the
temple of an idol and to feign worship of the idol. And yet Elisha afggtdNaaman’s
proposal.

Here’s another example of worship and faith being accepted outsideviaeant.
Naaman came nowhere close to meeting the terms of the LMwoses, and yet he is
accepted by God'’s prophet.
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8 Michael A. King, “Naaman and the Wild God of Istd Spirituality Today(Spring 1986), Vol.

38, pp. 4-8.
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CHAPTER 7
DOES GOD MAKE EXCEPTIONS? PART Il

The Christian dispensation

Whether God makes exceptions is particularly significant whewcomsider the
Christian dispensation, of course. It is undoubtedly true that thddspastd the Gospels
suggest that baptism is not only normative, but also essentialA&sthas several
examples where baptism is either not mentioned as part of tregicalof a person or
where a person was clearly saved without baptism.

The most obvious example is the apostles themselves. While allofotire
Gospels record the baptism of Jesus, none record a baptism of tHesapodeed, they
couldn’t have been baptized into Jesus until after his death, burialesurdection, and
yet the Gospels and Acts make no reference at all to theiy baptized. A fair reading
of Acts 2 must lead to the conclusion that the apostles recéieedHoly Spirit at
Pentecost and yet they weren’t baptized other than by the Spirit.

We know from John 3:22-26 and 4:1-2 that Jesus, through his disciples, baptized
early in his ministry. It has been argued that Jesus waging in his own name so that
Jesus’ baptisms were equivalent to Christian baptism. Howevdmaeve from Mark that
Jesus concealed his nature as Son of God during the first partroinssy. Mark 1:43;

3:12; 5:43; 7:36; 8:30; 9:9. It seems very unlikely that Jesus would haveduajptio his
own name at a time, early in his ministry, when He was notegaly to reveal his
divinity.

It has been argued that the apostles were baptized at thisAimteyet the Bible
just doesn’t say that. Given the extensive and repeated referendeds to Paul’s
baptism, why wouldn’t Luke (who also wrote Acts), at least, haverded the baptisms
of the other apostles—if they in fact had been baptized? Some haatedbjo this
interpretation, arguing that the apostles were baptized with the 3,002zebajoin
Pentecost, and yet Acts 2:40-42 contradicts any such interpretation:
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Notice that the people baptized were “those who accepted his mé®acmuse
the apostles had already accepted the message, they could notlubedinemong
“those.” This conclusion is verified by the next sentence, whictades that “they”
devoted themselves to the apostles’ teaching. “They” referthtsé who accepted his
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message” and clearly cannot be the apostles themselves. And thoseeve baptized
were “added to their number’—plainly indicating that the apostles weralglsaaed.

It has sometimes been argued that John had baptized the apositldsat this
baptism was somehow converted into Christian baptism at Pentecoteirguis simply
no evidence of this in the Bible. There is evidence that some oagbstles were
disciples of John, but this hardly proves that they all were. And ith&@ evidence that
John’s baptism was considered effective after Pentecost—indédatipse present at
Pentecost—other than the apostles—were baptized in response te Sat@on. It is
unlikely that none of the 3,000 had accepted John’s baptism. And the Actsol@taof
Paul re-baptizing the converts who had only received John’s baptisamleseems to
flatly contradict this theory.

Cornelius and his household received the Spirit before baptism (Acts 10-11)
Recall that Rom. 8:11 teaches that everyone who possessesrihis Saved. And if the
apostles were saved by receipt of the Holy Spirit without baptisem we must conclude
that Cornelius and his household were saved when they receivegdititeb®fore their
baptism. Indeed, Peter declared that “the Holy Spirit came onadkdme had come on us
at the beginning ... So if God gave them the same gift as heugawého believed in the
Lord Jesus Christ, who was | to think that | could oppose God” (Acts 11:15-17).

It must be noted, however, that Peter felt compelled to have I@sr@ad his
household baptized in water after they had already received thie(8pis 10:47-48). It
is far from clear why Peter felt compelled to have Cousesind his household baptized
after they received the Spirit while the apostles evidentlgwet baptized. At the least,
this account strongly suggests that even if we conclude that dnenpeople who are
saved despite a faulty baptism, we should nonetheless urge themrtpbdy baptized,
just as Cornelius was.

In Acts 18:24-28, we find that Apollos had faith in Jesus (he had beerutitest
in the way of the Lord”) but had received only John’s baptismcifasand Aquila
“explained to him the way of God more adequately,” but there isnantion of re-
baptism, even though the Ephesians, who had received only John’s baptisnme-were
baptized in order to receive the Spirit (Acts 19:1-7). Either Apallas never baptized
into Christ or Luke felt it was unnecessary to so state.

It really is difficult to reconcile the Apollos account with thecount of the
Ephesians. In adjacent passages, we find one person baptized in Jpkisia bat re-
baptized, followed by an account of a group baptized in John’s baptism tetpulve re-
baptized.

There have been a couple of suggestions at resolving this dilemméeongis
that those who had been baptized in John the Baptist’s baptism befdeatheof Jesus
were saved based on faith in Jesus afterwards, without re-baptisrithat baptism in
John’s baptism after Jesus’ death was insufficient. Thus, it igestegd that the
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Ephesians had received the baptism of John after the death of Jelugpatios had
had an earlier baptism.

This is a truly intriguing theory, but there is simply nothinghe Bible that says
that this is true. Maybe it is, but our doctrine must be based onthd&ible says, not
on guesses as to whaightfill the silences of scripture. Nothing says when Apollos or
the Ephesians were baptized in John’s baptism, and if the timing iof biyetism
mattered, one would think that Luke would have mentioned the fact. Ahg iheory is
so, why were all the converts at Pentecost baptized? Surelstst some of the 3,000 had
been baptized by John.

Another theory is that Apollos was in fact re-baptized, this baiicit in his
being better instructed. On the other hand, Acts contains so mangnbagtounts that it
surely seems odd that Luke would have skipped the re-baptism of Apollgsrra
important figure in early church history—while describing in detiad baptism of the
Ephesians, who aren’t even named, among so many others.

It seems most likely that these disciples were not beligaeissus—at least not
in Jesus of Nazareth as Son of God. Luke uses “disciples” totoefellowers of John
the Baptist (Luke 5:33) as well as to Jesus’ followers. If thes:m were already
Christians, then why did Paul baptize them? And why didn’t thesadl possess the
Spirit? After all, as Paul declares in Gal. 3:2, the Spirgédgived based on faith in Jesus.
It seems likely that these 12 were followers of John the Baptipecting the Messiah,
but not knowing Jesus of Nazareth to be the Messiah prophesied by John.

Paul had to teach these men that John the Baptist “told the peoplete loelthe
one coming after him, that is, in Jesus” (Acts 19:4). Evidently thelieved John’s
prophecy but were unaware that Jesus of Nazareth had come aneldftiifél prophecy.
Paul did not teach them baptism; rather he taught them Jesus, andheipacdeptance
of Jesus, he baptized them. On the other hand, Apollos was alreadgverbelnd for
whatever reasons, Paul seems to have felt no need to re-baptize him.

Luke’s failure to explain this discrepancy is easily understodajht of Luke’s
(and Paul’'s) much greater emphasis on the receipt of the Holy. 8pivas clear from
what was reported about Apollos that he had received the Spirit, anididliry into his
baptism was not essential. The Ephesians, on the other hand, gave no dewtegand
so Paul asked them, not whether they’'d been baptized, but whether tesiced the
Spirit. Now, to a modern member of the Churches of Christ, thisignestan absurdity.
We would ask someone whose salvation was uncertain whether he’d baeadodpuit
Paul asked about the receipt of the Holy Spirit. Plainly, in Astd, in Paul’s thinking,
the ultimate hallmark of salvation is whether the Holy Spias been received, not
whether baptism has been received. This fact is plain from A&st2,10-11, and Acts
18-19, not to mention Rom. 8.

Indeed, in Acts 8, when Philip converted and baptized the Sangrégroblem
arose “because the Holy Spirit had not yet come upon any of theynhad simply been
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baptized into the name of the Lord Jesus” (Acts 8:14). Thus, wateisrhapias
considered incomplete unless the convert had also received Spirgnbaphiis is hardly
surprising in light of John 3:5.

And so, where does this leave us? Ironically, Acts has been pdesageatedly
in the Churches of Christ as teaching the necessity of watesragitbelievers. And yet
Acts is the very book that demonstrates the possibility of elxrepto the usual practice
of the Spirit (and hence salvation) being received at the momevdtef baptism. Is the
age of exceptions over? Are these exceptions limited to apostodéis? Did God make
these exceptions for a limited purpose? Or is it God’s nature to make exceptions?

The bottom line is that there is only one truly general rule—Halle sinned and
fall short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). We haa# been saved solely by the
willingness of God to make exceptions—regardless of the dispensatonemwant under
consideration.

In each dispensation God has establish a well-defined covenant as e aii
forgive the sins of those with faith in him—and in each dispensationh@sdepeatedly
made exceptions, frequently granting forgiveness to those withepefaith outside the
specific terms of his covenant.

The Fall of Man

God told Adam that if he ate from the tree of knowledge of good andhevil,
would “surely die.” Once Adam and Eve had eaten, God pronounced aaurak
creation in Genesis 3. The final curse was “By the sweabwf lgrow you will eat your
food until you return to the ground, since from it you were taken; forydwstre and to
dust you will return.” (Gen 3:19). God promised death to Adam and all beeddents.
And even Jesus died. “The last enemy to be destroyed is death” (1 Cor. 15:26).

And yet at two people never died. “By faith Enoghs taken from this life, so
that he did not experience death ... .” (Heb. 11:5a) And Elijah asceadeshten in a
whirlwind (2 Kings 2:11). In each case, God had promised death but Godnoras
generous than his promises. But this is not unusual for our gracious God.

The Sovereignty of God

| recently spoke with a preacher who related this experiencew&te meeting
with a minister from another Church of Christ congregation who was complainaig t
he’d become too familiar with ministers in “the denominations.” Exaspeélathe
preacher asked, “Would you be disappointed if, when you get to heaven, you find the
Baptists there?” The other minister said without hesitation, “Absojutéld be
disappointed! It would mean that God had broken his promises!”
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Job teaches us that we have no business judging God, especialhys for
extraordinary generosity. | wish space allowed a thorough sitidgb. Chapters 33-42

particularly make the point.

Beginning in chapter 33, Elihu charges Job with arrogance in being it

God—
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God’s greatness manifests itself, not in condemnation, but in hiswaahgfforts
to rescue man from spiritual death. God is continually striving te s&, not to find a
technicality by which to damn us!

Later, God himself upbraids Job for his arrogance—
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These brief quotations give but a taste of the lesson taught in ddbsGo far
beyond us that we have no right to question God’s justice and judgmenthdlesst we
should also know that God is good. We may not live to see his wayes toorighteous
fruition, and we may be too foolish to even understand God’s purposes—but God’s

purposes are always good.
Paul teaches a similar lesson in Rom. 9:8-26—
& 0& % Il % #
* ! A * 3:& *
+7 * * 4 #! #
+1 1 ( %(!'0&1 3

8 3: % ! 2 ""3 !

58



* * * #>C
#? > 1?7<

God is sovereign. He will keep his promises, but he will alsendce than he
promises! This is his right and does not make him a liar. Rathenakes him a loving,
gracious God worthy of our worship.

Jesus describes God in the Parable of the Day Laborers aster who pays
some of his servants more than they have earned while others receive only thdesages t
deserve. When some servants complain, God replies,
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When we are unhappy that God might be more generous than he has ghromise
we act just like the envious day laborers—and we sin in so duiegshould rather
celebrate serving a gracious Lord.

God loves those whom he created. God loves the world so much that he gave up
Jesus to die for our sins so that we might be saved throughrfitimi How can we dare
criticize God for making exceptions? Everyone of us deserves damnatiors Wwhat'sin
means. And we’ve been saved on the thinnest of technicalities—ehth&a Jesus can
serve our sentence for us. Thank God for exceptions! And may he rfarele
exceptions generously!
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We should all be thankful that what pleases God is to do whatekegused to
save people with faith, even though none of them deserve it.

Discussion questions—

1. The author seems very concerned to defend the notion that Chresgasaved
by faith rather than works. Does Eph. 2:8-10 support his view?

2. In Paul’'s terminology, is baptism a work we do or a gift we receive?

3. Is it possible to have a genuine faith and to be genuinely penitent and tebéail
properly baptized in all good faith?

4, Do you agree with the author that someone can read his or herdHideatly
and honestly and not understand the true doctrine of baptism? Doabléhev@r
explicitly define “baptism”™?

59



o

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

If you have a study Bible, check the notes on baptism. What do yoetsBibkes
say constitutes a good baptism?

The author gives several examples from the Old Testament ofepeogiven
outside the Mosaic covenant. Does his argument make sense? WasalBod re
being more gracious than the Law of Moses promised?

Would it somehow be wrong for God to forgive someone even though God also
commanded that that person should receive forgiveness by other mezes? D
God have to follow his own rules?

What do the stories of Hezekiah’'s Passover and Naaman tell alooilg G
personality? Is God looking to find a way to condemn us? Or lookingvi@yao
save us?

Were the apostles baptized? If so, when? By whom? If so, wisy’'ttiee Bible
record it?

Why doesn’t Luke tell us whether Apollos was re-baptized wheaepgwats that
the Ephesians were?

Do you agree with the author that receipt of the Holy Smdeives greater
emphasis in the scriptures than baptism?

Do you agree that God has sometimes saved people durinfjddeament times
without baptism?

Is the age of exceptions over? Are these exceptions limitago&tolic times?
Did God make these exceptions for a limited purpose? Or isdtsGature to
make exceptions?

Would you be disappointed if believers outside the Churches of @Glengtto
heaven? Would it bother you if others were saved by the milliongheif
Churches of Christ were in fact only a small minority among the saved?

Read the Parable of the Day Laborers. What is the nature ofagter whom
Jesus describes? What kind of personality does he have? Why isehatutise
complaints of the workers he hired first?

What might cause someone to celebrate the damnation of others?
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CHAPTER 8
THE NATURE OF GOD’S HEART

God'’s condemnation based on technicalities

The story, perhaps apocryphal, is told of a baptism that took place many years
ago at Freed Hardeman College (now University). A young lady was baptized, but
someone noticed that the woman'’s right hand never actually went under theSose
vocal young college students insisted that the baptism had to be re-doneebtdwaus
woman had not been completely immersed. Initially, the college refuseatielsitidents
mounted a vigorous protest, posting placards around campus citing Rom. 6—to the effec
that to be partially buried is not to be buried at all. Eventually, the administration yielded
and re-baptized the woman—aquite thoroughly all under water, all at once.

And so, just how buried must one be to be buried? What if a hand or a foot pops
out of the water so that the baptizee is never completely buriedRig\sins completely
forgiven? This certainly seems to be a silly question. | mean, @logme seriously
believe that God would deny salvation to someone who genuinely tried to habey t
command to be baptized but failed entirely by accident?

At this point, someone will surely bring up Nadab and Abihu, Uzzah, and Ananias
and Sapphira. These three accounts have frequently been cited poertise that God
will indeed condemn based on a technicality.

Nadab and Abihu were the sons of Aaron, Moses’ brother and the first fregh pr
under the Law of Moses. As such, they were heirs to the positionglofduiest and
among the very first priests of the tabernacle. But they affessange fire” (Lev. 10:1
KJV), and God struck them dead.
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The passage is clear that Nadab and Abihu’s sin was much moreathan
technicality. Their failure to obey God’s command as to thenoemees of the tabernacle
was “contrary to [God’s] command” and dishonored God. In fact, it appeaydikely
that they had made their mistake due to performing their rituals while drunk—
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Why else would God have threatened their successors with dé¢ladly idrank alcoholic
beverages when acting as priests?

Also aggravating their sin was the fact that, as the sons m@nAthe first high
priest, whatever pattern they set would be followed for generations.

We don’t see in Lev. 2 an unjust God, looking for a chance to catchilisen
in a foot fault. Rather we see a holy God, insisting that his tmviaken seriously—
seriously enough that his rituals aren’t conducted while drunk—serienslygh that the
priests not dishonor God by disregarding very plain instructions from God.

As Paul Harvey likes to say, we also need to read the rdst gfdry. Later in the
same chapter we read the account of Eleazar and Ithamar.tiMoesen were appointed
to replace Nadab and Abihu. However, in vv. 16-18, Moses finds that thex¢wdad
incorrectly handled the very next ceremony! Moses was very unhappy, to seggte |

Aaron defended their mistake:

(Lev. 10:19-20) Aaron replied to Moses, “Today they sacrifiter sin
offering and their burnt offering before the LORD, Buth things as this
have happened to me. Would the LORD hbeen pleased if | had eaten
the sin offering today?” 20 Whevioses heard this, he was satisfied.

Aaron said that he too had made mistakes in the service. ltwa@ent. These
things happen. And Eleazar and Ithamar were not punished.

As stated in G. J. Wenhanthe New International Commentary on the Old
TestamentThe Book of Leviticus, “This suggests, perhaps, that God is more graecious

° 6. WenhamThe Book of Leviticus, The New International Contargron the Old Testament

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1979).
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those who make mistakes because they fear him than to those whesstgrand
impudently enter his presence as Nadab and Abihu did.”

The fact that the two stories are immediately juxtaposetieasare in Leviticus
10 is intended to make a point, and the point is surely that God overlooks imistakes
(among those in grace, of course) but does not overlook willful disobedfence.

Certainly, our God is not to be trifled with. But remember thé& is the same
God who forgave the uncleanness of the Northern Kingdom worshippelezakiah’s
request. This is the same God who judges the heart—and so we unddrataBdd—
who knows our hearts perfectly—judged the hearts of Nadab and Abihu asthwaf
their very important office.

Similar points can be made about Ananias and Sapphira. This coupte ttesl
apostles, saying they had donated all the money from a sdleiofand when it was in
fact only a part:
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Nothing is plainer than the fact that God, through his apostles, wasguttg
hearts of this couple. This is why Luke records that the sin wasndted “with his
wife’s full knowledge” and why Peter can say “Satan has |k fyour heart that you
have lied.” This was no honest mistake. This couple died for their imhaht knowing
sin.

Uzzah, however, is a case where the man punished appears to havedatl
heart. The Israelites had allowed the Philistines to capterétk of the Covenant. God
compelled the Philistines to return the ark by plaguing them witls (goime translations
say hemorrhoids!) The ark wound up in the house of Abinadab. King Davittavéhe
ark brought to Jerusalem.

Now, David made a couple of mistakes here. First, the ark was subpode
carried by priests of the tribe of Levi. Second, God had commandedrtpatbe built
into the ark at its upper corners and poles placed through these-prmsding a very

10 Thanks to Al Maxey for bringing this argument tg attention.
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stable means of carrying the ark (Exo. 25:13-15). David had the addpbdaca cart to be
carried. David plainly had not bothered to inquire into God’s word adsettvandling of
the ark.

The oxen stumbled and threatened to spill the ark onto the ground. Uazbbde
out to touch the ark—only to steady it—and was struck dead! While 2 $affers no
explanation for this, other than to refer to Uzzah'’s “irreverent the parallel passage in
1 Chronicles provides more detail:
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God struck Uzzah dead, not because of Uzzah’s innocent sin, but becaigse Da
and the Levites—who really should have known better—failed to inquirethe tmrrect
procedure for moving the ark. Evidently, by the time of David much ofameof Moses
had been forgotten. The fact that the ark was kept in private hdaseso long
demonstrates that the tabernacle services were being ignored—ah#my tabernacle
rituals could not have been performed without the ark being present.

Now, here is an amazing fact about God. Our God sometimes take®ofitiee
innocent to punish others. For example, after David’s sin with Bathsfedzhtook the
life of their newborn son as punishment for David’'s sin. Who could be maceent
than a newborn child? But we can’t judge God by human standards. Wiktakgs a
life, he has it within his power to place that soul in heaven. W& da that, and so we
can't take lives. But God can (for example, Rom. 9), and he haddhmgptive to punish
David anyway he saw fit. Nothing in scripture indicates thatadzawas damned for his
innocent mistake. | believe he was no more damned than the first doaviof and
Bathsheba.

In the cases of both Nadab and Abihu and of Uzzah, God was preparing his
people for the initiation of a new age of worship. Nadab and Abihu aramng the first
priests to serve in the tabernacle. The transporting of the ddcisalem was a first step
toward the construction of the temple of Solomon (based on plans mddaviay and
the re-institution of the proper worship service there. It is hasdhprising that God
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wished in both cases to bring to the attention of his people the importancerg thedse
things right.

Mercy, not sacrifice.

The essence of the heart of Jesus is found, | believe, in Hosea 6:6—
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This passage is so important to Jesus that Matthew twice tefdesus’ quoting from it
(Matt. 9:11-13; 12:1-8).

Now what does this have to do with baptism? Everything. Becausécsaaas
the Mosaic event when forgiveness of sins was grantedt as baptism is the Christian
event of forgiveness. How could God prefer mercy to sacrifiberwsacrifice is the
prescribed covenant-means of forgiving sins?

Hosea’s declaration is hardly an isolated concept:
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Y For example, Lev. 16, dealing with Day of Atonemend Lev. 4 and 5, dealing with sacrifices

for unintentional sins.
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In each of these passages, which in many ways foreshadow th€&€dieenant,
God disdains sacrifice and urges justice, mercy, humility, ighdeousness. And in each
case, forgiveness of sins is predicated, not on God’'s own satrdgigstem, but on
whether we walk humbly with our God. Indeed, the prophets say, do sthadli your
sins are like scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; thineghare red as crimson, they
shall be like wool’—and all this without regard to ritual sacrifice.

Baptism is in many ways analogous to Old Testament sacrifihe Law of
Moses makes clear, for example, that sacrifice must beedffer the forgiveness of sin.
But, of course, the sacrifice itself does not forgive the sin—fongise was by God’s
grace. And yet the sacrifice was a necessary step. iBaclike baptism, was the event at
which God’s forgiveness was received by the faithful.

And baptism compares to sacrifice because it unites us with Christ’seacrifi
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Jesus, following the prophets of the Old Testament, taught thabrllgion of a

man’s heart is far more important than ritual—even a ritual canded by God as a
condition to and the very occasion of salvation!

Can the presence of the Spirit be discerned by observation?

Let's suppose that it were possible to discern whether an individsathea
indwelling of the Spirit by observation. If that were true, thercaugld tell if that person
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were saved, since only the saved possess the Spirit and all wéespdke Spirit are
saved (Rom. 8:9-11).

Now, it would plainly be a mistake to suppose #ilhivho possess the Spirit may
be discerned as such by observation. Clearly, there can be &@iwistho are in deep
spiritual trouble, in need of repentance, who behave in a worldly mavoeme can tell
from observation whether the Spirit has left such a person.higutst not the question.
The question ultimately is whether there aoemepeople in whom the Spirit burns so
brightly that his presence can’t be denied? What does the Bible say?

Certainly, it was true during the time of Acts that this was case. Somehow,
Phillip knew that the Samaritans had not yet received the Syt after their baptism
(Acts 8:15-16). Something led Paul to conclude that the Ephesians ghathave not
yet received the Spirit (Acts 19:1-3). Recall that Paul asked titeether they'd received
the Spirit—not whether they’'d been baptized.

Here are a couple of verses to consider:
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In each of these passages, the writer declares that faldsus demonstrates the
presence of the Spirit. Now we have to understand that merehgsidne words is not
enough—we understand that the speaker mesinthe words, too.

And there are other verses that suggest that Christians ndigdeened by their
behavior. For example,
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Therefore, the presence of a genuine faith and a Christ-like faovéellow
believers indicates the presence of the Spirit.

Now, the favorite verse to rebut this argument is from James—
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Thus, the argument goes, the demons believe, and yet plainly #ey saved.
Plainly, salvation requires more than faith. And | agree—depending orohewlefines
“faith.” The Bible treats the faith that saves and repentanaesaparable concepts. Faith
is simply accepting Jesus as the Son of God, while repentaaceeisting Jesus as Lord.
But if you truly accept Jesus as God in the flesh, you must etepahis Lordship—he
can’'t be the Son of God and not be Lord. They are two sides of the same coin.

The demons are damned because they haven’'t made Jesus Lord and thus don’t
show their “faith” in deeds. A true Christian has not only acceptsdslas Son of God,
he’s made Jesus Lord—and therefore can show his faith by his deette Gther hand,
the deeds are not the basis of salvation (Tit. 3:5-6)—they aresh# of salvation (Eph.
2:8-10). The demons don’t have faith in the same sense that ChrisiiaAftet all, we
could hardly consider the demons of hell proper candidates for bgpssimecause they
have no choice but to know who Jesus is!

Faith produces baptism (at least, this is how it's supposed to wdrich wesults
in receipt of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:38), which results in gaworks. The Spirit gives
spiritual gifts to all Christians “for the common good” (1 Cor. 12:7prdbver, the Spirit
changes our hearts and thus our behavior—
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And so we see that the presence of the Spirit is supposed toahasthical
influence—much more than that—it's supposed to change our hearts and thus our
behavior.

Now, undoubtedly, there are people who have never so much as heard of Jesus—
idolaters even—who live very moral and upright lives. Mere good déed®t prove the
presence of the Spirit. But deeds done by a person of faith demessr&pirit-filled
heart. Isn’t that what the verses plainly say?
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“Christ did not send me to baptize ... .”

How do we deal with the fact that Paul wrote—
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For all the many scriptures that support the traditional positiéimeo€hurches of
Christ, there is no explaining this passage in light of whavewvraditionally taught.
How can the greatest evangelist in history say—nby inspiration—3J#®aits did not send
him to baptize? Don’t we send our missionaries out to baptize? @ereixpect reports
from them as to numbers of baptisms? Can you imagine a Churctrief @fssionary
saying that he wasn’t sent to baptize?

I've always rationalized this by saying that Paul was falh@adesus’ example of
doing the baptizing himself, letting his disciples perform the irsmas (John 4:2). But
if Jesus had his apostles baptizing in Palestine, then why wouldptistle Paul not
baptize in Corinth? Paul would never pretend to be Jesus! And, of cRaskdid
baptize some within Corinth, just very few, while Jesus baptized none. This argurhent jus
doesn’'t add up. Indeed, we read of other apostles baptizing in great numbers at Pentecos

Plainly, Paul's point is that baptism is secondary to faith.ddd@aul speaks of
“faith,” “belief,” or variants, 187 times to just 16 referencestiaptism,” or variants?
Does our literature and do our sermons reflect the same relative emphdsesétvv

Paul did not preach baptism—he preached “Christ, and him crucified’ofl C
2:2).Faith is thus faith in Christ, not in baptism. The gospel is gfosgel of Christ” (for
example, 1 Cor. 9:12), not the gospel of baptism. We are to conversus, Jet to
baptism. Somehow, in our zeal to preach the doctrine of baptism, wehetimes lost
our priorities.

But this no more means that we should ignore baptism than that Baadil
clearly saw to it that his converts were baptized. He jusiensure that they were
converted to a person, not a doctrine or a rite.

It's worth noting that although Paul regularly mentions baptistmarwritings, it
is almost always as an incidental. He uses baptism to make mapoihg that is, the
point isneverbaptism. All his references to baptism are in support of other arguments.

12" count fromQuickVers&” software.
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It would be a mistake to trivialize baptism. Clearly, Paul smptism as an
important part of this teaching. But it would be an even bigger mistakeagine that
baptism is co-equal with faith in Jesus in Paul's theologyinlylat is not. Indeed, in
1 Cor. 1:16, Paul plainly contrasts the gospel with baptism. They are not the sagme thi

Are all references to baptism references to baptism by the Holy Spi#i

It has often been argued that the New Testament does not usertfdptiefer
to water baptism but only to baptism by the Holy Spirit. The argamalies on the
numerous New Testament passages that plainly refer to non-water baptistngs-suc
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Matthew quotes John the Baptist as saying that the baptismusf ddsbe with
the Holy Spirit, in contrast to John’s baptism, which is with wdberes this mean that
Christian baptism was not with water?

Other verses use “baptize” as a metaphor.
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Here, “baptism” refers to a martyr's death, not to water immersion.

In the account of the conversion of Cornelius, Peter refers both tpdstes’
receipt of the Spirit on Pentecost and the receipt of the SpiriCdrnelius and his
household as baptism of the Holy Spirit.

The argument is then made that the Greek word translatedrbaptaften used
metaphorically to refer to something other than a dipping into whiteally, it is pointed
out that most passages that refer to baptism do not make reféoeweder at all, and
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could be just as easily interpreted as referring to baptigin ttve Spirit. For example,
Acts 2:38 makes no express reference to water and could welldfaveed to the same
Spirit baptism that the apostles had just received.

But there is considerable evidence to the contrary. First, ks the case of
Cornelius. After receiving baptism with the Holy Spirit, Peter commandéer Wwaptism:
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Similarly, the references in the Gospels to John and Jesus (threudisdiples)
baptizing in the Jordan River (John 1:28) or where there was “plenyatar” (John
3:23) as well as the account of the baptism of the Ethiopian eunuch, R\tiigeand the
eunuch went down “into” the water (Acts 8:36-39), plainly belie axgyment that New
Testament baptism didn’t involve a water immersion.

Finally, the early Church Fathers plainly repudiate this notion:
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There is simply no way that Christian baptism in the New Testh or in the
following century was Holy Spirit baptism separate from wdiaptism. Indeed, the
account of the conversion of Cornelius makes clear that when, in eaoreary
situation, Spirit baptism was received without water baptismerHett compelled to
administer water baptism.

The example of Jesus’ healing

A very familiar story is told in Matthew:
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13 Epistle of Barnabad1:11, circa 133 A.D., quoted by Everett Fergudear]y Christians Speak
(Ft. Worth: Sweet Publishing Group, 1971) (hereaffeerguson”), 33.

14 Hermas;The Shepherdvandate IV:iii.1, circa 136 A.D., quoted by Fesga, 33.
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Jesus was asked to heal the paralyzed man, but he forgave hithewgh he
wasn’'t asked to do sad’he men asked for less than Jesus was willing to give, end y
Jesus gave what was needed.

This is the nature of our Savior. He does not give begrudgingly to thbse
approach him with faith.
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Why do we suppose that a Baptist who asks to join the church, th@bGthyist,
with a saving faith and penitent heart but ignorant of the trygogerof baptism, will be
denied his greatest need by a loving, gracious Savior? Why im&giha Savior anxious
to forgive will fail to do so when a faithful man or woman faidsuse enough water in
the baptismal ceremony? This is the same Savior who forgivelith&ul who don't
even ask for forgiveness!

Why perfect baptism if not perfect faith or repentance?

We teach that to be saved, one must have faith, repent, and be baptizedchye
of course, that one must also hear, but we simply hear what we lzekelve, and that we
are to confess, but we need only confess what we are to beliewec&h we accept
someone for baptism—or even church membership—if he’s not told usehmdlieves.
These are therefore necessary elements but not truly distinct from faith.

But I've never heard it taught that our faith must be perfecégalt in salvation.
After all, Jesus himself taught that we would be able to move moantave have only
as much faith as a mustard seed! Jesus healed many peopleobabeit faith even
though their faith was immature and simple—sometimes just enough to ask to be healed.

A boy’s father asked Jesus to heal to his son from demon pass&gsiou can
do anything.”
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Plainly, Jesus did not insist on perfect faith. And he doesn't insisperfect
repentance. After all, if we were to repent perfectly,dastop sinning altogether, and no
one other than Jesus has accomplished that!

It is, therefore, fair to ask: if we don’t have to believeegent perfectly, why do
we insist on perfect baptism? If my faith can be weak and tommawhy can’t my
baptism? Indeed, which of these elements is more important, mor@riental? Aren’t
the scriptures the story of faith? Isn’'t the church the “househofdith’? Didn’t Paul
declare Christianity to be “by faith from first to last” (Rom. 1:17)?

The believer's wedding ceremony?

It has often been argued that baptism is analogous to a weddfiffijle certainly
the essence of a marriage is the commitment made between hasidawtde, no matter
how committed they are to each other, they're just not marriedtbatilparticipate in a
wedding. They might live together, have sexual relations, belrehj and take on all
the appearances of a married couple, but with no wedding, they are not married.

To extend the analogy, it is further argued that a weddingkes,aibaptism, a
symbol. The wedding ceremony symbolizes the joining of man and wamb@&come
united, one flesh, as Moses wrote in Genesis 2. The ceremony sx@slibke love of the
bride and the groom. And, of course, a traditional church wedding id Vilin a great
many more symbols.

Thus, although it is true that a wedding is a symbol, it is alsatlbasion at
which the marriage actually occurs. It is much more than jusgnabol—it actually
effects a change in the relationship between the bride and groomedijndee
relationship between the bride, the groom, and God himself.

And, as is true of baptism, it is not just the ceremony that mileesnarriage.
The bride and groom must come to the wedding intending to be dhawgh no
intention to be married, the ceremony is a fraud and the marsags recognized. For
example, many marriages have been annulled (declared to hareoneurred) when the
parties were too drunk to truly consent to the marriage.

15 Most famous perhaps is F. LaGard Smith’'s recembkbBaptism, the Believer's Wedding

Ceremony(Nashville: Gospel Advocate Co., 1993), but thalagy is not original.
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Thus, just as Peter said that baptism saves, not the water lpleédlge of a good
conscience to God, a wedding marries—not the preacher sayingite, Wwut the pledge
of a man and woman to be husband and wife to each other. But even so, mgweddi
requires the words by the preacher or the judge, just as ealvatjuires the immersion,
even though the essence of the event is the commitment being made, in faith, to God.

This is a powerful argument. It is also wrong. To see whyneed to learn
something more about marriage, because the way we see maodagds not the way
the authors of the Bible saw marriage.

Today, we typically think the way a man and woman get marriday ibeing
married by a preacher or a judge. Somehow, we've taken on thehialeaarriage
requires the approval of the government. In fact, in my home town, preagpeally
conclude the ceremony by saying something like, “By the poweted/@s me by God
and the State of Alabama, | now pronounce you man and wife.” But, ofec@litsough
the Code of Alabamauthorizes church officials to officiate at weddings, nowhers doe
the Bible do so.

Think about it. Isn’t this rather a strange notion? Why should dwergment
have to approve an otherwise extremely private arrangement? And when and how did this
start? The answer may surprise you.

Nowhere in the Bible do we read about people getting governmental comsent
wedding. We don't read about preachers—or rabbis—marrying people. Addrikve
were husband and wife and had no wedding. The next marriage walreaiis Isaac
and Rachel—

0! @3=EOM6 D 7?7 #

$1: $# * H 3 D *
2 1

The marriage of Jacob and Leah was similarly accomplished:
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In both Old Testament and New Testament times, marriage wasplished
without government or church involvement. The details might vary basedaoah |

18" The NIV translates “took” as “married,” but themd certainly doesn't refer to having a wedding.
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customs, but getting married meant simply agreeing to be whaN@license. No blood
tests. No preacher. And no judge.

And this didn’t change until after the time of Constantine—hundreds of year
after Christ. In fact, it was well into the Middle Ages tththe church (not the
government) usurped the couple’s exclusive authority to make aagerras a
sacrament. Indeed, by the time of the Counter-Reformation, the Council of €ctarted
that any marriage not made by the church (by then, the Roman iCaitmoirch) was
void and adulterous.

As a result of the Protestant Reformation, many governmentsudingl
England’s) rejected the notion that only the church could marry aesoapdi so judges
were granted the power to marry couples in many lands. The 8tages borrowed this
practice from England. But England did not limit the power to grantiage to the
church and to judges—England also allowed couples to marry purely bytepriva
agreement, as had been true going all the way back to Adam andh&/és known as a
common law marriage.

In the United States, many states no longer recognize commoméaawiages
because of the practical problems they create in proving whorrsethéo whom. The
states want a good, certain record of marriages to better enfdreritance and divorce
laws. But several states, including my home state of Alabatitlatecognize common
law marriages.

In such states, there is nothing immoral or illegal in magryinder the common
law. All that is required is a mutual intent to be presentlyried which intent is
objectively evidenced by the couple holding themselves out to the psliligshand and
wife. Period. Just like Isaac and Rachel.

Some have been confused and thought that having sexual relations alonemakes
marriage, but the law (and Biblical principle) is that therrage comes from an intent to
be married and sex is only possible evidence of the intent. Conswmnrigatiot essential
to a common law marriage.

Moreover, it's worth noting that many state statutes don’'t Hgtgyave the
minister or judge the power the marry. Rather, the tradititerahinology is that the
minister or judge may only “solemnize” the marriage, meanmmgnélly declare that the
marriage has occurred!

And so, where does this leave us with respect to baptism? Wéik iordinary
course, baptism really is just like a wedding ceremonyalsgmbol and it is much more
than a symbol—it is the actual occasion where salvation occurgsjastvedding really
is the actual occasion where marriage occurs. But what haggéeshusband and wife
make a technical mistake? What if they forgot to buy a nggrimense? What if they
don’t realize that their preacher isn’'t ordained in the stag aire getting married in?
What if they didn’t have the number of witnesses required by kEate What if they
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failed to sign the license and mail it to the Bureau of Vitati&ics? Are they still
married? Yes! In fact, they are still married even liftla¢y did is pledge their hearts to
one another to be married and then undertook to really live as husbandaricegally.
Morally. And in God’'s eyes. They are just as married asafried by 20 preachers
before 1,000 witnesses.

So what do we learn from the wedding analoffythe analogy holds at all, it
teaches us that baptism should be and often is both a symbol of oupsavat the very
occasion of our salvation. And just as no one would prudently recommetiagget
married without a license, witnesses, and so on, seeking salvatisideoat proper
baptism is foolhardy. But if someone were to make an honest erfewnto commit
himself to God, the pledge of the heart to God by a faithful, pgnib@n or woman is
enough.

But I'd add, if a married couple came to my congregation, maaietbmmon
law, I'd ask them to be remarried with a license and the whol&sa#because to do
otherwise would leave them open to tremendous uncertainty in reapgcts. It's just
good practice to do things the best way possible. I've seen maniserable widow
struggle to prove her common law marriage after her husband died.
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PART IV
CONCLUSIONS

CHAPTER 9
WRAPPING UP

| was speaking to one of my law partners about an event scheduled {iaede
in a local bar—we were considering how to respond to the invitation we had both
received. He said, “l used to enjoy that sort of thing—back before | was saved.”

“Saved?” | said. “I thought you had grown up a Christian?”

“No, | was saved when my wife converted me. | grew up Methodist, wazseoapt
as a baby, but | never gave my heart to Jesus until my wife converted me.”

“But you were active in the Methodist church, weren’t you?”

“Very active. | went to the youth activities. Hung around the teerecendid all
that, but it was just a place to hang out and make friends. Jesus didn’tnepnteeart
until after | was married.”

Now, | don't repeat this story to condemn Methodists. Not at all. The gdimat
salvation is much more than going through the motions. I'll tell another stomyrap up
the point:

Many years ago when | was a teenager, two teenagers in my church wertiforw
to be baptized. They were children of church members but had been hofmtlyeers.
Well, they went forward, were baptized, we sang “O Happy Day!” and they reendly
congratulated and hugged afterwards. The church secretary added them to the church
roll.

The next day, some of their friends approached them. “We heard you got baptized
last night. Does that mean you're going to be good and quit cussing and all?”

“Hell, no!” they said. “That was just insurance.”
Certainly, becoming a Christian is much more than the externals.

And so, where am 1? Still in perplexity of spirit, 'm afraidespite obsessive
study, | find myself squarely caught up in a paradox—how to recowtié the Bible
says about baptism with what | know about the nature of God. But Ittk've come
to a correct conclusion. Let’s notice some key facts:

1. God is a God of exceptions—at least when it comes to insistintheon

covenant-means of obtaining forgiveness. In the Patriarchal, MosaicClnstian
dispensations, we see God making repeated exceptions from thepsttieed of how
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grace is to be obtained. God further evidences his willingnesske exaeptions in that
he has allowed some of his faithful followers to escape eveoutse of death. More
precisely, God is not a rulebook—he’s a person, and as such, God’s worid be

understood without first understanding his personality. | mean, how titaey has any
of us thought, “You would not have misunderstood me if you really knew me”?

2. On the other hand, in even the exceptional cases, God insiststromrfdi
repentance as essential requirements for forgiveness. Melekihad faith. Naaman had
faith. Those who celebrated Hezekiah’'s Passover had faith. Thoseeddpgizohn the
Baptist had faith. Those forgiven by Jesus while in the flesh hid Tene thief on the
cross had faith. Certainly the apostles had faith. None of thosehfunvod made an
exception were acting in knowing rebellion.

John 4:2-3 makes it clear that those without faith in Jesus arétos certainly
seems to deny salvation to Jews and Moslems, among otherg. dittemany other
verses to the same effect—pay particular attention to Paatsulise in Rom. 9-11. And
recall that “faith” always includes repentance—except inothek of James where James
is contending with a false doctrine of faith.

3. I can find no case where genuine faith and penitence were ireiffic gain
God's favor. This fact seems pretty important to me.

4. If a baptism that is improperly conducted but is believed to bpepris a
barrier to salvation, then for the last several hundred years, theh@lming majority of
the faithful have been lost. Indeed, C. S. Lewis, Charles WesSenny J. Crosby, and
nearly all the authors of our best books and composers of our bess layendamned in
their sins! For that matter, very few, if any, were saved ftbentime infant baptism
became generalized until the Anabaptists reinstituted the baptiseti@iers 1,500 years
later. In fact, if this is the case, the church was defeated for overeammniuim!

5. Of course, the baptism verses are still in the Bible. Wherffditd only”
verses were written and when the “faith plus baptism” versgs written, they created
no paradox, because faith and proper, scriptural baptism nearly alvesyshand in
hand. (The exceptions for the apostles, the Samaritans, and Cornelibs dousehold
and the likely reasons for those exceptions have already been discussed.)

Today they don’'t. They should. But they don’t. And today, it cannot be
simultaneously true that all who believe will be saved and thigttbose who've been
“born of water and the Spirit” (John 2:5) will be saved. Which isabightier doctrine?
Which is closer to the heart of God?

1 See the authorghe Holy Spirit and Revolutionary Graéer a more comprehensive explanation

of the close connection of faith with repentance.
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6. The far, far greater emphasis that scriptures give faith over watesrbdas to
be accorded its fair implication. Indeed, how could Paul declare,Chost did not send
me to baptize, but to preach the gospel” (1 Cor. 1:17) unless fditle igospel is of far
greater importance than water baptism?

And, of course, it's not just the number of references—it’s alsoliaeacter of
the references to faith. For example—
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Now, be careful. This is not the last-verse-read argumenheRate have been
forced by circumstances to choose between two Biblical prorisissof which were
true when written. How do we choose? Well, certainly not based onresugpositions
or our choice of denomination or fellowship. Rather, we still must lodkeédible for
guidance and let the Bible tell us which of the two promisesi® fundamental—which
is closer to the heart of God. And nothing could be plainer to even sualcBible
student than that the central element of the gospel is faith—nasmapvhich is why
Paul preached faith—not baptism.
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Also, we can’'t help but notice the number of times that Christatl is
compared by New Testament writers to Abraham’s faith (Rn@al. 3; Heb. 6). But
Abraham was saved without baptism and, as Paul points out in Rom. 4, without
circumcision. Just faith.

Ultimately, though, what | find persuasive is the vigor with Wwhibe New
Testament writers assure us tla@k who believe will be saved. We should not be
embarrassed by these verses. We shouldn’t feel compelled toretpgm away. They
say what they say, and say so thanks to God’s inspiration thdy $aresaw the
problems we have to wrestle with today.

7. Of course, we are saved by faith in Jesus; we are not savaithbiy baptism.
And yet, the way the 20Century Churches of Christ taught the gospel, if the convert did
not believe his baptism was for the forgiveness of sins, hisifaiJesus was completely
unavailing. Hence, faith in baptism was a requisite to salvatiws.i$ utterly contrary to
countless passages that teach that the content of faith is(fbeserscample, 1 Cor. 15:1-
8). We don't confess baptism to be baptized, nor do we hear and Hediptiem. And
yet, the poor convert who was instructed regarding Jesus but nadingghaptism is
considered damned! How can this be?

9. Our God keeps his promises (Num. 23:19; Jos. 23:14; 2 Cor. 1:20; Titus 1:2; 2
Pet. 3:9). In these times, we find God presented with a choice:udeeither dishonor
his promises that he will saxal who have faith; or else he must create an exception
from his requirement that salvation is only for those born oémand the Spirit. Well,
plainly, God is going to keeall his promises, and the only way he can do so is to save
the penitent faithful who’ve been wrongly taught about baptism.

10. While God can and does make exceptions, we are not God and we have no
right to make exceptions for him. Therefore, if a penitent baliede has not been
properly baptized enters our influence, we are obligated to teaclsadis will on the
subject.

Baptism is a bigger issue than simple obedience. For examples Mudithew’'s
version of the Great Commission:
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Notice that Jesus tells his apostles to evangelize the worlBapbze their
converts, and to teach them to obey his commandments. He distingoggttissn from
obedience to commandments. Baptism is thus not just another law beyeddVe are
commanded to baptize our converts—and that matter of obedience. Therefore, for
those who wish to be a part of my congregation, | am compelleddb taptism—even
more so than other forms of obedience. As Beasley-Murray writes—
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So suppose that this person declines baptism, do we treat him asbemaod the
congregation? | think not. In theological terms, therefore, | suppmsagainst “open
membership.” This is because we are dealing with an exception to a rulerodra rule.
If we aren’t careful, we’ll quickly allow the exception to &lew the rule and we’ll stop
bothering to baptize our converts. It's an easy path from believingtaivill overlook
the failure of a penitent believer to be properly baptized in godd taibelieving that
baptism is just unnecessary. We can’t allow that to happen. Indeealencommanded
not to allow that to happen.

Now | don’t want to be understood as agreeing with many who teachapism
is a condition to church membership but not to salvation. Baptism is itldeedtcasion
of our salvation.

This brings me to a pet peeve. The new fashion is to speak ‘afhinehed” and
“unchurched” rather than the “saved” and the “lost.” Evidently, Hsaimption is that all
who have a Christian church home should be presumed saved and thus not sorbeone t
evangelized. But quite obviously, this is not always the case—dvem iwere to
completely ignore the doctrine of baptism.

Take, for example, the millions who are nominally Catholic, Orthodox, or
Lutheran but who've never been to church since confirmation. In mamgrass, being a
church member is little different from being a citizen. Peapéejust born Catholic and
are never really converted. Of course, this isn’'t always the, dait some countries have
church attendance rates of less than 3% while having memberssgmfatearly 100%.
These “churched” people need a Savior!

On the other hand, | can fully appreciate the feelings of thosealbooffense at
Church of Christ members going around seeking to “convert” people whiveadga
been saved. We can do better, I'm sure.

It would be great if we could present the gospel as Paul didet&Ephesians:
“Have you received the Holy Spirit?” This would, after all, mdbttee other issues. But
there aren’t many people who could intelligently answer that igue&ind it would treat

2 G.R Beasley-Murray, 92.

84



as lost many within the Churches of Christ who have received aheSirit but refuse
to admit it). And so, how do we distinguish those whom we ought to cdneertthose
who are already on the path to heaven?

It's just not enough to ask, “Have you been baptized?” or even “Mandeen
baptized by immersion on a confession of your faith for the forgigeniesins?” Not that
these are bad questions—it’s just that they aren’t the sorts sfiapsethat speak to the
heart. And it's really more important that we learn about thet lnéar potential convert
than his or her baptism—isn’t it? | mean, what are faith and rapeatf not issues of
the heart? And how else would we rescue those who've been baptiteditwa true
commitment?

I've heard some ask potential converts whether they've made aitaemh to
Jesus. This question speaks both to faith and to repentance and sa gp@uplace to
start, to me.

And so, to wrap up, we in the Churches of Christ are right about baptism
Scripture really does teach baptism—meaning water immersion—aiepetelievers
into forgiveness of sins. We should continue to preach baptism.

| disagree with Max Lucado, who suggests that baptism is osfyrdol. It is a
symbol, of course, but it is a symbol that, in the ordinary cagbgei®ccasion of our
salvation. Our sins are very truly washed away in baptism.

| also disagree with many Baptists, in that | don’t believeaveenormally saved
at the moment of faith, or the believer's prayer, and are threrbfptized after salvation.
We are supposed to be baptizeid salvation.

However, | believe that when a person who has genuine faith and whinelg
repents genuinely believes that he or she has satisfieditimand to be baptized, God
will honor his many, many promises to save all who believe in J&uwd keeps his
promises. All of them.

Therefore, we in the Churches of Christ erred when we left thmalr principles
of the Restoration Movement and insisted on considering the vast majbhelievers
from Constantine until now as lost on technicalities. This approach gheetly
marginalized us, separating us from the community of most ofrotindrs and sisters in
Christ. It has also lured us into seeking to “convert” the saveuactiang us from much
more useful work among the lost.

Recently, we’ve sometimes over-reacted to this error by dtiimgnwhat may be
an even worse mistake—considering all who are nominally Chrisahmmse sort or
another as saved. | know many people who have been baptized, bysiommer
otherwise, who are almost certainly lost in their sins, having never madenatowent to
Jesus. These people shouldn’t be left behind in our conversion efforts.
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Now, for many of us, this leaves the line between the saved hendost
uncomfortably unclear. We can clarify the line considerably, howdyefpcusing on
what matters most—whether someone has received the Holy &pdaritvhether that
person has a true faith and true commitment to repentance. Perbaysenit called to

judge—nbut when the answer is not obvious from that person’s life, | thirdoweed to
ask.

| conclude with a quote from Alexander Campbell:
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3 Quoted in C. Leonard AllerDistant Voices: Discovering a Forgotten Past forChanging

Church(Abilene, TX: Abilene, TX: ACU Press, 1993), 60-61
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PART V
HARD QUESTIONS

CHAPTER 10
SOME QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

| am foremost a Sunday School teacher, and good teaching requires @ad
answering questions. And so here are the hardest questions | could think of—

Q. You've suggested that we must choose between two kinds of vaigesrily” and
“faith plus baptism.” Isn’t it possible that the “faith only” versessasne baptism?
Maybe “faith” includes baptism, which is, after all, an act of faith.

A. This argument is purely circular. In other words, you assuntéd#pdism is essential
with no exceptions. You conclude therefore that the “faith only” gensest include
baptism. You then conclude that the Bible makes baptism essentidd—Awit
exceptions—because all the faith verses include baptism as a requirement.

To accept this interpretation we’d have to include baptism inh*fa@verywhere it
appears. But there are countless verses where this plainiytrise’ (for example,
Luke 23:42-43; John 9:35-38; John 11:27; John 16:31). We can’t use one definition
of “faith” in the “faith only” verses and another in all the other verses.

Over and over again, the Holy Spirit inspired Godly men to whitd faith is
enough—all who have faith will be saved. These verses are not an occasional over
simplification for effect. They are, indeed, the very backbone of the Newriesta

And please understand that I'm not saying that the “faith plussbapterses are no
longer true—they remain true even today. It's just that they adfnéxceptions.
God'’s nature requires it.

Q. If you're right, then why baptize people who've already been saved through faith?

A. Because baptism is a command. And because Jesus was baptizéwegbrhe was
sinless and didn't need forgiveness. How can we not encourageebglievfollow
the example he set—or not “to fulfill all righteousness”?

Q. But Paul wasn't saved—didn’t have his sins washed away—until he wasaptiz
and he plainly had faith long before then.

A. This question misses my entire point. I'm not teaching, as ndanythat we are
necessarily saved when we believe. Rather, I'm teachingthbagospel plan and
what is supposed to be normal is that we are saved when wptiegola But I'm also
teaching that someone who has genuine faith and penitence but whio faids
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properly baptized out of an honest mistake will nonetheless be Sauesl.Paul is a
classic example of the plan as God intends it. Cornelius is ampéx#hat proves that
God is not limited to the normal and intended plan. God can, does, dnuhaki
exceptions. “This righteousness from God comes throughifaillesus Christ tall
who believe” (Rom. 3:22).

. Well, if God will make an exception for baptism, why not for any other violation of his
commands?

. Exactly. He does. The term for it is “grace.” The whole poinChristianity is that
mistakes are forgiven. We cannot live a perfect life. Wet @uen repent perfectly.
We can’t confess our sins perfectly. We never even have péafdt And that's
okay. God forgives our shortcomings.

Now, it is very, very important that we distinguish betweenertte forgiveness of
sins, from license, the notion that we can willfully continueinasd God will cover
the sin. The Bible is very clear that intentionally continuing to will result in
damnation.
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It's not just any mistake that damns us. To become lost, we “kaeegh on” sinning
and we must keep on “deliberately.” A deliberate sin is not enoughin@og to sin
(as we all do!) is not enough. It's only when we no longer make fesuksord—
when we repudiate the repentance that allowed Jesus to forgivéhesfirst place—
that we fall away.

Now, plainly, refusing to be immersed out of a rebellious, williglart could
jeopardize one’s salvation, not that I'm anyone’s judge. But 99.99% of thiose
haven't been properly baptized weren’t willfully sinning in failitegdo so. They
mistakenly thought that through infant baptism, or sprinkling, or whatetresr
improper baptism they had experienced, they had honored God’'s command to be
baptized.

. This just seems so inconsistent. | mean, either God requires baptisendoesn’t.
You really can’t have it both ways!

. To quote Ralph Waldo Emerson, “A foolish consistency is the hobgobllitlef
minds, adored by little statesmen and philosophers and divinegiess my point is

! Essays. First Series. Self-Reliar{t841).
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that we sometimes insist on consistency as being logical wheticdnsistency is
downright foolish. In fact, as a math major and lawyer, my veryreatirges me
toward consistency in all manner of things, but as a parent dana practicing
lawyer, actually), I've learned that consistency can be a very dangenogs thi

For example, suppose | tell my middle schooler that he must fimsshomework
before watching any TV. Well, this would be an entirely senstoimmand for a
parent to give—and I've given it often. But suppose the kid suddenly comes dow
with the flu and is too sick to do his homework. Or suppose it snowsdmmbl is
cancelled for the next day. Or suppose that his homeisariatching the TV news.
Plainly, in any of those cases, I'd be inclined not to enforce ingraise entirely
sensible rule.

Now, am | inconsistent in failing to enforce my command? Ofsmuaot. I'm just a
good parent. Perhaps | should have said something like, “Do your homeworr& befo
you watch any TV—unless one or more of the following exceptions agply
inclement weather or other ‘act of God’ that closes the school tomofii) you
become too sick to do your homework but not too sick to watch TV, oryiu)y
homework requires you to watch TV (but this exception applies onletavéttiching

of the TV show(s) that you are required to watch and none other).”

Now, in reality, lawyers do write in just this manner, but no oiagre person does.
And even we don’t speak to our children this way. Other than in legal @ntsm
people just don’t give that level of detail. It is understood bypfeewith walking-
around sense that just about anything anyone says to someone atseoadarious
implied, common sense exceptions.

And so when we read scripture, we have to realize that (thank Gedyctiptures
weren’t written by lawyers. Largely, the New Testamenimade up of personal
letters that reflect remarkable exactitude in their commosiind yet do not attempt
to state each exception imaginable. Such writing would have been unesadalol
far outside the culture of the day. Long-winded lawyers came later.

Imagine the Ten Commandments written in this style. Rather ‘thlaou shalt not

kill,” we would have “Thou shalt not kill a human being, human life pelafined as
commencing at the moment of conception and continuing until brain death
notwithstanding continued breathing or other organic activity, exoetbiei case of a
just war, being any war ordered by Jehovah God or in fulfillmertti®frighteous
decrees, in which case enemy combatants may be killed—and civibansut only

as collateral damage, that is, if their deaths are unintentweal if inevitable, or in

the case of self-defense, but only if lethal force is reasonadlgeived as truly
necessary to prevent death or severe bodily harm—or in some statgsetect
private property, or if you're a policeman ... .

Of course, the command could well take 500 pages to write comprehgnaive it
would be nice, | suppose, to know the exact bounds of the command. But yas see,
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we seek to make the boundaries clear, we constantly run intisse@s that require
further explanation and clarification—not to mention very vague, has#fultat-all
concepts like “reasonably perceived” or who is an “enemy combatantivho is a
civilian in a civil uprising by civilians with guns, and on and on and on.

God’'s commands are righteous, true, and holy—and they often admit @ttierse
no matter how broadly stated. That is the nature of communicatihglaviguage.
Language is just not that precise. And no one can ever writgleneards to answer
all the questions and express all the exceptions.

Fortunately, God has blessed his children not only with his word, but atko w
intelligence and sensitivity—and the indwelling Spirit. Indeed, God assuthatus
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Without attempting to plumb the depths of these passages, the pdiat thd truly
spiritual man will be able to make judgments that conform to Gedls That's a
comforting thing to know.

. If God sometimes saves without baptism, then how does God know whea to sav
someone?

. This is actually a very profound question. After all, in the ongiredurse, a believer
is saved when he or she is baptized. This is when the believeteet®e Holy Spirit
and is added to the church. If no baptism occurs, then when does all this happen?

The answer is: when the believer first believes and repents.

. If this is so, then everyone is saved before being baptized!

A. No. In the ordinary course, salvation and receipt of the Holy Spirit occurs anbaptis

. Then how does God know when to give his Spirit to the believé&® bketiever has
believed and repented and not yet been baptized, how does God know vehgitrer t
the Spirit and save the believer immediately or to wait for baptism?

. God is not limited as man is. God sees the future perfectgreldre, he knows in
advance who will be baptized and who will not (Acts 2:23; Rom. 8:29). God doesn’
have to wait for our decisions to know what decisions we will make.

This doesn’'t mean that we have no choice. God doesn’'t predict based on our
predictability. Rather, God exists outside time. Indeed, tinygars of the Creation
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and therefore God is bigger than time. God exists as much in the faguin the
present. He doesn’t predict the future—he sees it as though it has already happened.
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Discussion questions—

1. Do the author’s conclusions make sense or seem internally irteahsisyou? Is
he close to the heart of God? Or self-contradictory?

2. Is it possible to write commands applicable for all time that includyy @essible
contingency?

3. Can you think of any broadly worded commands that admit of unstated
exceptions?

4, The author seems to assume that the Holy Spirit indwells daddti@h in a way
that affects his or her heart and mind. Do you agree or disagree?

5. Explain how 1 Cor. 2:15 and Rom. 12:2 apply to Christians today. If \patdis
so much, how can these verses be true?
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CHAPTER 11
WHAT ABOUT THE DENOMINATIONS?

A client just called me about some church concerns. He’s helping hishcloak
for a new site, as his church has outgrown its building. They've soldkbidling but
haven't even found a site for their new building. They were considerirtghgneea high
school gym for two years. | offered them our church building on Sunday afternoons. It
seemed the right thing to do.

However, they are Presbyterians. Conservative, Bible-thumping Presbgte
who left the United Presbyterian Church over the homosexual ordination iHse are
classic evangelicals. But they don’'t baptize as we do. Are they dantheo, then
perhaps we should treat them as enemies of Christ. But it just deit the thing to do.
| mean, a few years ago, before they had a teen program, their teengppéeticin our
ministry!

But maybe | should just think of them as enemies of God. And if thattadb,
why help them out? Why help the legions of Satan? But they sure sdenk tnt act
like Christians. It's rather strange to run into legions of Satan who bow kmeies to
God.

Q. If all this is so, should we treat all those within the denondnatas brothers and
sisters in Christ?

A. Not all, but many. As noted earlier, many people have only a weminal
commitment to the Lord, even though their names may be on a chalich
somewhere or other. Indeed, many may actively attend the senfice Christian
denomination and yet have never made a commitment to Jesus. Menahg ja
church—merely being baptized even—does not a Christian make.

There are any number of “Christian” churches that have besomefested with
liberalism that many within the church do not acknowledge Jesus asi¢h8on of
God come in the flesh. These people are lost. Such churches teach watéred-
down theology that lifelong members don’t know enough about Jesus teebglie
him or what his Lordship involves.

Judging such people is hard. Admitting that there are many g&ogde outside the
Churches of Christ does not mean admitting that everyone elsees saeven that
everyone calling himself a Christian is saved.

Only God is the judge. But as Paul did in Ephesus, we must inquiteosé¢ we
encounter whether they truly are Christians. And even if someoreneainter is
saved, that person may well be in serious spiritual danger. Bawveg is not the
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same as staying saved. For example, someone who has leftabwstigd and support
of fellow Christians is in spiritual trouble, even if properly baptized.

Jesus left the 99 sheep to rescue one. The one he went to rescaleeady one of
his sheep but was in great danger nonetheless. We need to vigoemkslyos only
the lost, but also the straying saved.

Of course, there are also denominations that teach heresghoé serious nature that
their salvation is in jeopardy. Most of the mistakes made by desminations are
not damnable, as they don’t threaten the validity of their memidardi or
repentance. But if the doctrine of God or Jesus is sufficientigrtsl, then faith may
not be real. 1 John 4:2-3 teaches, for example, that denying thatcaeseisn the
flesh damns, and this only makes sense.

I've thought about trying to draw the line more clearly, but 'mswe | know how.
The Mormons, for example, teach the same doctrine of baptismhéh&@hturches of
Christ do, but they also are arguably polytheistic. Of course, hMamons have
been taught or even believe the polytheistic elements of thgoreliMany other
denominations have sufficiently unorthodox teachings that it's fair éstopn their
salvation.

But it's always important to realize that God saves individualsgdaenbminations. A
believer can join a heretical group and not hold to heretical beli&ny
denominational teachings don’t make it to the grassroots level, you know.

Hence, it's clear that in the vast majority of cases ihdes of salvation, faith,
penitence, and an acceptable baptism are all the same—or veryAsidse's clear
that some teaching is so unacceptable as to destroy faithséPyedrawing those
lines, if it can even be done, is for another day.

. But those in other denominations teach error!

. As do many within the Churches of Christ. As already discljss®ne error, such as
error in not believing in the incarnation of Jesus, can cost yousgalr But how do
we justify declaring that error within the Churches of Chwiditbe forgiven but error
committed under some other label is necessarily beyond the powedaf grace to
forgive?

I mean, here in the Churches of Christ we have our fair shaisagreements on all

sorts of doctrines. Different preachers teach different thibgsitahe indwelling of

the Holy Spirit, divorce, the age of the earth, who qualifies to beldsr or deacon,

what can be bought with church funds—I could fill several pagesdisuch issues.

If we declared as damned all who disagree with us on any isssé congregations

would have only one saved member, because even among elderships and even
between spouses, there is just about always some disagreement.
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I've taken many surveys of Sunday School classes, asking treeefaéstions on

many issues that plague the Churches of Christ. In classasgasas 90 members,
I've yet to have two people complete the form exactly theesaay! Does that mean
that only one member of that class will go to heaven? Or does goaer doctrinal

error (other than the sins of deliberately continuing to sin akirlg faith in Jesus)

just as it cover moral error?

So how can we be so arrogant as to suppose that God loves us sthatuoill
forgive our doctrinal mistakes but he won't forgive the mistakethade Baptists or
Methodists who are otherwise people of genuine faith and repentance?

In fact, this puts a finger on a very important failing of marfyus within the
Churches of Christ. We sometimes are guilty of a modern-day iGisast The
Gnostics were Second Century heretics who taught that salvatiod Wweujained
through knowledge. (“Gnostic” is from the Gregkosis meaning knowledge).

We make a similar error today when we teach that while manot morally
perfectible, he is doctrinally or, that is, intellectually petitde. We know that we
need grace to cover our errors of dishonesty, lust, materialiaoh, lack of
commitment, but we sometimes deny that we need grace to doeginal error.
After all, we unconsciously conclude that we are capable of haenfgct doctrine
and thus having a perfect pattern of worship and pattern of church organization.

But, of course, mankind is fallen, and it's not just our bodies and ourthail is
fallen—it's also our intellect. And this is more than amply evidenced byanimual
inability to agree on countless questions. If we really werdlentaally perfectible,
you’d think that after 2,000 years of debate, we’'d have agreed on awergthing.
In fact, we seem to disagree over more and more things every year.

Praise God that his grace abounds and covers not only our morgjsailut also our
intellectual failings! And he also covers the intellectdarscomings of those who
disagree with us—except, of course, failure to have true faith and repentance.

Q. Why baptize someone who is already saved? In suggesting that you arevhfreed
failure to baptize such people will lead, aren’t you guilty of the camelse-under-
the-tent false argument?

Not really, but it's a very fair question. | earlier said thaelieve we should baptize
members of denominations who come within our influence if they haaéeady
been properly baptized. There are at least these reasons:

Jesus commanded us to do so in Matt. 28:19.

Jesus was baptized, and we should follow his example. No one is mede sa
or right with God than Jesus was before he was baptized.
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A failure to baptize may lead to a tendency to forget to follotlver
commands.

But here’s the point. When | argue for baptizing those saved inethemdnations
without baptism, I'm not suggesting that those who disagree are damoedsiate

the church. I'm just giving my advice. If another Church of Chrisbwnt chooses to
practice open membership, that is, to not insist on baptizing tbadgirsaved, it's
their call and | wouldn’t for a minute question their salvation. Thay sven be right
in so doing. | can certainly see the other side, as requiring bagsisine offensive to
the already saved and may be interpreted by other denominatiqunesi®ning their
salvation.

The camel’s nose argument is legitimate in questions of expedmrraever proper
in questions of doctrine. Doctrine is whatever God teaches, anca wherdoctrine
leads is for God’s wisdom, not ours. And so, when we are called ke ma own

judgments, we have to carefully refuse to condemn those who havédeeerdif
opinion.

. If other denominations are saved, then why remain a member of the Chafches
Christ?

. We need to recall that repentance includes not doing something you tenbev
wrong just because you think God will forgive you. Grace is not leenkerefore,
just because God'’s grace is broad enough to cover the errors obmaumybrothers
and sisters in other denominations, we are not thereby permifedti@pate in their
error. We know better.

That’s not to say that the other denominations are wrong in exgryhat they differ
from us. Far from it! Many congregations outside the Churches o$tGtave much
to teach us. That's why we keep buying their books! Just look iohmurch libraries.
Even in the most conservative Churches of Christ, the librarieladewith books
written by authors from other denominations (such as nearly evbly Banslation
ever published!) There is a lesson for us all in that fact.

Of course, the most obvious the reason the Churches of Christ resnhomme is our
insistence on baptism of believers, by immersion, for the forgsgeagsins. This is,
of course, the biblical doctrine, and there are advantages and blesgimggractice
lost by most other denominations.

Also, as stated in a book just published:
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| would add that | have a keen appreciationgd@appellamusic. I've heard what the
other denominations do for music, and—right or wrong—in or out of graceust's
not as good. We have something very special in our musical heraagdethe

instrumental churches just don’t have the pure joy of our congregational singing.

I've attended worship services at St. Peter's Basilicahen \atican (the largest
Catholic Church building in the world and part of the headquarters aCak®olic
Church in the Vatican), St. Paul's Cathedral in London (the laigagtican church
building in the world), and Rick Warren’s Saddleback Community Churchdeuts
Los Angeles, and I'd far rather spend an hour singing in anycGhafr Christ I've
ever attended.

Tom Lawson, of the instrumentalist independent Christian Churcheswiiden
advocating that we in the non-instrumental Churches of Christ nraimbar
a cappellatradition:
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2 Jeff W. Childers, Douglas A. Foster & Jack R. &&he CRUX of the Matter, Crisis, Tradition,

and the Future of the Churches of Chfi&bilene, TX: ACU Press, 2001).
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And we have other things going for us that | wish everyone wtadd emulate.
Congregational autonomy is one. We may take our practices aditthee extreme
sometimes, but | see no good that comes from national and interhgimmer
structures. Certainly, the Disciples of Christ (Christian Curbranch of the
Restoration Movement has had a bad experience with its nationalzatyan. They
are rapidly declining in numbers.

We are also special because we have a heritage of cédiinthe unity of all
Christians. The New Testament is filled with calls to unityd ave have been and
should return to the forefront of the unity effort.

Amazingly, we live in an age that many are calling post-denomomadt Many
Christians have decided that they just don’t care about whatesterital accidents
created the various denominations. They just want a church homs Bible-based,
where they feel loved, and where God is served in meaningful waysheditage
suits the times very well.

We have a wonderful tradition of heavy reliance on the scriptiifes.is nothing to

be ashamed of, and people are looking for just this. And a plea for true
nondenominational Christianity has never been more in tune with the mobd of t
times.

This age is also being called Post-modern because many etysacé no longer
looking for logic and analysis. They are looking for mystery arel@nnection with
tradition. While our heritage of debate and conflict doesn't suit thestiat all, our
heritage of seeking the Old Paths, of seeking to emulate Gastury practices—
especially the weekly Lord’s Supper aadappellamusic—can be very powerful in
today’'s world. That is, it will be effective if done well. Rotepechanical
“celebration” of the Lord’s Supper won't get it. Delving deeply into its eryss with
genuine awe and reverence will. Ponderous singing of bad hymns geodritt Truly
beautifula cappellasinging will.

The beauty of all this is that we are very well positionedbdéoa very important
influence on Christianity in the 21st Century—but not if we bicker &yttt fBmong

3 Undated letter quoted by Dale JenkiMusic Issues: Praise Teams, Choirs,.gf@larch 30,

2001),_http://www.grannywhitechurch.com/pub/mischive/Music-Dale%20Jenkins.doc
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ourselves. If we continue to behave so childishly, we will sink invmislj and we’ll
richly deserve it. But the world will be much the poorer for ounide. We have too
much too offer to fritter it away on infighting.

Pray that “we all reach unity in the faith and in the knog#edf the Son of God and
become mature, attaining to the whole measure of the fullness of Christ” (Eph. 4:13).

And so, while my town offers a great many fine congregationsmaiy
denominational stripes, | am not remotely tempted to leave my Rhafr€Christ
home church.

However, | must admit to being somewhat spoiled, having a congredaltssed
with an excellent eldership and a talented, dedicated membdtsiia great joy to
be a part of this congregation. But | know that not everyone is so lucky.

Now, I've been a member of this congregation long enough to know that things
weren’t always so great. The reason the congregation is dowegls@ that people

who were unhappy with some aspects of it many years ago cedni.| They stayed

and ultimately influenced the congregation to become a truly erteleirch. If the
most talented and thoughtful members leave every congregatiorstbatuggling

with legalism or torn up over personalities, then those congregatibineave no
chance to right themselves.

| would never judge someone who chooses to leave a troubled, spirdaadient
congregation—there are so many factors that must weigh in suatiseode-but if

you have the misfortune of being in a community where the localcGtairChrist is

not as good a congregation as it should be, I urge you to consider staying and workin
to make it better.

Discussion questions—

1.

The author makes a case for preserving the unique features @fiuhehes of
Christ. Are there anyone distinctive features of the Churcheghink should be
preserved?

How can the Churches of Christ best teach the other denominatiomsthaeir
special insights into Christianity?

Does the author’s teaching on baptism justify a decision to joamgregation in
another denomination? When might it? When not?
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CHAPTER 12
IS THE CHURCH OF CHRIST A DENOMINATION?

Q. I noticed that a few times you referred to the Churches of tCigia denomination.
Why?

A. “Denomination” is a funny word in that its meaning is not enticgjreed on. The
following definitions from www.dictionary.corare illustrative:

The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Languége:

41

Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary

9l # # H H #
% !

WordNet 1.6

41 * '

!
TheEncarta Dictionary: English (North Americajlefines “denomination” as—

* # G #
%

Certainly, we would object to being called a denomination under rétedgfinition.
The Churches of Christ have no single administrative or legalr&ingraOn the other
hand, we certainly are a society of individuals called by theesaame. We like to
talk about how other names might be acceptable, but we just abou¢ aéleusame
name. There’'s no denying it. We are without a doubt a groupelijiaus

(4th Ed., Boston, Mass.: Houghton Mifflin Co.,02)).
(Plainfield, NJ: MICRA, Inc., 1998).
(Princeton University, 1997).

www.encarta.msn.corf?005).
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congregations having our own organization and a distinctive fatth@dictionary
writers use “faith”). We therefore fit squarely within the last thrdendi®ns.

Therefore, we are a denomination. Moreover, we are a denominatibe a®rd is
commonly used in the ordinary speech ifi' Zentury America. No one outside our
own fellowship would understand our objection to being called a denomination.

However, during much of the $Century, we in the Churches of Christ have used
“denomination” in a sense foreign to conventional use, to all dictiesyaaind to all
other religions. For example, Bert Thompson wrote in 1984—

1 * % # #
+ 8

Plainly, Thompson means by “denomination” any fellowship of belgewoéner than
the Churches of Christ. Indeed, the entire thesis of his pamphet i8¥e still plead
for people to come out of denominationalism, and into the chdrch.”

In other words, Thompson insists that “denominations” are not the churcérenor
they part of the church. Thus, only those in the Churches of Chrishaed, and thus
“denomination” means a body of lost peoffleThis conclusion, of course, flatly
contradicts one of the founding principles of the Restoration Movemenhtyvéhare
“Christians only, but not the only Christians.” More importantly, goatontradicts
scripture.

We prove ourselves to be out of touch with the society in whichweevhen we use

words in ways not found in scripture or in standard dictionaries. Howveaexpect
people—even our own members—to understand us? By most definitions and by
common usage, we are a denomination, and so | sometimes very accurately refer to us
as a denomination. And this implies no criticism. It doesn’t meanl tthank we’re

lost. It just means what the dictionaries say it means.

Q. So doesn't this mean that that we’re just another denomination?

8 (boldface in the original)Non-Denominational Christianity: Is Unity Possiblé®ontgomery,

AL: Apologetics Press, Inc., 1984), 13. See als@riiéis B. WarrenChristians Only—and the Only
Christians(National Christian Press, Inc., 1984), whichoisimilar effect.

% Ipid., 29.

This point is discussed, and the arguments offifsmn and Warren are critiqued, in considerably
more detail in the authorBhe Holy Spirit and Revolutionary Grace

10
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A. No. We don't have to be the only ones going to heaven to be speciadloM{dhave
to be right about everything to be right about some things. We doréttbabe able
to look down our noses at everyone else to be valuable and important.

Recall Paul’s inspired words—
04 % !43946 & # * 3:F % F I

The last thing that Christians need is to feel superior to others. If anyf pattrself-
esteem or ego is based on feeling superior to your religiogbbwes, then you have
some serious repenting to do. Indeed, the only proper Christian respdeaening
that God has saved more people than we once realized is dgel@bifayour heart
doesn’t leap with joy at the very thought that there are milllnnse saved than you
once believed, get on your knees and pray for a more Christ-like heart.

Our purpose as a distinct religious heritage and fellowship i®ri the only saved
believers. Indeed, the founders of the Restoration Movement began thé&r wor
decades before it occurred to anyone to even question the salvatibe other
Christian denominations. The Restoration Movement was not founded tocsdse s
from denominationalism. Indeed, as noted earlier, Stone and the Campbell
vigorously denied that those in the Restoration Movement were thenesygoing

to heaven! One of the earliest slogans of the Movement is ‘M/€lristians only,

but not the only Christians.”

No, the purpose of this Movement was to seek truly nondenominational
Christianity—rightly defining that term. We pervert this idea lofefining
“nondenominational” as free from error—arrogantly supposing thaaneeactually

free from any doctrinal error—while continuously in serious intethshgreement
over any number of doctrinal issues.

“Nondenominational” meant calling on all Christians in all denononat to
recognize one another as brothers based on a common understandiegtmfet
essentials of salvation—genuine faith and repentance—and baptismtla¢otiges
taught in this book. In the early days of the Restoration Movemenst m
denominations denied the salvation of those in other denominations and refused t
allow anyone who did not agree with the leaders of a congregatialh major points
of doctrine to be a member of that congregation. The Campbells andd&iased
this to be sin and called on their fellow Christians to recognize amother as
brothers and sisters in Christ. Sadly, aedy ironically, we've come full circle and
are now often guilty of the very sins that the Restoration Monemvas founded to
protest!

The Restoration leaders took their plea one step further, howewkrsoaight a
common understanding of how to worship and to organize their congregations. By
restoring First Century worship and church structure they fejt ¢bald establish a
pattern on which all could agree, helping to realize greater imi@hrist. But never
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did the first generation of Restoration leaders teach that haviRgst Century
worship service or church organization was essential to salvatitmerRéney sought
common ground on which all could agree. They saw incorrect worshiphneoaect
congregational government as sin but not as beyond the scope of grace.

It was later generations that confused sin with damnation, whahielneed to
enforce all their interpretations of scripture with the thr@fahellfire. And in this
respect, they were wrong.

Certainly, those who intentionally violate God’s will on such subjectsabandoning
the repentance that allowed them to be saved, but very few bgleeeship God
with an organ believing themselves to be rebelling against the &mad whom they
are worshipping. And who authorized us to judge the hearts of these people, anyway?

I've said before that we are special because we are ntleveeded, and capable of
bringing much needed change to the religious world. But we won’hget tvithout
first gaining humility—just as Jesus did:

0 326C % 3 #

Learning humility is no fun (I say speaking from unpleasantrgxpee), and learning
that we are not the only ones that are going to heaven is bound tburebéing
experience for some. But it's an essential first step towardnbieg able to persuade
people of those issues wherein we are right.

The next step is to connect with the rest of the Christiamuority. We can speak to
and associate with our denominational neighbors without condoning thes, ¢usi
as we can fellowship the members of our own congregations whoeksagh us on
any number of issues. If we don’t connect with those with whom vegis, they’ll
never hear us and never learn the truths that we know. How can we#ioss as to
isolate ourselves—as though we had nothing worth sharing?

And we need to realize that merely being right on some msoéher hardly makes
us persuasive. We must zealously endeavor to follow all the old phths6(16
KJV)—not just a handful of pet issues. We must reignite the FestuCy passion for
prayer, for personal evangelism, for generous giving to the poor, ifoy betouch
with the Spiritual side of things, for compassion, for brotherly lfmecommitment.
As the saying goes, “No one cares how much you know until they knowrhamh
you care.”
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Discussion questions—

1. How do the people you know, outside the Churches of Christ, use “denomination”
in everyday speech?

2. How does the Church of Christ use the term?

3. Is the Church of Christ a denomination?

4. Should we be at the forefront of unity efforts?

5. How might we encourage greater unity without boasting?
CHAPTER 13

SHOULD THE BAPTISTS BE RE-BAPTIZED?

We had a bright, self-confident student intern working for my firm onensum
Inevitably, our discussions led to religion, and he was a devout BaptiseaHlg knew
his stuff, and he enjoyed discussing his views on religion with me.

One day, while we were disputing over whether baptism is requiredli@tisn,
a fellow employee—another Baptist—happened by. She asked what we wesindjsc
In response to our reply, she said, “Well, of course you have to be baptized to be saved!”

Our intern was dumbstruck. He asked how a fellow Baptist could take such a
view. She replied, “That’'s what I've always been taught and what our pastdaungist
us since | was a little girl.” She assured the intern that her churas asmember of the
Southern Baptist Convention in good standing.

If you've been persuaded by the preceding chapters, then it shouddyale
obvious that the typical penitent, believing Baptist is saved. Howesgedisgussed
earlier, | believe we should baptize even saved people who've not gethaptized.
Have the Baptists been baptized? Or did they just get wet?

The question arises because most Southern Baptists, although bdptized
immersion as believers, are baptizegtause otheir salvation rather than order to be
saved. By the end of the 2@entury, most Churches of Christ leaders had concluded
that baptism is only effective if for the forgiveness of sass Acts 2:38 plainly states.
However, throughout the history of the Restoration Movement, the questighetter
the convert has to understand the purpose of baptism has been controversial.

A great many Baptists have taken the view that baptism ithéoforgiveness of
sins, in the same sense that the Churches of Christ have alwaystoodié. In fact, this
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view seems to be spreading. But then, many other Baptists bdiavdaptism is in
response to having already been saved at the momenthpfdajpraying the “believer’s
prayer,” and thus is not essential to salvation.

The question then boils down to those Baptists who have been immarsedi®
reason other than for forgiveness of sins. Does this immersiotitatmdlew Testament
baptism?

1. Biblical baptism is immersion. The Churches of Christ and Bapee
on this point.
2. Not just any immersion counts. Hearing, believing, confessapgnting,

and going for a swim doesn't get it. You must be immersed foibkc8® reason. The
purpose behind the immersion makes the getting wet a baptism.

3. The validity of baptism does not depend on who does the baptizing. You

do not have to be immersed by a member of the Churches of (@nréssen a Christian)

to be saved. Imagine if this were true. Your baptism would not leete# unless the
person baptizing you was saved at the moment you were baptized. Buetns that a
saved person must have baptized him. And so on. You would have to check out the
spiritual genealogy of all baptizers to know if a baptism cediniVorse yet, all baptisms
would have to be traced back to the apostles! After all, under timsonk the apostles

could initially have baptized anyone. Thereatfter, only those baptizeah apostle could
baptize. And so on. Once the chain is broken, no one could ever be saved again.

Thus, the only question is: what does the Bible say is an acceptalsien for
being immersed? We will deal with this question in two phasest, srour traditional
argument valid? We have traditionally argued that the only goodsbaia baptism for
the purpose of obtaining forgiveness of sins. If you believe that sioarare forgiven
upon attaining faith in Jesus, before baptism, as many Baptisteesoclearly you are
not being baptized to obtain forgiveness. Our disagreement withBlapsists centers on
Acts 2:38:

The key phrase is “for the forgiveness of sins” or, in the AcaeriStandard
Version, “unto the forgiveness of sins.” If “for” or “unto” indicatdsetpurpose of
baptism in the mind of the believer, then this phrase would definacaaptable
subjective intent. If “for” or “unto” defines the effect of baptidimat is, its result but not
necessarily the believer’s purpose, then this verse does not defuewhat the believer
must be intending, and we will need to look elsewhere for a sufficient purpose.

After all, baptism has many effects that are not alwayenddd or expected by
the believer. Thousands have been baptized within the Churches of Chinisthevi
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expectation that the Holy Spirit's actual indwelling would not bmeireed, and yet each
of these believers did receive'ttTheir baptism was valid despite receiving something
that was not only unexpected but also contrary to their understandbaptém. They
had a partially false understanding of the effect of baptism, tieitbaptism was
nonetheless effective. If misunderstanding the effect of bapssinrelates to the Holy
Spirit does not prevent the baptism from being effective, then dsesmderstanding the
effect of baptism as it relates to when (not whether) sins are forgiven?

Acts 2:38 can only be read as requiring that the believer haviedoess as his
purpose in being baptized if the word translated “for” or “unto” thés meaning in this
context. The Bible itself answers this question. Let’s look atyew#rer place where
similar phrasing is used and see what was intended in these atbes.vEhe phrase in
Acts 2:38 in the Greek isaptizoeis or “immerse” “into.” Each of the following verses
contains virtually the identical form of the same phrase:
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1 SeeThe Holy Spirit and Revolutionary Grace Harvey Floyd,s the HOLY SPIRIT for Me?

(Nashville: 28" Century Christian, 1981) for more detail on thetdae of the Holy Spirit.
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Notice that, by far, the most common translatiombaptizoeis is “baptize into.”
Why is this? The correct translation of the Greek preposti®is seen in Acts 8:38:

0 23926 &

* * | * ' |

Eis means into when it refers to immersion. Remember that “bapsza
technical church term that we invented long after the Biblewvdten. When Peter or
Paul said “baptize,” their listeners and readers did not hesrhaital term—they heard
“immerse.” That was what the term meant to Peter’s listeners on thé Baptecost.

It is readily conceded that in other contegiscan mean something subtler, such
as “unto” or “for.” But when you are talking about going under watetp"iis the most
obvious translation, and no other meaning can be substituted if “into” makes%sense.

In Matt. 3:11, John the Baptist declares, “I baptize you with wéber
repentance.” “For” translatesis Many would argue that in this conteais does not
mean “into,” but rather something like “because of” or “on account ©lls, the
argument goes thatis in Acts 2:38 means that we are to be baptized “because of”
forgiveness of sins. But the meaninged in Acts 2:38 must be taken from the verses
using baptizoandeis in the most similar way, being the verses cited in the rieain
Moreover, it is entirely possible that Matthew meant to be urmetshs saying “into”
here—"l baptize you with water into repentance™—meaning that,saslso true of
Christian baptism, the subject of the baptism was pledging aflipenitence beginning
with his baptism. Compare 1 Peter 3:21 saying that baptismhés pkedge of good
conscience toward God.”

Thateisis best translated “into” is amply demonstrated by re-reviguhe verses
guoted above. In every case, “into” could have been used by the translators ansethe ver

12 See footnote 1 on page 31.
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would make perfect sense. Now try to substitute “for” or ¢ider to™® or any other
phrase and see if it works. Moreover, in those verses that traesa® “in,” “into” is
clearly a better translation. In fact, the New Internationaiside translators typically
footnote it as an alternative translatign.
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13 Alexander Campbell translatess as “in order to” in his translation of Acts 2:38 his Bible

translation,The Living Oracles(4th ed., Bethany, VA: M'Vay & Ewing, 1834): “Andeker said to them,
Reform, and be each of you immersed in the namkesfis Christ, in order to the remission of sing, an
you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit. File promise is to you, and to your children, andltdhat
are afar off, as many as the Lord our God shall”c@his translation is neither good Greek nor good
English as “in order to” must be followed by a veito” being the first element of an infinitive.

14 Although | have based this article largely on Mi&/, which is generally very good, some of its

translations are biased toward Baptist theologes€hranslations have varied from edition to editibhe
guoted verses translatiegs as “in” are good examples of this difficulty.
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Translating these verses as we would like to translate A8& dbesn’'t make
sense. Clearly, we should translate Acts 2:38 to be consistentheitineaning of the
same words in similar contexts in other places in the Newamesit. Thus Acts 2:38
should be translated—

' !
or better yet—

What a beautiful word-picture! Peter tells us what baptismbsyizes: being
immersed, totally and fully, into forgiveness of sins. This traieglamakes baptism
come alive as a demonstration of what God is doing for us whikrevbeing immersed.
It is also what Peter’s listeners would have heard. By mpg&j000 years of church-talk
veneer from Peter's words and translating into simple Englistrsegeexactly what he
was saying, and it is powerful!

But Peter talks about theffect of baptism, not thentent of the person being
baptized. If we must bind “into forgiveness” as the necessaspmefr being baptized,
then we must bind all similarly phrased verses. Thus, no one id saless while being
baptized he intended to be immersed adtaf the following:

forgiveness of sins

the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit
the name of the Lord Jesus

the name of Jesus Christ

Christ Jesus

Christ Jesus’ death

one body by one Spirit

How many of our brothers and sisters were baptized for thesxmurpose of
entering into one body by the Spirit? | have heard many presabhptize in the name of
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, but | have been to manyrbaptisere these
words were not used. Were those baptisms valid?

| would note that most Church of Christ baptisms that | have widdsave been
baptisms “in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Hall"Spihen they
should have been “into the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit”! But
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I’'m sure the baptisms were entirely effective despite dammon slip into a “Baptist”
translation (in this case, a mistake by the King James Version translators

There is no basis for saying that the language of Acts 2:38 impgbseone
acceptable reason to be immersed. Certainly, we have showmrthiaehess of sins is
supposed to occur at baptism. Acts 2:38 is extremely clear on this Pot it is equally
clear that we receive the gift of the Holy Spirit when we are baptized.pgersuaded that
those who were baptized denying that they were receiving the $folt were not only
saved, but received the Spirit. Just so, those who are baptized betleatrtgey have
already received forgiveness will be saved despite their incompletestariéng.

This brings us to the second leg of the argument. If Acts 2:38uglan effect of
baptism, but not the purpose that the believer must have while being baptized, what does?
After all, we have already agreed that not just any immersion counts.

| can only find one passage that clearly speaks in terms of twbabeliever
intends while being baptized—the baptism of Jesus:
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The baptism of Jesus is one of only three events recorded in albésyels (the
others being the feeding of the 5,000 and the death, burial, and resaoroéclesus). It is
obviously a very important event. Why? Why, indeed, when before his baptism Jesus was
already sinless, God’s Son, and well pleasing to God? Verse Ibthereeason: to fulfill
all righteousness. What does this mean?

I've been amazed at the number of my students who have responded to this
guestion by saying that Jesus was fulfillprgpphecy He was fulfilling righteousness, not
prophecy. These are two very different things. He was “fillipgthat which is right; he
was doing the right thing. And what makes something “right” or “eghs”? The only

15 Plerog, literally, to fill; metaphorically, to completeSpiros Zodhiates defines it as “to fulfill,

perform fully.” Compare Acts 12:25 and Col. 4:TThe Complete Word Study Dictionai@hattanooga:
AMG International, Inc., 1994).
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test of right-ness is the will of God. If Jesus was doing Godlls ve was doing what
was right, and therefore fulfilling righteousness. If this was®@ad's will, then he was
not fulfilling righteousness.

Therefore, Jesus was baptizedobey GotlNot for forgiveness of sins, not to
receive the Holy Spirit, and not to become God’s Son, but to obey God.hgudivGod
want Jesus to do this?

God wanted Jesus to set an example for his followers who werente. And
clearly, Jesus’ baptism is remarkably like our own. When we waptized, these three
things happened:

The Holy Spirit descended upon us from heaven.
God declared us to be his beloved son (or daughter).
God declared that he is well pleased with us.

Jesus had no need for these things, but we did. And by learning abasit Jes
baptism, we graphically see what God did for us in our own baptisos eeur perfect
example, and he submitted humbly to an otherwise unnecessary baptiamseb&od
willed it, to show us that we are not too good to submit and what ssibmiseans for
us. If Jesus was setting an example for us to follow, then beingzéadpin fulfill
righteousness (or the same thought, to obey God) follows his perfect example.

| cannot find a Biblical justification for declaring that thosepsts who are
baptized to obey God are not scripturally baptized. Their purpose is the same puipose tha
Jesus had. That is pretty good authority. Therefore, there is naaBiistification for
requiring the re-baptism of the Baptidts.

Do | think that we all ought to be Baptists? Certainly not.yTi@e some errors
in their doctrines and practices, but God has forgiven these andyemenso far as to
bless their work. And | can think of no greater blessing to God'sdkimgall of God’s
kingdom, than for the Churches of Christ and Baptist Churches to recagw@zmother
as brothers and sisters as well as co-workers..

16 Alexander Campbell considered those who tauggt Baptist baptism is invalid to be heretics.

See Leroy GarretiThe Stone-Campbell Moveméravised ed., Joplin, MO: College Press Publisttag,
1994), 262-268. While Campbell certainly disagreeth many within the Restoration Movement on any
number of points, the only ones Campbell ever dbel heretic were these, the Mormons, and those who
taught the doctrine of a second chance after death.
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Should we merge churches? Don't be ridiculous. There is only one claunath,
the Baptists and we are already in it. We might as well get uset{ to it.

17 For more detailed study of this subject, readndynfllen’s Re-Baptism? What One Must Know

To Be Born AgairfWest Monroe, LA: Howard Publishing Co., Inc., 199
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