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as it was in the beginning.
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May 1995 be a Year of Blessing
for all our Readers

God Bless Thy Year
Thy Coming In, Thy Going Out:
Thy Rest, Thy Travelling About:

The Rough, The Smooth,
The Bright The Drear,
God bless Thy Year
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FROM HEAVEN: OR FROM MEN?
In last month's article, in response to the high level of misinformation created by

many tract writers, I showed that in every case of conversion in the N.T. all converts
were required not only to believe in Christ, but also to repent and be immersed for
the remission of their sins. From past experience I know that the "only believe"
tract-writers will largely ignore this evidence and continue regardless. Obviously they
can't deny the contents of the Acts of the Apostles, but nevertheless they will act as
if it was not there, and continue with their cry of "only believe." Before leaving this
subject I would, however, once again, like to stress the great importance of baptism,
and look at it from another point of view. I ask readers to consider whenbaptism was
introduced into the world, by whom it was introduced and why it was introduced, and
then honestly ask themselves if they can afford to ignore it.

The scriptures tell us that baptism was introduced into the world in the time of
John the Immerser, and that it was introduced by God, and was for the remission of
sins. There are those who would challenge this statement and who would allege that
the baptism of John wasnot newlyintroduced but was merely a continuation ofJewish
washings and that, in fact, proselytes to the Jewish faith had always been immersed,
long before John. (In the Campbell-Rice Debate on baptism, in the USA about a
hundred yearsago, AlexanderCampbellwaspresentedwith thischallenge but strongly
refuted.it.) I asked a Jewish Rabbi, a few weeks ago, as to whyproselytes (converts
to the Jewish faith) were immersed and when the practice began. He said he had no
idea but added that the reason was "certainly not for remission of sins or any nonsense
like that."
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Several scholars have, however, researched the question. MEYER says, "the
baptism of John has erroneously been regarded as a modifiedapplicationof the Jewish
baptism of proselytes. For the baptism of proselytes, the oldest testimony to which
occurs in the Gemera Babyl. Jebamoth 46:.2, and regarding which Philo, Josephus
and the more ancient Targumists are altogether silent, did not arise until after the fall
of Jerusalem." {Comm. On Matt. 3:5, p77) GODET says, "The rite of baptismwhich
consisted in the plungingof the body more or less completely into water, was not, at
this period in use amongst the Jews, nor for proselytes from paganism, to whom,
according to the testimony of history, baptism was not applied until after the fall of
Jerusalem." (Comm. On Luke 3:3.) STUART says, "In fine we are destitute of any
early testimony to the practice of proselyte baptism antecedently to the Christian era.
The original institution of admittingJews to the covenant, and strangers to the same,
prescribed no other rite than circumcision. No account of any other is found in the
O.T.; none in the Apocrypha, in the N.T., or Targumsof Onkelos,Jonathon, Joseph
the Blind, or in the work of anyother Targumist except Pseudo-Jonathon whosework
belongs to the 7th and 8th Century. No evidence is found in Philo, Josephus or any
of the earlier Christian writers. How could any allusion to such a rite have escaped
them all, if it were as common, and as much required, by usage as circumcision."
(Modeof Christian Baptism, p.140) Spacepreventssimilar quotationsfromother Bible
Scholars who have likewise found no evidence whatsoever to support the claimthat
the baptismof proselytesstemsfrom the O.T., or was in operation prior to the events
recorded in the N.T. Perhaps we can squeeze in just one more: from ENCYC
LOPAEDIA BRITANNICA: "The connection betweenthe baptismof John and the
Jewish baptism of proselytes, of which a great deal has been made, is founded on
assumptions which cannot be proved. This very plausible theory first assumes that
proselytes were baptised from an eariy time in the Jewish church, although the O.T.
tells us nothing about it, and then supposes that John simply madeuseof thisordinary
Jewish rite ... But the subject of the baptism of proselytes isoneof themost hopelessly
obscure in the whole round of Jewish antiquities and can neverbe safely assumed in
anyargument: and the general results of investigation seemto provethat the baptism
of proselytes was not one of the Jewish ceremonies until long after the coming of
Christ, while there is much to suggest that thisJewish rite owes its origin to Christian
baptism." (Article on Baptism Vol. 3 p.348.)

From all this we can see that there is no substance to the allegation that John's
baptism was merely a continuation of the Jewish practice of immersing proselytes,
but rather the reverse: that currentJewish practice iscopied from John's baptism and
did not begin until well after the fall of Jerusalem, which was in 70 A.D. Now that
that is out of the way, we can, perhaps, look at the true origin of baptism.

BAPTISM CAME FROM GOD

Regardless of the above, (i.e. the baptism of proselytes) the N.T. tells us that it
was God who sent John into the world to baptise with the baptism of repentance.
Baptism was something new and unique. "There was a man sent from God whose
name was John" (John 1:6). John himself, said,"God sent me to BAPTISE with water
. . (John 1:33), and John's coming was, of course, in fulfilment of prophecy (Is.
40:3 Mai. 3:1 etc.).

John did not preach in air-conditioned auditoriums with plush seats, but he was
to be found only in the deserts and the wilderness. Nor did he seek the people: the
people sought him. Indeed they tramped vast distances to hear him and to queue up
in their thousands to receive baptism. "Then went out to him Jerusalem: and all Judea
and all the region about the Jordan and were baptised of him in Jordan, confessing
their sins." (Matt. 3:5). If, in our imagination, wewere to try and estimate the aduh
population of the city of Jerusalem, and add that figure to the population of Judea
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and the region of the Jordan, we must, at a conservative estimate, be thinking in
terms of hundreds of thousands. These thousands considered it important to search
through the wilderness over many miles to find John and to be immersed by him in
the Jordan. Why this enthusiasm? When we remember that the Jews had, for centuries,
been obliged to vainly seek forgiveness of sins in the perpetual shedding of blood,
with animal sacrifices, we can, perhaps, begin to understand their ecstatic joy on
learning that such forgiveness could now be obtained at the mere cost, to them, of
being immersed by John. Thus there was excitement then albeit it is missing today.

Amongst the many thousands who took John's baptism seriously, was Jesus,
Himself. Aged 30 years, Jesus walked about 70 miles "to be baptised of John." Many
today would not walk 70 yards for baptism, let alone 70 miles. "Then cometh Jesus
from Galilee to Jordan unto John to be baptised of him. But John forbade him saying,
I have need to be baptised of thee, and comest thou to me? And Jesus answering said.
Suffer it to be so now, FOR THUS IT BECOMETH US TO FULFIL ALL RIGHTEOUS
NESS. Then suffered he Him." Although John's baptism was for the remission of sips,
it was also a holy ordinance ofGod. Thus, although Jesus waswithout sin. He neverthe
less insisted upon being baptised so that He might in all things obey the will of God:
i.e. "fulfil all righteousness." And Jesus when He was baptised went up straightaway
out of the water: and lo, the heavens were opened unto Him and He saw the Spirit of
God descending like a dove and lighting upon Him. And lo, a voicefrom heaven, saying,
This is My belovedSon in whom I am wellpleased." (Matt. 3:16). And so God, looking
down approved of what had just been done: i.e. of Christ's obedience in baptism.

SUBTLE ANSWER TO A SIMPLE QUESTION
In one of the many confrontations Jesus had with the religious leaders. He was

asked to explain His sourceofauthority to speak on religious matters (Luke 20). Jesus
assured the Pharisees that He would gladly answer this question if they would answer
His question. His question, strangelyenough, involved baptism. His questionseemed
simple enough: i.e. "The baptism of John, was it from heaven, or from men?" (We
might ask the same question today: "The baptism of Christ, is it fromheaven?").The
answer should have been easy had not these clergymen been crafty and dishonest.
"And they reasoned within themselves, saying, if we shall say. From heaven: He will
say. Why then ye believed him not? But if we say. Of men: all the people will stone
us, for they be persuaded that John was a prophet. And they answered that they could
not tell whence it was." We can imagine the disgust with which Jesus listened to this
political but pathetic answer. "And Jesus said unto them, Neither tell I you by what
authority I do these things."

Jesus, as He often did, easily put those aggressive Pharisees on to the horns of
a religious dilemma. It is interesting that He chose the question of baptism and that
fact should tell us that Jesus acknowledged it as having come from God. Those Pharisees
would have loved to have denied its heavenly origin but could not. If we, today, are
persuaded that Christ's baptism has come from heaven, yet notwithstanding we avoid
it; evade it; ignore it; dismiss it; circumvent it; explain it away or close our intelligence
to it; can we then claim that we have an honest faith in Christ, or that we respect His
word? And can we say that "We have fulfilled all righteousness?" We are, in effect,
amongst the ranks of the Pharisees who confronted Jesus that day. Is it from heaven?
If ves. how can we Dossiblv reiect it?

But there is more. In Luke 7:29 Jesus, in extolling the excellence of John as a
prophet, reflects upon the reception that the people have given him (John). "And all
the people that heard him, and the publicans, justified God, being baptised with the
baptism of John. But the Pharisees and the lawyers rejected the counsel of God against
themselves, being not baptised of him." How did Jesus see the situation? Those who
received John's baptism, even the publicans, "justified God." Those who like the
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lawyers and Pharisees, refused to be baptised, "rejected the counsel of God against
themselves." Rejection of baptism is, in fact, a rejection of God. If this passage does
not persuade us of the importance Christ attaches to baptism, nothing ever will. In
the face of these words of Christ, could any of us really have the gall to say that "we"
consider baptism "unnecessary" or an option: or that, on the question of baptism, we
are "neutral," "impartial" or that we have "an open mind?" Obviously the lawyers
and Pharisees rejected the counsel of God in many other ways, but this particular
comment from Jesus shows us that there is a very real danger of "Rejecting the counsel
of God: against ourselves" by our attitude to baptism.

CHRIST'S BAPTISM

John's baptism was, of course, eventually overtaken and replaced by Christ's
baptism. John's vital function as harbinger, or forerunner, of the Messias was obviously
of a temporary nature, and so was his baptism. John himself said "I must decrease.
He must increase." When Christ, just prior to His ascension, commissioned His apostles
to **Go and teach all nations BAPTISING THEM in the name of the Father, and of
the Son and of the Holy Spirit," the baptism He had in mind was His own baptism,
not John's. What was the difference, someone might ask? There were similarities and
some differences. For instance, both were by immersion and for the remission of sins,
but (as was fully described in last month's "Scripture Standard" by Bro. Ian Davidson)
John's baptism was not "in the name of Christ and the Holy Spirit" nor did it bring
men into the Christian faith, or Church. After Christ's death, ascension and coronation,
however, Christ's baptism became the "One baptism" (of Eph. 4:5) and thereby
rendered the administering of John's baptism as invalid.

In remote areas, unaware of Christ's baptism, men continued to administer John's
baptism. Apollos, for instance, the Alexandrian Jew "Knew only John's baptism" and
would have remained in this ignorance had not Aquila and Priscilla "expounded unto
him the way of the Lord more perfectly" (Acts 18:25). Another example is found in
Acts 19 where Paul, while visiting Ephesus, discovered 12 men who knew only John's
baptism. Paul explained to them that "John verily baptised with the baptism of repen-
tence, saying unto the people that they should believe on Him which should come after,
that is, on Christ Jesus. WHEN THEY HEARD THIS THEY WERE BAPTISED IN
THE NAME OF THE LORD JESUS." Here were 12 "disciples" of Christ, who, in all
good faith, had been baptised with John's baptism, and had, thereby received remission
of sins: albeit had not received the Holy Spirit. Many of us might have said that they
had done their best and should be commended. Paul certainly commended them but
after explaining that John's baptism was then invalid he baptised them again with
Christ's baptism: something the men were also keen to do.

The idea that baptism was "unnecessary" was light-years away from the thoughts
of Paul.

AN OBJECTION
"But," someone says, "Did not Paul say that he came not to baptise but to preach

the gospel?" This is true, but from a full report of his statement we shall, I think, see
that his belief in the importance of baptism was in no way diminished. At that time,
in the Corinthian church, there had arisen a habit of members calling themselves after
the person who had brought them to Christ. Paul asks, "Now this I say, that everyone
of you saith *I am of Paul' and 'I am of Apollos' and I am of 'Cephas' and 'I of Christ.'
Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucined for you? OR WERE YE BAPTISED in the name
of Paul? I thank God that I baptised none of you, but Crispus and Gains LEST ANY
SHOULD SAY that I baptised in my own name. And I baptised also the house of
Stephanus: besides I know not whether I baptised any other. For Christ sent me not
to baptise but to preach the gospel." And so, this verse so often quoted to show Paul's
disinterest in baptism, shows the very opposite. The ONLY reason he was glad he
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had baptised few of them was "lest any shouM say Paul baptised in his own name."
Paul asks the church members in Corinth "Were ye baptised in the name of Paul" and
the answer, of course is "No! they were all baptised in the name of Christ." This
shows that all the church members had been baptised, Indeed, although Paul had
baptised a few of them his function was that of a preacher and not a baptiser. He did
the preaching: hisassistants didthe immersions. He came not to baptise but to preach,
but when necessary, Paul did the immersions personally. At Corinth for instance, he
had immersed Crispus, Gaius, the House of Stephanus and could not remember if
there were any others. In the same way we read that "Jesus madeand baptisedmore
disciples than John," (John 4:1) but this is qualified in the following verse, 'Though
Jesus Himself baptised not, but His disciples." Thus Jesus did the preaching. His
disciples did the immersions (which, when we come to think of it, is sensible, for it
would be very tiringwork, when thousands were beingbaptisedeveryday). It can be
said with confidence and safety that in N.T. times all those who entered the kingdom
of God, and became members of the various congregations of the Lxjrd's Church,
were all baptised (immersed) prior to theirentry. Thisis in starkcontrastto the attitude
of the "Christian" world of today.

CONCLUSION

Why then should we take baptism seriously? (1) GOD sent it into the world
through John and latterly through Christ. (2) It came with'a vital purpose and God's
intention was not that man should ignore it. (3) John and Christ baptised hundreds
of thousands. Were they engagedin some pointless exercise? Was it just to giveJohn
something to do? (4) Baptism was, as we have seen, for the remission of sins, but
Jesus, who had no sins was. Himself, baptised so that He might obey the will of God
and "Fulfil all righteousness." Thus, Jesus thought it important. (5) Jesus in confron
tation with the Phariseeschose baptism in His demonstration, that it had come from
heaven and that the Pharisees, while claiming to be Godly men, had spumed it. In
spuming it they had "rejected the counsel of God" against themselves, whereas even
the publicans "justified God" by their readyobedience to it. (6) When John's baptism
was eventually overtaken andsuperseded byChrist's baptism, Paulshowed how impor
tantly he regarded baptism by re-baptising with Christ's baptism, those who already
had been baptised with John's baptism. If Paul was here today I'm sure he would
have something to say to the "Christian" world and their general antipathy to this
holy ordinance of God. (7) Jesus commanded His apostles to go into all the world to
teach the nationsand to baptisethem (Matt. 26:19).Does that make baptismimportant?
(8) Baptism is for entry into the Kingdom of God (John 3:3). Should that make it
important? (9)Baptism (aswell as the blood ofChrist) washes sinsaway: (Acts22:16).
Does that make it important. (10) "Baptism doth also now save us" (1 Peter 3:21).
Should that make baptism important? (11) "For as many of you as have been baptised
into Christ have put on Christ" (Gal. 3:27). How many have "put on" Christ? "As
many as have been baptised intoChrist?"Does that makebaptism important? (12) In
everyrecorded caseofconversion intheN.T.eachpenitentwasimmersed forremission
of sins. Howthen can tract-writers"forget" eventomentionitwhentheyare expounding
God's word to the world on "How To Be Saved," and how can professed Christians
sideline baptism into beingsimply a matter of personal preference: an option, or even
something of no consequence at all? God sent baptism to us, and Christ broughtit to
us. How then can Christ's subjects say "We don't need it, we don't like it and we
don't want it." If this does not puzzle us all, perhaps it should. If God sent it, that
should be reason enough.
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