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PREFACE

IT is unnecessary to publish the voluminous correspondence that
preceded the following discussion, or to go into an account of how the
discussion was brought about, any further than that it was by mutual
agreement. The following is the final agreement between the parties
before entering into the discussion:

"WHEREAS, Messrs. G. W. HuGHEY and CLARK BRADEN have
entered into an agreement to enter into a public debate, or discussion,
at Vienna, Johnson County, State of lllinois, to be begun at 10 o'clock,
A. M., August 18, 1868, and to be governed by the following rules and
regulations, to-wit:

"1. Each disputant shall select a Moderator, and these two shall
select a third, who shall be President Moderator, whose duty it shall
be to preserve order, keep the time, and see that the rules are observed
during the discussion.

"2. The opening and closing speeches on each proposition shall
occupy one hour each, and the intermediate speeches one-half hour
each; the negative closing the debate on each proposition.

"3. The debate on the first proposition shall occupy two days and
one night session. The second and third, two days each. The fourth,
one day and one night session. The fifth and sixth, one day each.

"4. The debate shall open at 10 o'clock, A. M., and close at 12
o'clock, M.; and at 2 o'clock, p. M., and close at 4 o'clock, p. M., each
day. All night sessions shall open at 7 o'clock, p. M., and close at 9
o'clock, P. M.

"5. Extra sessions may be held, as may be agreed upon between
the parties, while the debate is in progress; and each session shall
be opened with prayer and closed with the benediction.

"6. On the final negative on each proposition, no new matter shall
be introduced.

"7. The parties agree to adopt as Rules of Decorum, the rules
of debate found in Hedges' Logic, pages 159 to 162.

"8. These rules may be altered or amended by mutual consent of

both parties.
(iii)
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"AND WHEREAS, It is further agreed between the parties that the
following shall constitute the

PROPOSITIONS FOR DISCUSSION:

"1. Pouring or sprinkling water on a proper person, in the name
of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is Scriptural Christian Baptism.
Hughey affirms.

"2. Christian Baptism is for the remission of the past sins of the
penitent believer. Braden affirms.

"3. Infants are scriptural subjects of Christian Baptism. Hughey
affirms.

"4. In the work of conversion and regeneration, the Holy Spirit
operates immediately or directly on the heart. Hughey affirms.

"5. The Discipline of the Methodist Episcopal Church contains
doctrines and enjoins church usages, contrary to the word of God.
Braden affirms.

"6. Human creeds, as bonds of union and communion among Chris-
tians, or as guides in the administration of church discipline, are un-
scriptural and anti-christian. Braden affirms.

"Now, therefore, in consideration of the cost and expense of car-
rying out this agreement, each of the parties, Hughey and Braden,
does hereby bind himself to the other in the penal sum of five hun-
dred dollars, lawful money of the United States, payment of which
sum is well and truly to be made, if he fails in the performance of the
aforesaid or of the following agreements, terms, and conditions as far
as they relate to himself:

"1. The said Braden is to have a full, true, and correct verbatim
report of the debate made, at his own expense, by a competent re-
porter, who shall be present at and during the whole discussion.

"2. The debate is to be published in a book by said Braden, at
his own expense, within twelve months after the discussion, just as it
was reported, except that each party may make verbal corrections, not
affecting the substance.

"3. Each party is to revise his speeches as reported, and have them
ready for publication within three months from the time of receiving
them from the reporter, unless prevented by sickness, or some hin-
drance over which he has no control; in which event, he is to have
them ready as soon as possible after the removal of the hindering
cause.

"4. Hughey is to receive one hundred dollars, in copies of the
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book, at wholesale prices, as soon as it is issued, for his time and
labor.

"5. After all and every expense of the debate and the publication
of the book has been defrayed, Hughey is to have thirty-five per cent,
of the net profits of the sales, in books at wholesale prices.

"6. Neither party is to make any publication of the debate, nor
any part thereof, except as herein provided for, within three years after
such publication.

"In testimony whereof, witness our hand and seal. Done this 27th
day of February, 1868.

"G. W. HUGHEY. [L.s.]

"CLARK BRADEN. [L.S.]"

According to the above agreement the debate was held in Vienna,
and the result is before you. It was attended by a large and atten-
tive audience. In consequence of sickness of both parties, the pub-
lication has been delayed. The character of the report also made it
necessary to rewrite much of the debate. Both parties were very
rapid speakers, and the numerous quotations rendered the reporting
unusually difficult; but it is believed that the arguments presented
are, in substance, in the following pages.

The Moderators were, Elder Moses Linn, on the part of Mr. Bra-
den, and Elder J. B. Smith, on the part of Mr. Hughey. Hon. A. J.
Kuykendall was chosen President Moderator; but in his absence
the first day of the discussion A. H. Norris, Esq., presided, and the
last two days Elder Calvin Beard, of the Universalist Church, acted
as Moderator.

With the earnest desire that it may aid in establishing what is
Scriptural Truth, and that the cause of Christ may be advanced by
its publication, the Book is submitted to a discriminating public.

CLARK BRADEN,
G. W. HUGHEY.



MODE OF BAPTISM.

PROPOSITION FOR DISCUSSION.

Pouring or Sprinkling Water on a proper person in the name of the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, is Scriptural Christian Baptism.
HUGHEY affirms.

TUESDAY MORNING, 10 o'clock, August 18, 1868.
MR. HUGHEY'S OPENING SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I rise be-
fore you this morning to open the discussion on the propositions that
are before us. The questions to which our attention will be called dur-
ing the present discussion, are not like the political questions that are
now engrossing such universal attention and creating so much excite-
ment in the public mind. Those questions are ephemeral in their na-
ture, and will pass away, and be forgotten. But the questions before
us are of imperishable interest. They are questions concerning our
future and eternal, as well as our present well-being, for our future
destiny must depend upon the character that we form in the present
life; and while the endless vigils of eternity shall be rolling on in the
limitless future, the importance of the questions now under considera-
tion will be still increasing and looming up before the mind. Under
these circumstances how important that we should enter upon the dis-
cussion of these great questions upon which our immortal destinies hang
with that spirit that will enable us to weigh the argument, and search
after the truth in the love of it, and with the desire of heart to prac-
tice it to the honor of God, and the salvation of our own souls. And
I trust such will be the spirit that shall actuate us in our inquiries, and
actuate you while listening to the arguments presented on the ques-
tions to which we shall call your attention during the present discus-
sion.

There are many persons who are very much opposed to religious
controversies, and who tell us that they only engender strife and hard
feelings, that they are not productive of any good; but | never shared
in this opinion. | believe it is untrue—wholly untrue. Indeed, truth
can not be arrived at by any other means than by investigation or
controversy, and all those great truths in philosophy, in general sci-
ence, in theology, and in political economy, that we hold so dear, have
been reached only through the instrumentality of controversy. It has
been by this means, and this alone, that all the great truths now univer-
sally admitted in all these departments of human knowledge have been
settled and established upon their firm basis. Truth has nothing to
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lose by investigation. The more you examine truth the more beauti-
ful and bright it will appear. The more you examine into the founda-
tions of truth, the more will its immutability be made manifest; and
he who has truth for his object never fears the test of controversy—
he never shuns the most rigid investigation into the grounds of his
faith.

In regard to the present controversy, it is one that | had no hand
in bringing about. It is true, for the last three years | have been more
or less engaged in controversy with the brethren of my opponent; but
the manner the present discussion was brought about was on this wise :
About a year ago, or at the time | was engaged in discussion with Dr.
Lucas, at Golconda, Illinois, there came out an article in the Herald
of Truth, written by his uncle, the editor of that paper, offering to
debate with me certain propositions in the town of Vienna; and added,
"provided my little black-eyed nephew leaves enough of Mr. Hughey
for me to get hold of him with a pair of tweezers." In my reply to
that article through the same paper, after offering him certain propo-
sitions, | said that | would debate them with him, " provided he would
bring along with him the faculty of Carbondale College, that I might
clean them out as | had the faculty of Princeton College in the debate
with his nephew."” This my friend Mr. Braden took for a challenge to
"mortal combat" to him personally; and the first thing | knew he sent
me a list of propositions, and his friends were very anxious that | should
accept them. | was not anxious, as my friend can testify, from the
fact that | was then expecting to go into another discussion with
Elder J. S. Sweeney of the gentleman's church. | promised, however,
that if | did not have the discussion with Mr. S., | would then consider
the propositions of Mr. Braden.

Time rolled on, and Mr. Sweeney and myself had agreed upon every
thing connected with the discussion, except one, and that was this : |
required of him a bond and security of one thousand dollars compel-
ling him to faithfully carry out the agreement between us. This he
peremptorily refused to do ; he said the thing was unreasonable, and
he would have nothing further to do with me. Then, of course, | was
left free to consider Mr. Braden's propositions; and after considerable
correspondence on the subject, we finally agreed to discuss the propo-
sitions before us.

The proposition before us this morning is, "Pouring or sprinkling
water on a proper person in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy
Ghost, is scriptural baptism." We do not mean by affirming that pour-
ing or sprinkling is scriptural baptism, to affirm that nothing else is
baptism. We do not affirm that pouring or sprinkling is the only scrip-
tural baptism; but we do affirm that pouring or sprinkling is scrip-
tural baptism. It is well known that we hold that no specific mode is
essential to the Christian ordinance. Baptism, we contend, may be per-
formed properly and scripturally by a diversity of modes, either by
pouring, by sprinkling, or by immersion, once, twice, or thrice. The
mode we consider not essential to the thing. Baptism is one thing,
while its mode of administration is quite another thing. But while |
admit that immersion may be scriptural baptism, | do not admit that
it is scriptural in the sense of it being an apostolic institution. 1 do
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not admit that John the Baptist ever immersed anybody. | do not be-
lieve that it was ever practiced in apostolic times; and the only ground
upon which | can admit it to be scriptural, is that the scriptures leave
the mode undetermined. Prove to me that the scriptures settle the
mode, and | will never immerse another man while the world stands;
for | am satisfied | have scriptural authority for pouring but none for
immersion. It is upon this ground, and this alone, that | admit the
scripturality of the practice of baptism by immersion. The affirma-
tive of this proposition properly belongs to my opponent. He affirms
that baptism is mode, and nothing else. | deny it. This places him
in the affirmative, and me in the negative; and this will make my work
on this proposition the more laborious; for, in the first place, it will be
necessary to remove the rubbish of error before | can proceed to lay
the foundation of the fair fabric of truth in the affirmative argument in
support of my proposition. In all religious controversy much depends
upon the proper understanding of the terms used in the scriptures, and
especially is this the case in regard to the controversy on the mode of
baptism. Indeed, almost the entire dispute turns on the meaning of
one single word, baptizo. Our opponents say that it always signifies
to dip or immerse—that it never has any other signification. | say that
this is the position that our opponents usually take; but many of them
differ from this position. While we affirm that the word is generic, not
a specific term; that it expresses the thing done, without giving the
manner of doing it; and that it admits of a variety of signification. |
shall, in the first place, give you the position that some of the learned
advocates of the position that my opponent takes, and the position that
his church occupies on the proposition now under discussion.

Our opponents claim that baptizo is a specific word, and that it has
but one meaning; yet when they come to give us that specific mean-
ing, they differ widely as to the specific meaning of their own specific
word. | will notice the different definitions that leading writers in
favor of immersion give us of their specific term. A tract published
in the time of Roger Williams, A. D. 1644, bore the title, "Dipping is
Baptizing, and Baptizing is Dipping."—Dale's Classic Baptism, p. 33.
Here the position is clearly taken that baptize and dip express the
same act. Dr. Gale, who was a very eminent and learned Baptist
writer, tells us that the word baptizo "does not so necessarily express
the action of putting under water, as in general a thing being in
that condition, no matter how it comes so, whether it is put into the
water or the water comes over it."—~Carson,.p. 21. Here the specific
meaning of dip is abandoned, and the state of being under the water
substituted in its place.

Dr. Carson, however, repudiates Gale's theory, that baptizo signi-
fies state or condition, and says, "My position is that it (baptizo) always
signifies to dip, never expressing anything but mode."—Carson on
Baptism, p. 55. Here Carson flatly contradicts Gale, and affirms that
instead of baptizo meaning state or condition, it never has that signi-
fication at all. According to Carson it means mode, and nothing but
mode!

A. Campbell goes beyond Carson, and, discarding the word mode,
substitutes action. He says, "Baptizo indicates a specific action, and
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consequently as such can have but one meaning. For if a person or a
thing can be immersed in water, oil, milk, honey, sand, earth, debt,
grief, affliction, spirit, light, or darkness, etc., it is a word indicating
specific action, and specific action only."—Campbell, on Baptism, pp.
118, 119. What this specific action is Mr. Campbell tells us in his
debate with Mr. Rice, pp. 77, 78. He says, "But baptizo permits the
subject to stay under the water but a very little time, and then emerge
again. In the etymology and philology of the. Greek language, the
word baptizo never can be shown to mean going to the bottom and
staying there." Here it is plain that Mr. Campbell's specific action
expressed by baptizo is being put momentarily under water, and then
raised out of it again. Thus Mr. C. contends, in opposition to Gale,
that both immersion and emersion are expressed by baptizo—the
radical bap puts the person or thing under the water, while the term-
ination, zoo, brings him or it up again. This is Campbell's specific act.
Prof. Morrell takes square issue with Dr. Carson, and repudiates
Campbell entirely, and goes even further than Gale. He says, “that
the word baptizo uniformly signifies to dip, | will not venture to
assert or undertake to prove! | believe, however, that it is generally
admitted on both sides, that the word does mean to dip; that this is its
generic meaning, and its most usual meaning. But it appears quite
evident that the word also bears the sense of covering by superfusion.
This is admitted by Dr. Cox, who says, "a person may be immersed
by pouring! but immersion is the being plunged into water or over-
whelmed by it. Was the water to ascend from the earth, it would
still be baptism were the person wholly covered by it. Thus far we
surrender the question of immersion, and in doing so feel no small
pleasure in finding ourselves in such good company as that of Dr.
Cox."—Dale's Classic Baptism, pp. 58, 59.

Here are two eminent Baptist writers wholly surrendering the spe-
cific meaning of baptizo claimed by Carson and Campbell, and admit
that a man may be immersed by superfusion; yea, that he may be
baptized by pouring! How these learned men agree in regard to the
specific meaning of their own specific word!

Dr. Fuller agrees with Gale, Cox, and Morrell. He says, "A
fourth case is presented by pedobaptist authors from Aristotle. It is
produced to show that baptizo does not always denote the act of plung-
ing. My position is that baptizo means to immerse, it matters not
how the immersion is effected! Suppose a man should lie in the bap-
tistery while it is filling, the pouring of the water would not be im-
mersion, yet an immersion would take place if he remained long
enough!"—Dale, p. 60.

Here he gives up the specific idea of dip, and admits a man may
be immersed by pouring!

Dr. Conant is perhaps the ablest writer on the side of immersion
since the death of Carson, and we close up this review with him. He
substantially agrees with Gale. He says:

"The idea of emersion is not included in the Greek word. It
means simply to put in or under water, without determining whether
the object immersed sinks to the bottom or floats in the liquid, or is
immediately taken out."—Dale, p. 96.



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 11

Conant flatly contradicts Campbell in an essential element of the
meaning of their specific word. Thus we see the want of agreement
among leading immersionists in regard to the specific meaning of the
word upon which their whole theory is founded. Now, before they
come forward and demand that we shall receive their mode of bap-
tism, let them agree among themselves in regard to the import of this
word, upon which so much depends. The truth is, when you examine
the writings of the most eminent advocates of exclusive immersion,
you will see that each one finds the position of his predecessor is un-
tenable, and he undertakes to find a stronger position upon which to
base his argument; but the more he struggles the deeper he sinks
into the difficulties and absurdities of his exclusive theory, and Dr.
Conant is a fair illustration of this remark.

We, upon the other hand, contend that the term is not a specific
term. The idea of action is not in the word, and we affirm that there
can be no correct conception of any specific action formed from the
meaning of the word baptizo. Mr. Dale, after examining some hundreds
of examples where the word occurs in classic usage, says that a "blind
man could more readily select any demanded color from the spectrum,
or a child could more readily thread the Cretan labyrinth, than could
'the seven wise men of Greece' declare the nature, or mode, of any given
baptism by the naked help of baptizo."—Classic Baptism, pp. 353,
354.

We will now inquire, What was the original signification of baptizo;
and what was the sense in which the New Testament writers used it?
It is admitted on all hands that baptizo sometimes has the meaning of
to dip or immerse; but it is claimed by all pedobaptist writers that it
also means to pour, or sprinkle, or a partial wetting. The question,.
then, is: What was its original or radical signification? Upon this
question the learned are divided; some holding that the radical pri-
mary and proper meaning of bapto and baptizo is to dip, and that their
secondary meaning is to dye; while others contend that the radical
primary and proper meaning of these words is to dye, while as sec-
ondary meanings they have to dip, to wash, to wet, to pour upon, to
sprinkle—because dyeing can be done in any one of these ways.

| here take the position that the radical primary and proper mean-
ing of bapto and baptizo, is to dye, while as secondary meanings they
embrace every mode of application by which dyeing can be accom-
plished, from the slightest distillation of the dews .of heaven to the
sinking of a ship to the bottom of the ocean.

Dr. Dwight, who was perhaps the most learned biblical critic this
country has ever produced, speaks as follows in regard to the radical
import of the term baptizo and its root bapto:

"Concerning the former of these subjects | observe—1. That the
body of learned critics and lexicographers declare that the original
meaning of both these words is to tinge, stain, dye, or color; and that,
when it means immersion, it is only in a secondary and occasional
sense, derived from the fact that such things as are dyed, stained, or
colored, are often immersed for this end. This interpretation of the
words, also, they support by such a series of quotations as seem un-
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answerably to evince that this was the original classical meaning of
these words."

Albert Barnes, as fine a scholar as is now living in the United States,
says in his comment on Matt. iii. 6:

"The word baptize signifies originally to tinge, to dye, to stain, as
those who dye clothes."”

But | have the testimony of some who will weigh more with my op-
ponent than Dr. Dwight or Albert Barnes. Dr. Carson, in his great
work on Baptism, p. 23, has the following: "Not long before the
death of Professor Parson, says Dr. Newman, | went over to see that
celebrated Greek scholar at the London Institution. | was curious to
hear in what manner he read Greek. He very condescendingly, at my
request, took down a Greek Testament, and read perhaps twenty verses
in one of the Gospels, in which the word bapto occurred. | said, 'Sir,
you know there is a controversy among Christians respecting the mean-
ing of that word.' He smiled and replied, 'The Baptists have the ad-
vantage of us." He cited immediately the well-known passage in Pin-
dar, and one or two of those in the Gospels mentioned in this letter.
I inquired whether, in his opinion, baptizo must be considered equal to
bapto which he said was to tinge as dyers. He replied to this effect,
that if there is a difference, he should take the former to be the strong-
est.”

Here, mark you, Parson says that "bapto signifies to tinge as
dyers.” He did not say, you will observe, that there "was a differ-
ence,” but he puts it hypothetically, "if there be a difference, he
should take the former (that is, baptizo) to be the strongest.” Prof.
Parson was admitted to be the greatest Greek scholar of his time.
But | have another witness:

Dr. Robinson, of Cambridge, who was an immersionist, says, "that
baptizo is a dyer's word, and signifies to dip, so as to color."—Carson,
p. 22. The testimony of these four learned witnesses bearing on this
point is sufficient for the present, and | will now proceed with my ar-
gument.

That the original or radical meaning of the words bapto and bap-
tizo was to dye, and not to dip, is manifest from the fact that the
meaning to dye, or steep, or imbue, or some modification of this idea,
inheres in all the words of the family derived from the parent bap,
which is thus proven originally to mean to dye; while some of the
words of this family are applied exclusively to the dyer's art, drop-
ping out the idea of dip entirely: as, bapheion, a dyer's house; bap-
heus, a dyer; baphike, the art of dyeing; bapsimos, to be dyed. So,
in Latin, baptes, frog-colored. So we have bapteon, one must dip or
dye; baptees, one that dips or dyes; or baptai, the priests of the
goddess Cotytto, because they stained their faces with paint. Bap-
tizo, to dip, to bathe, to steep, to wet, to pour upon, to drench, etc.,
including the idea of dye or color. Baptisis, a dipping, a bathing, a
washing, a drawing of water, and by implication a dyeing, a color-
ing, or steeping, as Prof. Stuart justly remarks, page 42; baptisma
and baptismos, the same as baptisis; baptisterion, a bathing place,
swimming bath, and by implication a dyer's vat; baptistes, one that
dips, a dyer, a baptizer; baptos, dipped, dyed, bright-colored; bapto,
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to dip, to dye, to dye the hair, to temper steel, to steep, to color, to
glaze earthen vessels.

Here the idea of to dye inheres in all these words, while the idea
of dip is dropped out of some of them entirely, and is thus shown not
to inhere in the radical bap as dye does. But when we come to the
usus loquendi of the term we shall find numerous examples of baptizo
where the idea of dip is wholly out of the question; and this must
forever settle the question as to the primary and original meaning of
the radical syllable bap. This shows that dye, which can be per-
formed in any mode, and not dip, is the radical meaning of bapto and
baptizo.

This radical meaning of the root of this word comes out fully in
the Christian ordinance, for it imports a moral tinge, stamp, hue, or
color, that is the image of Christ in the soul; and thus does the rad-
ical meaning of baptizo harmonize with the symbolical import of the
Christian ordinance, and shows the beauty of selecting the term to
give name to the initiatory rite of Christianity.

The position here taken is fully demonstrated by the fact that the
Greek word which properly signifies to dip is not bapto, nor baptizo,
nor any word of the family of bap; but dupto, as Dr. Webster shows
in tracing out the etymology of the English word dip. The word
dupto is derived from duo, which primarily signifies "to impel, or
thrust, to go in, or under."—See Parkhurst, Scapula, Schrivellius, and
Liddel and Scott. So the derivatives from this root, both in their
simple and compound forms, express the radical idea of going in or
under; hence, "dupto, to duck, or dive,” properly, to dip; "duptes, a
diver"—Latin mergus, properly, a dipper; "dusis, a sinking, a dip-
ping under;" "dusme and dusmai, a setting of the sun, sinking, go-
ing down;" "katadusis, a going down, a descent—as of the stars set-
ting;" "kataduo, to go under, to sink, to set."

Here the idea of going down, under, or into, inheres in all these
words which spring from the common root duo; while dupto, accord-
ing to Dr. Webster, is the exact synonym of the English word dip,
and means to put into a liquid and withdraw, the express and specific
action which my opponent calls baptism. This word, or some word
from this common root, should have been used expressive of the Chris-
tian ordinance, if the specific action of immersion was to be enjoined.
But neither Christ nor his apostles ever used any of this family of
words expressive of the Christian ordinance; yet, when the Greeks
began the practice of immersion, these were the very words they used
to express that act, as we shall see in due time, thus proving beyond
all controversy that baptizo does not express that specific action.

I have said this much to take away from my opponent the seeming
advantage he might gain by the admission that the radical significa-
tion of baptizo is to dip. | am satisfied that such is not the case, and
I do not intend he shall have the advantage of an admission not
founded in fact. But the original or etymological meaning of a
word can not settle its meaning, at any given period of its history, for
words are constantly changing their signification, and etymology can
not be relied on as a criterion in ascertaining the meaning of words.
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Dr. Carson, the ablest Baptist writer that ever put pen to paper, says
(see Carson on Baptism, p. 46):

"Language has not logical truth for its standard, and therefore
against this it can not trespass. Use is the sole arbiter of language,
and whatever is agreeable to its authority, stands justified beyond im-
peachment."”

Dr. George Campbell, in his "Philosophy of Rhetoric," takes the
same position. On p. 164, he says:

"Only let us rest on these fixed principles, that use, or the custom
of speaking, is the sole original standard of conversation as far as re-
gards the expression, and the custom of writing is the sole standard of
style; that the latter comprehends the former, and something more;
that to the tribunal of use as to the supreme authority, and, conse-
quently, in every grammatical controversy, the last resort, we are en-
titled to appeal from the laws and the decisions of grammarians: and
that this order of subordination ought never, on any account, to be
reversed.

Again, on p. 191, he says:

"It is never from an attention to etymology, which would fre-
quently mislead us, but from custom, the only infallible guide in
this matter, that the meanings of words in present use must be
learned. And, indeed, if the want in question were material, it would
equally affect all those words, no inconsiderable part of our language,
whose descent is doubtful or unknown. Besides, in no case can the
line of derivation be traced back to infinity. We must always ter-
minate in some words of whose genealogy no account can be given."

But not only is "use the sole arbiter of language,” but present
use is the rule that we must be governed by in fixing the present
meaning of words; consequently the usage of the Jews, who spoke
the Greek language at the time of the Saviour's personal ministry
upon the earth, must determine the meaning of New Testament Greek.
I will read again from Campbell's "Philosophy of Rhetoric,” pp. 170,
171:

"But there will naturally arise here another question: Is not
use, even good and national use, in the same country, different in dif-
ferent periods? and, if so, to the usage of what period shall we at-
tach ourselves as the proper rule? If you say the present, as it may
reasonably be expected that you will, the difficulty is not entirely
removed. In what extent of signification must we understand the
word present? How far may we safely range in quest of authorities?
or at what distance backward from this moment are authors still to be
accounted as possessing a legislative voice in language? To this |
own it is difficult to give an answer with all the precision that might
be desired. Yet it is certain that, when we are in search of prece-
dents for any word or idiom, there are certain mounds we can not over-
leap with safety. For instance, the authority of Hooker or of Ra-
leigh, however great their merit and their fame be, will not now be
admitted in support of a term or expression not to be found in any
good writer of a later date.” . . . "It is not by. ancient but by
present use that our style must be regulated; and that use can never
be denominated present which hath been laid aside time immemorial,



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 15

or, which amounts to the same thing, falls not within the knowledge
or remembrance of any now living." . . . "To me it is so evi-
dent either that present use must be the standard of the present lan-
guage, or that the language admits no standard whatever, that | can
not conceive a clearer or more indisputable principle from which to
bring an argument to support it."

"And with regard to etymology, about which grammarians make
so much useless bustle, if every one hath a privilege of altering words
according to his opinion of their origin, the opinions of the learned
being on this subject so various, nothing but a general chaos would
ensue."—Ibid. p. 172.

On pages 173, 174, he remarks:

"Thus | have attempted to explain what that use is which is the
sole mistress of language, and to ascertain the precise import and ex-
tent of these her essential attributes, reputable, national, and present,
and to give the directions proper to be observed in searching for the
laws of this empress. In truth, grammar and criticism are but her
ministers; and though, like other ministers, they would sometimes
impose the dictates of their own humor upon the people as the com-
mands of their sovereign, they are not often so successful in such
attempts as to encourage the frequent repetition of them."

The principle here laid down is so obvious that those pedobaptists
who are so strangely inclined to immersion are compelled to acknowl-
edge that the latter, or Hellenistic, usage of the word baptizo, favors
baptism by pouring or sprinkling. Dr. Schaff is an illustration of
this remark. See his "History of the Apostolic Church," p. 569.

All candid biblical critics admit that ancient classical usage will
not do to follow in interpreting the New Testament. This is a point
fully established among them, and is admitted by Hinton, an eminent
Baptist writer, in his "History of Baptism." | will read from this
work, pp. 18, 23:

"It is manifest, however, that the meaning of a word in any given
case is not to be determined by its original sense, but by its actual or-
dinary meaning in the language in which the author wrote, and at the
time of his writing; unless the circumstances in which the word oc-
curs require a figurative or technical signification (which may also in-
clude the ordinary) to be attached." . . . "It does not appear to
me, however, in the slightest degree important to the argument that no
case of variation of meaning should be found. What word can be
more specific than the Saxon word dip? And yet we have the dip of
the magnetic needle, which has certainly nothing to do with plunging.
Could several instances of extension or dilution of meaning be found
among the profane Greek writers, it would not affect the question,
which is, In what sense did Christ and his apostles use the term bap-
tizo, and what did they design the disciples then and now to under-
stand by it?"

In ascertaining the meaning of baptizo in the New Testament, we
are bound by every law of language to confine ourselves to that period
of the history of the Greek language covered by the three centuries
immediate before Christ and the three or four following him. This
will give us as wide a margin as can possibly be demanded, and we
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must confine ourselves mainly to Hellenistic and Christian usage, as
found in the New Testament, the Septuagint, the Apocrypha, and the
writings of the early Christian Fathers.

I will now begin with the New Testament usage of the word bap-
tizo where the ordinance of Christian baptism is not spoken of, and see
what is its import in those passages; then | shall show that this usage
agrees perfectly with the usage of the Septuagint, the Apocrypha, and
the early Christian Fathers.

The first passage | shall adduce is Mark vii. 2, 3, collated with
Luke xi. 38. "And when they saw some of his disciples eat bread with
defiled, that is to say with unwashen hands, they found fault. For the
Pharisees and all the Jews, except they wash their hands oft, eat not,
holding the tradition of the elders."—Mark vii. 2, 3. "And when the
Pharisee saw it he marveled that he had not first washed before din-
ner."

Here the washing in both instances is that practiced by the Jews
before eating; and in Mark the Greek word used is niphontai, in Luke
it is ebaptisthe, showing that these words are interchangeable in the
Greek language, and that baptizo consequently in the New Testament
often signifies a very slight and partial wetting.

I now call attention to a passage from Clement of Alexandria, who
lived about A. D. 190, and who spoke the Greek language, in illustra-
tion of these passages of scripture. It is found in Leiss, "Baptist
System Examined,” p. 120. The Doctor says:

"The first passage we adduce is from Clemens Alexandrinus, p.
387, Lugduni Batav., 1616. He is "here speaking on the subject of
baptism. He traces it even in the lustrative rites of the heathen world.
He says there is 'rikoon baptismaios, a picture, image, representation
of baptism which has been handed down from Moses to the poets;' as
for example 'Penelope, having (hudraino) moistened or washed her-
self, and having on clean apparel, prays.'—Odyss. iv. 759. Telema-
chus, having (nipto) washed his hands in the hoary sea, prayed to Mi-
nerva.—Odyss. xi. 261. This was the Jewish custom (hoos baptizes-
thai), to be baptized in this way, even often upon the bed or couch.”
Here Clement declares that the Jews often baptized themselves upon
their couches, by washing their hands!

Here it is demonstrable that baptizo is used in the sense of a slight
and partial wetting; and that the Jews baptized themselves before eat-
ing by simply washing their hands while reclining upon their couches.

The second passage which | shall notice is found in Mark vii. 4:
"And when they come from the market, except they wash (baptize
themselves) they eat not. And many other things there be which they
have received to hold as the washing (baptism) of cups, and pots, and
brazen vessels, and of tables." The word here translated "tables" is
klinoon which signifies not a table to eat from, but a couch upon which
individuals reclined while they were at their meals. Then Kklinoon
were frequently elevations of the floor around the sides of their rooms,
and were not such objects as admitted of immersion. The cups, and
pots, might have been immersed, that is, it was possible to immerse
them; but the tables, or klinoon could not have been; they could only
have been baptized by sprinkling, or at most by affusion.
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In Alford's Greek Testament, | find the following remarks upon
this passage: "These baptismoi as applied to clinon (meaning prob-
ably here couches (triclinia) used at meals) were certainly not im-
mersions, but sprinklings or affusions of water." Dr. Scott, in his com-
mentary on this passage, remarks: "If we suppose that they always
bathed the whole body, after they returned from the markets, which is
not very probable, we can not conceive that they plunged their couches
in the water also. The Pharisees blamed Christ's disciples for "eat-
ing with unwashen hands,” and not for not immersing their bodies in
water; so it seems undeniable that by the words baptize and baptisms,
a partial application of water was intended in this as well as in sev-
eral other places.

The third passage in the New Testament to which | shall refer is
found, Hebrews ix. 10: "Which stood only in meats and drinks and
divers washings (baptisms) and carnal ordinances imposed on them
until the time of reformation." Here all the various ablutions of the
law of Moses are called baptisms; and among them in the following
verses are specifically enumerated the various purifications by sprink-
ling enjoined by the law. This passage like the former is decisive, for
here all the purifications under the law of Moses are called baptisms,
and many of these baptisms it is affirmed were performed by simply
sprinkling. The whole law consisted of these "diverse baptisms,” but
where were the "diverse immersions?" You may search for them in
vain throughout the law of Moses. Not one single personal immer-
sion was ever enjoined in the law, and yet the law had "diverse bap-
tisms" among the things which it enjoined!

The fourth passage to which | shall call your attention is 1 Cor. x.
1, 2. "Moreover, brethren, | would not that you should be ignorant
how that all our fathers were under the cloud and all passed through
the sea; and were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the
sea."

The Israelites, in this instance, were not immersed, either "in fact
or in figure;" yet we are told by the apostle that "they were all bap-
tized." Our immersionist friends will have it, however, that they
were immersed figuratively! When | was a boy | saw a Baptist min-
ister once illustrate how this figurative immersion took place. He
took two books and set them up on edge, and laid another book on top
of these, and told us that the waters of the sea stood up as a wall
on either side, and the cloud rested on these walls above, and the Is-
raelites passed under the cloud and between these walls of water, and
were thus figuratively immersed. But, at best, this was only a half a
figure; for there was no water before, behind, and underneath them,
and such a half immersion will not answer nowadays with our immer-
sionist friends. But this figurative immersion is all imaginary; for
the cloud was not above the Israelites at all during their passage
through the Bed Sea. Before they entered the sea, the cloud went
from before them, and stood behind them, between them and the
Egyptians, and continued there until they passed over the sea. | will
read to you from Exod. xiv. 19-22, inclusive, the account of their pas-
sage through the Red Sea:

"And the angel of God, which went before the camp of Israel,
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removed and went behind them; and the pillar of the cloud went from
before their face, and stood behind them:

"And it came between the camp of the Egyptians and the camp of
Israel; and it was a cloud and darkness to them, but it gave light by
night to these: so that the one came not near the other all the night.

"And Moses stretched out his hand over the sea; and the Lord
caused the sea to go back by a strong east wind all that night, and
made the sea dry land, and the waters were divided.

"And the children of Israel went into the midst of the sea upon
the dry ground: and the waters were a wall unto them on their right
hand, and on their left."

The baptism which was performed by the cloud did not take place
while the Israelites were in the sea at all. They were baptized by
the cloud, while they were under the cloud, but they were not under
the cloud while they were passing through the sea. The preposition
"en" here translated in, is used in the instrumental sense, and should
have been translated "by," as the cloud was the instrument by means
of which the baptism was performed; this is the proper meaning of
the preposition "en" in this passage. The question then, is, When
and how was the baptism by the cloud performed? We have the an-
swer to this question in the fi8th Psalm, from the seventh to the tenth
verses inclusive, which | will read:

"O God, when thou wentest forth before thy people, when thou
didst march through the wilderness; Selah.

"The earth shook, the heavens also dropped at the presence of
God: even Sinai itself was moved at the presence of God, the God of
Israel.

"Thou, O God, didst send a plentiful rain, whereby thou didst
confirm thine inheritance, when it was weary.

"Thy congregation hath dwelt therein: thou, O God, hast prepared
of thy goodness for the poor."

Here we find the cloud "sent as plentiful rain,” whereby the chil-
dren of Israel were confirmed, in which state of confirmation they
continued to dwell. What, then, was that state of confirmation into
which they were brought by this "plentiful rain?" Paul says, “they
were all baptized unto Moses by the cloud,” and it was this baptism
unto Moses that confirmed Israel in the dispensation of Moses. What
the psalmist here calls a "confirmation by a plentiful rain," Paul
calls a "baptism unto Moses." This baptism of the Israelites was not
a baptism by dipping, but by pouring or sprinkling with the rain from
heaven. Where, | ask, did God ever send a shower of rain on the
Israelites during their journeys in the wilderness to supply their
natural wants? He "smote the rock and the waters gushed out" to
supply famishing Israel; he sweetened the bitter waters of Marah;
but where did he send the rain from heaven for this purpose? This
is the only instance of a rain shower coming on Israel in all their
journeyings, and it was to baptize or confirm them unto Moses.

In the 77th Psalm, verses 16-20, we have the same transaction
spoken of, and the same circumstances mentioned. The psalmist
says: "The waters saw thee, O God, the waters saw thee; they were
afraid: the depths also were troubled. The clouds poured out waters:
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the skies sent out a sound: thine arrows also went abroad. The voice
of thy thunder was in the heaven: the lightnings lighted the world :
the earth trembled and shook. Thy way is in the sea, and thy path
in the great waters, and thy footsteps are not known. Thou leddest
thy people like a flock by the hand of Moses and Aaron." In both
these passages the rain from the clouds is so connected with the
"thunder and earthquake" which took place at the giving of the law
at Mt. Sinai, as to clearly determine that it was at that time that Is-
rael was confirmed by the “plentiful rain," or, in other words, "bap-
tized unto Moses."

The usage of the New Testament scriptures agrees exactly with
the usage that is found in the Septuagint and in the Apocrypha. In
the Septuagint—the translation of the Old Testament which was made
into the Greek in the reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus, King of Egypt—
we have, in 2 Kings v. 14, the passage where Naaman is directed by
Elisha to go and wash himself seven times in Jordan. We have here
the words baptizo and louo used interchangeably. The command of
the prophet was, "Go and (lousai se) wash thyself (it was not, dip
thyself) seven times." The translators render the passage, "He went
and baptized himself." They plainly use the terms lousai, from the
verb louo, and baptizo interchangeably in this passage. The com-
mand was not dip, but wash. Naaman went, and, as the translators
say, "baptized himself," hence they used these terms, the one as ex-
pressing the meaning of the other, and all the world knows that louo
is not a specific word, and does not express mode at all. But there is
another fact I do not want you to forget. In cleansing the leper ac-
cording to the law of Moses, dipping was never used in the mode of
application—but sprinkling always. And do you suppose that a He-
brew prophet would direct a leper to go and dip himself seven times,
when the law required that the leper should be sprinkled seven times
in order to be cleansed? See Lev. xiv. 7. The case is not at all sup-
posable. Naaman was commanded to go lousai, wash himself, seven
times; the law required that the leper should be sprinkled seven
times. Naaman did as he was commanded, and this is called baptism.

A second passage occurs in lIsaiah where the evident meaning is to
terrify or affright: "My iniquity baptizes me,” or, "My iniquity af-
frights me." Here reference seems to be made to the effect produced,
while the idea of modality is dropped entirely out, showing conclu-
sively that the idea of mode is not in the term. The idea of dip, or
immerse, never entered the prophet's mind when he uttered this lan-
guage.

We have two examples of the use of baptizo in the Apocrypha,
and only two. The first is found in Judith xii. 7: "Then Holifernes
commanded his guard that they should not stay her; thus she abode
in the camp three days, and went out in the night into the valley of
Bethulia, and washed (ebaptizeto, baptized) herself in the camp, at the
fountain of water." She baptized herself at the fountain of water;
but she did not immerse herself in the fountain of water : nor, as some
of our immersionist friends would have us believe, did she plunge her-
self in a large stone trough that was perhaps at the fountain! She
baptized herself according to the Jewish custom by sprinkling, or by
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washing the hands, as they did in baptizing themselves upon their
couches.

I will give but one passage more as my time is nearly up. In
Sirach xxxi. 25, we read, "He that is baptized from a dead body and
toueheth it again, what is he profited by his washing." Here the word
baptizo is used with apo—"He that is baptized (apo) from a dead
body.” Now, you can immerse a thing into a liquid; but to immerse
a thing from a thing is impossible. If baptizo is a word of action, and
specifies action only, and that specific action is to dip, it is certainly
used in the wrong connection here. The cleaning from a dead body
is here called a "baptism,” and if you will turn to the 19th chapter of
Numbers, and 19th verse, you will see how this baptism was per-
formed. "And the clean person shall sprinkle upon the unclean on the
third day, and on the seventh day; and on the seventh day he shall pu-
rify himself, and wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and shall
be clean at even." Here then is a baptism that includes sprinkling as
the principal part. If the washing applies to the person cleansed, then
the baptism embraced both sprinkling and a general Washing; and,
if so, baptizo can not be a word of mode at all; for a word that includes
both these modes, can not specifically mean either. But, if the wash-
ing applies to the person who sprinkled the unclean person, which is,
I think, probable, if not certain, then the baptism was performed by
simple sprinkling.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S FIRST SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I esteem
myself happy in being permitted to appear before you, by the good
providence of God, in defense of what | conceive to be the truth—
the highest order of truth—scriptural truth. We are told in the
word of God that he made all things good; then, of course, all things
were in accordance with the truth. "But the heart of man sought out
many strange inventions." It has become liable to err, and liability
to err has given rise to differences of opinion; these have caused in-
vestigations and discussions, as was so beautifully and appropriately
said by my opponent.

I believe impartial investigation to be the duty of each and every
individual, for by it alone do we reach the truth, which should be the
great desire of every heart. "If the truth make you free, you are
free indeed." That discussion may be necessary, there must first be
a difference of opinion; and to render such discussion profitable, there
must be, not only a sincere desire to reach the truth, but there must
be a received standard of authority—a standard accepted by both par-
ties. There is, on the present occasion, an honest difference of opin-
ion between my brother and myself; and there is a common standard
of authority. We both accept the word of God as our only, perfect,
and all-sufficient rule of faith and practice. To it we appeal, and its
decisions must be accepted as conclusive of the whole matter.

It is the duty of each disputant to state his views fairly and clearly,
and show that they are in accordance with this standard; and to ex-
amine the views of his opponent, stating them fairly, giving them all
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the weight they deserve, and show that they are not in accordance with
this common standard. On the present occasion, | shall endeavor to
show that my opponent's views are not in accordance with a fair in-
terpretation of the scriptures; and that my own are in accordance with
them.

| appear before you then, on the negative of this proposition, and
my friend on the affirmative as he should be; as | shall show you be-
fore | close. | hope the discussion will be conducted in a gentlemanly
and Christian spirit, and that investigation and search for the truth—
an honest desire to reach the truth, may control us in all that we do.
We should remember that we meet here as Christians, and that our
reputation as Christians is at stake. My friend, from his reputation
and the position in which his brethren have placed him, stands before
the world as a recognized exponent of Christian courtesy and doctrine,
as well as the exponent of the views of his brethren. The same is
true to some extent of myself. It is then incumbent on us to conduct
this discussion in such a manner, that the cause of Christ may not be
wounded by our conduct; and, God helping me, | shall so conduct* it
on my part.

It should also be borne in mind that our words and actions are to
be fairly and fully reported and published, and probably read by
thousands all over this part of the State, and that they will affect our
reputation for years, and perhaps after we have passed off the stage of
action. Let us then bear in mind the importance and sacred character
of the themes we are discussing, the prominent position in which our
brethren have placed us, and conduct this discussion as such an inves-
tigation should be conducted by professed ministers of the Gospel. |
can cheerfully subscribe to all my brother has said on these points,
and am truly glad that the discussion has opened so pleasantly.

Some eighteen hundred and thirty-five years ago, a little band were
one calm Lord's Day morning standing on a mountain not far from
Jerusalem. In their midst stood one who said, "All authority in
heaven and in earth is given to me. Go ye therefore, and make dis-
ciples of all the nations, baptizing them into the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all
things whatsover | have commanded you, and | will be with you al-
way, even to the end." He, in these words, gave to these persons
around him the apostolic commission, a commission that was destined
to work the mightiest religious and social revolutions the world has
ever known. He gave them authority to do, and commanded them to
do three things, "disciple,” "baptize,” and “teach." In regard to
the first and last things commanded, there is no dispute. There is a
difference of opinion, however, in regard to the second. We see men
performing three entirely distinct and different acts, as acts of obedience
to the second command. | claim that but one of these acts is obey-
ing this command of Christ. My brother acknowledges that this is
obedience, but claims also that the other two are equally acts of obe-
dience to this great command. | deny that these acts are in any sense
obeying the command our Saviour gave, when he said, "Baptize all of
the nations who have believed.” That places him properly in the af-
firmative.
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In the correspondence that passed between my opponent and my-
self while arranging for this discussion, | proposed this proposi-
tion. My friend thought | should affirm, "Immersion of a proper
subject, in water, into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of
the Holy Spirit, is the only mode of Christian baptism." This | pos-
itively refused to do, because | neither believed nor taught it, nor did
my brethren. | do not teach that immersion is a mode of baptism,
but that it is baptism. | asked him would he negative such an af-
firmative. "Oh no," said he, "for | believe that too. But | believe
that pouring and sprinkling are also baptism." "Very well,” 1 re-
plied, "I deny it. Will you affirm it? | will affirm all my practice.
You will not negative it. 1 will negative your practice. Will you af-
firm it?"

Now, were | to affirm that immersion is the only action called
baptism in the scriptures, when | had proved that it was baptism, my
friend would say, "Well, | don't deny that; but you have not shown
that pouring and sprinkling are not baptism.” Or, in other words,
he insists on my proving a negative—a thing no rule of fairness or
logic requires me to do. As | wish to place this matter clearly before
you, | will use this illustration: My friend and | have a suit in court
concerning a lot of land; | claim that 1 am sole owner; he asserts
that there are two others, in whose behalf he enters a suit against me,
who are joint owners with me. We come into court; the judge says
to Mr. Hughey, "Do you admit Mr. Braden's right to the land?"
"Yes, sir; but | claim that my two clients have an equal right."
Turning to me he asks, "Do you admit his claim?" 1 reply, "No,
sir; | deny it in toto." "Well," says Mr. Hughey, "let him prove
that he is the sole owner!" Would the judge require this of me?
No; he would say to Mr. Hughey, "You assert your clients have a
right in the land; prove your allegation.” And further, unless he
established his claim, | would remain sole owner, as he had admitted
my ownership in the land.

Now, here we have this disputed piece of property—this ordi-
nance. My friend admits that immersion is baptism, or, as he says,
a mode of baptism. | have not to prove that—it is not in dispute.
He claims that pouring and sprinkling are also baptism. This | most
emphatically deny. Now, let him prove his affirmation—prove his
practice to be scriptural. 1 have not a single word of argument to
make on the affirmative of my practice, for my opponent admits that
to be right. | have merely to show that he fails to sustain his prac-
tice by the scriptures. If | do more, it will be really a work of su-
pererogation.

My opponent thinks he stands in an awkward position. | know
that; hence | drew these when arranging preliminaries. But it is
awkward, not because his position in the affirmative is not logically
his position, but because there is so little to make an affirmative out
of, on his side. Our brethren, I know, have always been ready to
affirm this negative my friend wanted me to affirm; too anxious to
show that pouring and sprinkling were not baptism. The result has
been, that our opponents have had only to stand back and bring up a
multitude of weak objections, and throw dust, and becloud by petti-
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fogging an argument that is absolutely impregnable. This course
may do very well where the design is to obscure the point at issue. It
is easy to say that an argument is flimsy and far-fetched,and all that;
but such arguments or evasions would make a very poor basis for an
affirmative argument. Hence the reluctance of my opponent to take
the affirmative. It is awkward to attempt to build up an argument out
of cavils and flimsy negations.

Let me illustrate this further; for | want to have this matter
fairly understood. | will suppose my opponent and myself stand be-
fore a pile of building material. A dispute arises as to what kind of
house can be built of the material. | say a stone house, and that
alone. He admits that a stone house can be built, but claims that a
brick or wooden one can as readily be built. To settle the dispute,
we agree to take the material and build a house of the kind we con-
tend for. | build a large stone edifice of splendid proportions and
perfect symmetry. My opponent comes forward and admits that it is
chiefly stone, or may be, perhaps, all stone; but then there are two or
three pieces that are of the same color as brick, and he calls attention
to these, and claims them as belonging to him, to be used in his brick
house—at least they are not stone, and he attempts to take them out.
He hammers and defaces them until, though they are but a very in-
significant part of the great structure, he calls all attention to them.
People no longer look at the magnificent building, but gaze at the
few little spots he has defaced, so that they are blemishes in the beau-
tiful edifice.

Now, since he admitted that a stone house could be reared, it seems
to me, that it would be best to set him to work to build up a brick one.
I would have only to examine these few little pieces he claimed in my
building, and show that they were not brick, and even were | to give
them to him, a dozen little pieces would make a poor show toward
erecting a temple. In like manner our brethren have taken all the
material, and have built a magnificent argument for immersion. Our
opponents have fastened on two or three passages, and attempted to
show, not that they prove sprinkling or pouring, but that they do not
mean immersion. In this way what is an almost farcical basis for an
argument for pouring or sprinkling, is made to make an important fig-
ure in beclouding and disfiguring an universal affirmative argument
for immersion. It is time immersionists ceased to give such unfair
advantages to their opponents. | know well that my opponent feels
how few and weak are his arguments for his practice. By constant
and vociferous reiteration, he could make them make some show in a
negative, but he feels that they will cut a poor figure in an affirma-
tive.

He has not this morning presented a single argument, a single af-
firmative argument. If what he says has any point, it is all merely a
negative of what he anticipates | will say. He has not yet brought a
single argument to prove that sprinkling and pouring are baptism, that
has any bearing on the question. He has not brought forward a sin-
gle passage of scripture, or a single classic quotation, or a single illus-
tration that bears on the point at issue. He is already affirming, not
that pouring or sprinkling is baptism, but that there are places where
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baptism is mentioned or referred to, in which we can not see how it
can mean immersion, or it may mean something else. Should | grant
all he has said, it would not give him a syllable of proof for his prac-
tice of pouring or sprinkling.

He has said something about liberality of opinion. This is a very
fine sounding phrase, and one that is quite popular now. But there is
a false and true liberality. We believe in being as liberal as the truth,
and no more so. Truth has but one form. Error has as many as Pro-
teus. The action of baptism is not a mere expediency left to human
choice or taste. When Christ laid down the organic law of his king-
dom, he regarded these things as of sufficient importance to be incor-
porated into it. This is one of the three. It is then of paramount
importance, not only in intention, but also in action, or our great law-
giver would not have incorporated it into the organic law of his king-
dom, and placed it at the threshold of his church, and enjoined it on
all his followers. We desire to be as liberal as Christ, and the word
of God, and no more so. Baptism is not to be placed on a level with
the petty disputes of modern ritualism, without direct insult to him
who placed it in the constitution of his church.

Another thought: This action called baptism is performed but
once—once for all time and eternity—at the entrance into the most
important relation we ever assume—that of a child of God; and it
does seem to me that a sincerely converted person would be anxious to
perform the very act Christ commanded. He will inquire what did
Christ command, and will do that; and not begin his life as a Chris-
tian, by assuming that something else than what God commanded will
do just as well.

A few words of explanation in reference to the nature and impor-
tance of positive commands and ordinances, may not be amiss, at this
point. We term baptism a positive ordinance, or command. Positive
commands require the performance, in a certain way, of gome specific
act, not before meritorious, and for some definite end. This makes
of the act, when performed in this way, an ordinance. The merit is
not in the act itself, but in the obedience to proper authority. As they
enjoin a specific act, that act is essential to obedience of the command.
The act performed in a certain way is the ordinance; hence there can
be no obedience without that act. No other act will do just as well,
for this act is the thing commanded—the command.

Let me here call the attention of my opponent and the audience to
this fact, which overturns his entire position. No instance can be
given where a positive ordinance could be obeyed by three entirely
different specific acts. Will he name one? Then, if this be true, his
position, that the three entirely different specific acts of immersion,
pouring, or sprinkling, are equally acts of obedience to God's positive
ordinance of baptism, is utterly untenable. Such a position is untrue
from the very nature of positive ordinances. The scriptures enjoin a
specific action, and when performed in a certain manner, it is an ordi-
nance. The specific action is essential to an ordinance, for the act thus
performed is the ordinance.

Positive ordinances are for the purpose of securing a proper spirit
of obedience to the government, and respect for its authority. They
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exhibit the obedience, submission, and loyalty of the subject. Hence
governments are always tenacious in exacting strict obedience to the
very things enjoined in their positive commands; for they are tests of
obedience, and there can be no obedience without the very act com-
manded. God has also ever been tenacious about exact obedience to
the very thing required by his positive commands. The Bible is full
of lessons on this point. Cain was rejected because he thought that
the fruits of the earth alone, a mere thank-offering, were sufficient.
Abel was accepted because he brought what God demanded, a sin-of-
fering, a lamb typical of his need of a Redeemer. Lot's wife and
family went forth out of the doomed city of Sodom into the plain.
The command was, "Thou shalt not look back or tarry." Lot's wife
probably reasoned, "Now, if we go to Zoar, that is all that is needed.
It makes no difference how we go, whether we look behind us or not."
She violated this positive command, and stands a monument on the
pages of God's word, of his regard for his positive commands.

Moses was commanded to smite the rock in the wilderness. He did
not do it as God commanded, and never entered the promised land,
because of not doing just what God commanded. Korah, Dathan,
and Abiram caviled concerning the positive command of God, and the
earth swallowed them up. Nadab and Abihu offered a strange fire
unto the Lord—did "something else just as good,” as no doubt they
reasoned, but God destroyed them for tampering with his positive
command.

Saul was sent forth to execute a positive command of God. His
"heart was all right” and when he changed God's commands he did
it for the good of religion. God told him "obedience was better than
burnt-offering,” and rejected him from being king of Israel. The men
of Beth-shemesh no doubt thought that after they had offered sacri-
fices, it would make no difference about looking into the ark of God.
That was a positive ordinance and a "non-essential." They violated
God's positive law, and were slain, eighteen thousand of them. Uz-
ziah stretched forth his hand, disobeyed a positive command of God,
and was stricken dead for touching the rocking ark. We see from all
this that God is tenacious in exacting exact obedience to what he has
commanded in his positive ordinances. He says, "That which | have
commanded you, is the only thing I will accept.”

Let no one say that we make God unreasonably jealous in regard
to his law. Our government has its positive requirements, which it
exacts of the alien, and they must all be done, and the very
things commanded must be done, or he is never accepted as a Cciti-
zen by the government. Will not the God of heaven be equally
exact in requiring the alien sinner to do the thing he requires as the
initiatory rite to an entrance into his kingdom? Yes, we must
do just what he requires or we never will be accepted. "Well," says
one. "a drop is just as good as an ocean, if the heart be right." Yes,
if God commanded the drop as well as the ocean. If he commanded
the ocean, nothing but the ocean will be obeying him, and that alone
will be accepted. "If the heart is right, it makes no matter about the
mode.” But if the heart be right, it will make matter about the mode,
and not rest satisfied till it is right in mode as in everything else; es-
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specially since the act is the ordinance, and there can be no obedience
without that very act. The heart that is right will ask, "What does
God command me to do? What is the act enjoined in this ordinance
of baptism?" and it will do that and nothing else—be satisfied with
this and nothing else. Then we are tenacious because God's word is
tenacious. We are liberal as his word—we dare to be no more so.

In giving revelation, God used human language as the medium to
convey his ideas to men. He used words in their usual and accepted
meaning. This is especially the case in his positive commands. They
have to be very plain and explicit. He does not in them enjoin a new
act, but he takes a well-known action and requires it to be done in a
certain way, and makes this act, when so performed, an ordinance. He
gives no new meaning or action to the word. The action thus per-
formed is an ordinance, "but the act is the same, not a new act.

In recording the three acts commanded by our Saviour, the Holy
Spirit uses three well-known Greek verbs; each of these had a clearly-
established meaning, and the Holy Spirit used them in that meaning.
About the first and last there is no dispute.

Let me here, before entering into the direct examination of. how we
should determine what was the specific act commanded by the Holy
Spirit in using baptizo to express the second act enjoined, dis-
pose of two or three subterfuges, often resorted to by our oppo-
nents to becloud the question, and to raise doubt in the mind of those
who listen to them. The first is confounding bapto, the primitive
word, with baptizo, the derivative, and attempting to make the latter
as extensive in meaning as the former. Campbell, in his debate with
Rice, made a great mistake here. He introduced this source of cavil-
ing and error by his argument on the root bap, virtually admitting
these words to be synonymous. Now, Carson, Moses Stuart, and all -
late eminent lexicographers, take this position: The original meaning
of bapto is, to dip: its principal secondary meaning is to dye, because
we dip things to color them. Under this secondary meaning, dye,
bapto takes such meanings as stain, color, tinge, etc.; but baptizo, its
derivative, always follows the primary meaning, dip, and never takes
any of the secondary meanings which come in under dye. Hence we
shall accept and notice no argument that is not based on baptizo
alone; for that is the only word used to express the act which Christ
made an ordinance in his church. We shall not notice far-fetched
figurative renderings of bapto.

Secondly. We shall not enter into an argument as to whether words
in the New Testament have a classical and sacred meaning. We will
admit that some words have a sacred and a classical use. But they
are words of a moral and spiritual meaning, and classical heathen
usage did not reach the spiritual sense. Words expressing physical
action did not, however, have any such double meaning. Baptizo ex-
pressed a physical act, and never needed or had a sacred sense differ-
ent from its ordinary meaning. The manner and the object of per-
forming the act gives it its moral sense. The act is the same. But
before this argument, or cavil rather, can have any weight it must be
shown, 1. That baptizo has a classical and a sacred sense. 2. That
these differ. 3. That sprinkle or pour is the sacred meaning. Until
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this is done, or attempted, we shall pay no attention to sacred and
classical usages of baptizo or any other word.

Thirdly. We are told that words often change their meaning, and
take secondary meanings. Here Campbell allowed Rice to lead him
away to the discussion of entirely irrelevant matter. We will admit
this; but before it can make any figure in the question we are now
discussing, it must be shown, 1. That baptizo has ever lost its pri-
mary meaning. 2. That immersion was its primary meaning thus
lost. 3. That pouring and sprinkling were secondary meanings then
taken up.

Matthew, in recording the commission, uses for the second act a
well-known Greek verb, one that had a clearly-established and well-
defined meaning; and used it with just that meaning. This verb
was used to express one clearly-defined physical act, and hence it was
a specific word and expressed a specific act. Christ made this act,
performed in a certain way, an ordinance in his church; but he did
not change the meaning of the word or the action expressed by it.
The inquiry then resolves itself into this, "How did the Greeks use
baptizo?"

As the language is no longer spoken, we appeal to the lexicons of
the language. These are compiled by men who have made the lan-
guage a study—who collate all the passages where the word occurs—
who examine Greek authors and writers as to the use of the word,
when they testify on the point—who examine languages into which the
word was translated—and who also examine the context; and by these
make out the meanings of the word, and arrange the results of their
labors in lexicons. We use lexicons as standards, and reject all theo-
logical books written in the interest of either side, just as we would
reject the arguments and assertions of lawyers, and accept only the
witnesses and the law, as recorded by the statute and impartial jurists.

Then, we appeal to determine the meaning of baptizo, to, 1. Lexi-
cons of the Greek language. | learn my opponent often affects great
contempt for lexicons, and assures his hearers that he goes to the
fountain-head—the sources from whence they were taken. No doubt
he will reject the lexicons, for they are all against him. But how does
he go to the sources from whence the lexicons were taken? By means
of the lexicons he affects to despise. | have heard of a man who set
up a ladder in an open field, and climbed to the top of it, and then
took up the ladder with him; but the gentleman is the first illustration
| ever saw of that feat. He can not to-day construe a sentence, with-
out relying on the authority of the lexicons. We will hardly believe
that he can climb to the top of the ladder of lexicons, and then kick
the ladder over without the fall that always overtakes pride. Men that
have spent a lifetime in studying the Greek, know more about it than
my young friend.

We appeal, 2. To men learned in the Greek language, as, First—

Authors of lexicons of other languages, who have borne testimony in
reference to the meaning of this word; Second—Historians; Third—
Theologians; Fourth—Commentators; Fifth—Encyclopedists; Sixth
—Writers on classical subjects; Seventh—Translators of the scriptures
into other languages. We take the testimony of these on the use and
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meaning of baptizo, as their study of the language and the history of
the ordinance has prepared them to speak of it understandingly, and
we accept their incidental testimony, because it is impartial.

3. We then confirm their decision by an examination of the use of
the word in all passages where it occurs. From these we learn whether
the renderings given to baptizo make sense, and agree with the con-
text in every case.

4. We next appeal to the early fathers of the church, who were
nearly cotemporary with the institution of the ordinance. They will
certainly be able to tell us how it was handed down to them.

5. We appeal to the history and description of the ordinance, as
given by learned men and historians.

6. To the places where the rite was performed. If these were
always such as were necessary to immersion, we have a strong collat-
eral proof of immersion.

7. To the prepositions always used with the word. If these are
invariably such as require immersion, we have another strong collate-
ral proof.

8. To the figurative use of the word. If the figures are like an
immersion, and never like a pouring or sprinkling, we have another
strong collateral proof.

9. We appeal to the law of substitution or convertibility. If pour-
ing and sprinkling are baptism, we can substitute them for it, and make
sense. If we can not, they are not baptism. If we can substitute im-
mersion and make sense, it is baptism. Such is the course we would
pursue were we on the affirmative, to prove that immersion is baptism.
Is it not the only fair and legitimate way? Will it not apply as well to
our attempt to prove that pouring and sprinkling are baptisms? In
our own language, when we wish to learn the meaning of a word, we
appeal to the lexicons and learned men, and to its use. Should not we
do so in Greek? The meaning of baptizo settles the question, for that
is the word used to express the ordinance called baptism, and no other.
Let us then have a clear and fair exposition of what baptizo means. |
will allow no other word to be lugged into the discussion, not even
bapto its parent word. Dr. Moses Stuart says, on pp. 59, 60, of the
work | quote:

" The reader is desired to notice what has been stated, viz: that
while most of the words derived from bapto have a twofold sense, that
of immersion and of dyeing, yet some of them are employed in one
sense exclusively, either that of immersion or dyeing. We shall see
in the sequel that bapto and baptizo have distinctions of meaning pre-
cisely analogous to these distinctions, which are never confounded by
usage; while they both agree in one common and original meaning, that
of dipping, or plunging, or immersion."

He then proceeds to give long and numerous quotations to prove
that baptizo always takes meanings derived from dipping and never
from dyeing—are the secondary meanings of bapto.

My friend quotes Dr. Carson, and represents him as saying that the
lexicons and authorities are all against him saying that baptizo means
to dip. Carson has been misrepresented so for years, by hundreds of
pedobaptists. His language is, "I claim that baptizo is a verb of mode.
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I know that the lexicons are all against me in this"—that is, in mak-
ing it a verb of mode, not in saying it means dip, as my friend mis-
represents him as saying. Dr. Carson uses nearly the same language
as Stuart, affirming that baptizo always means dip, and never dye.

My friend would have dye as its primitive meaning. What an ar-
gument to prove that it means pouring or sprinkling! But he violates
a plain rule of common sense in so doing. Did you ever know an ef-
fect placed before its cause? What is the effect? Dyeing or coloring.
What caused the coloring? Dipping, of course. Then dipping is the
original meaning, and dyeing the effect, the secondary meaning of bap-
tizo. But, as we have proved from Stuart, Carson, and might quote
others, baptizo, the word used for the ordinance, never takes the mean-
ings which come in under dye, or even dye itself as a meaning.

Has my opponent brought up a single passage or authority to prove
that pouring or sprinkling is baptism? Not one. He has brought for-
ward some passages to show that some Jewish purifications were per-
formed by sprinkling; but is sprinkling therefore baptism? | can not
see the connection between the passages and the point at issue. Let
me here remind him that these purifications never sprinkled water.
Where water was used in them it was in a bathing or immersion of the
entire person. God never commanded water to be poured or sprinkled
on any one, for any purpose, ceremonial or religious.

He has not brought forward a single author who has ever dared
to give pour or sprinkle as even secondary meanings of baptizo. We
appeal to pedobaptist authorities, those who practiced pouring and
sprinkling, and we find they never render baptizo by pour or sprinkle.
They invariably give dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, as
words which require this action. The question may arise, Where then
do they get their authority for pouring or sprinkling? Either by
claiming, with the Catholic Church, that they can change the ordi-
nances, or by saying, with my friend, that if the heart be right, it
makes no matter as to mode. As scholars, they all testify that bap-
tizo means immerse, and that ancient baptism was invariably immer-
sion. There is not a single passage which my friend or any one else
dare translate, rendering baptizo, pour or sprinkle. He can not find a
case of pouring or sprinkling for two hundred years after the time
of Christ.

We appeal to lexicons, and we find that baptizo is a word express-
ing, as all positive commands must, one specific act. It expresses an
act, not a result reached by several different acts. Let us explain
what we mean. Travel is a verb of result; it can be accomplished by
the specific acts of walking, riding, etc. Kill is a verb of result, and
cut, stab, shoot, choke, are the specific acts by which this result is
reached. We may, by a metonymy of the result for the cause, use
stab and kill for each other, but we can never use choke and stab in-
terchangeably. Inaugurate is another illustration, and one often re-
ferred to by our opponents who claim that baptizo is a verb of result.
It (inaugurate) means to induct into office. This result may be ac-
complished by the specific acts of taking the oath, as in the case of
our President; by crowning, as in case of kings of Europe; or by
anointing, as in case of ancient Asiatic kings. Now, by metonymy,
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swear may be taken instead of inaugurate, and inaugurate instead of
swear, crown, or anoint; but they (crown, swear, and anoint) can not
be used interchangeably, and when a man takes an oath he is not
crowned or anointed.

Now, we take the position that baptizo is a verb which, in
Greek, expresses the same specific act that is expressed, in English,
by the words dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm. These
are invariably its primary meanings, and it takes the secondary
meanings, cleanse, wash, purify, because these effects are accomplished
by this specific action, immersion. It takes these meanings by a me-
tonymy of the effect for the cause; but it never loses the primitive
action, dip; and in all cases dip, or a kindred word, can be substi-
tuted for such secondary meanings. If it means dip, it can not mean
pour or sprinkle, any more than stab can also mean choke, or ride
can mean walk. It may be asked, "How do you prove your posi-
tion?" | have already told you how—by an appeal to lexicons,
learned men, and classical usage. | here ask my friend, or any one,
to show us a single word, in any language, which expresses three so en-
tirely different and contrary physical acts, as immerse, pour or sprin-
kle. The very thought is absurd. My opponent is very chary of the
primitive renderings of baptizo. We shall bring them in proper time,
and settle the question.

Instead of appealing to the lexicons and showing that pouring and
sprinkling are meanings of baptizo, he takes up a few passages, and
shows that purifying or cleansing are the results of baptizo; and then,
because persons are sometimes cleansed by pouring or sprinkling, he
assumes that pouring and sprinkling are baptism. | can prove any-
thing by such reasoning as that. He argues thus: Baptism wets or
moistens; so does pour or sprinkle; therefore, pouring and sprinkling
are baptism. Let me reason: Baptism washes; a gargle in the mouth
is a wash; therefore, gargling is baptism! Baptism cleanses; we
fumigate a room to cleanse it; therefore, fumigating is baptism!
Baptism cleanses or purifies; sometimes they are the results of bap-
tism; washing, scouring, scrubbing, rubbing, sweeping, and fumigating
all are modes of cleansing, as my friend speaks of modes of baptism;
therefore, they are all baptism.

My friend dare not appeal to primary meanings, for there he finds
immerse alone. He skips these and takes secondary meanings. Even then
he has not pour or sprinkle. He appeals to other methods by which
these secondary meanings or results can be accomplished. Still he
does not have pour or sprinkle. He only attempts to show that they
may be accomplished by pouring and sprinkling. Let us take the
well-known verb, to eat, to consume food. Now we are said to consume
things when we burn them; rust is said to consume, so is canker;
therefore, rusting, burning, and cankering are the same as eating—are
modes of taking food! It is a well-known rule of interpretation, that
words must be taken in their primary and commonly-accepted mean-
ing, unless we are compelled, by the context, to give other meanings.
So says Blackstone, Hedge, Whately, and all writers on such matters.
God, in his commands, always so uses them. The gentleman will al-
ways so claim, except in the discussion of this question.



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 31

We object to the gentleman's position, 1. That it virtually asserts
that a positive command can be obeyed by three entirely different and
even contrary actions, which, as we have shown, is contrary to the very
nature of positive commands. Will the gentleman notice this?

2. It virtually asserts that a word which expresses only physical
action, can represent three entirely different physical actions.

3. That he virtually charges God with giving a most important
command in ambiguous language.

4. He most carefully avoids the primary and real meaning of bap-
tizo, and appeals to secondary meanings; or, rather, to other ways by
which the results expressed by these secondary meanings or results can
be accomplished. This is in direct violation of a well-known law of
interpretation already quoted.

5. He confounds bapto and baptizo; and attempts to lug in far-
fetched meanings of bapto.

We will also call our opponent's attention to our position, 1. Bap-
tism is a positive command. Positive commands require one specific
act, and the command is not obeyed unless that act is performed, for
that action is the thing commanded. Can he name a single positive
command of God that could be obeyed by more than one specific act?
2. That lexicons, learned men, such as lexicographers of other lan-
guages, theologians, commentators, encyclopedists, writers on clas-
sical subjects, translators of the scriptures into other languages, do,
all of them, where they give a rendering or translation of baptizo, in-
variably give it as a word expressing but one specific physical act—that
expressed by the words, dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm.

3. That no one, no matter how strongly in favor of pouring or
sprinkling, has ever dared to give pour or sprinkle as a meaning, pri-
mary or secondary.

4. That when Christ used the word, he used it in its ordinary and
well-accepted meaning.

5. That he made the act expressed by the word an ordinance, but
did not change the act or meaning of the word expressing it.

6. That baptizo is a verb expressing an action, and not a result that
may be reached by three entirely different acts. Baptism is an act,
not a result. Hence, if baptism is pouring or sprinkling, it can not be
immersion. If it is one of these, it can not be either of the other
two.

7. That he can not name a verb which expresses three different
physical acts. We repeat these thoughts to call his attention to them,
and to impress them on your minds.

I know that my opponent is in the affirmative, and has a right to
lead as he pleases; still I can show you what would be a proper and
logical course of argument on the affirmative, and show how much he
falls short of such an argument. | wish to criticise his argument, and
show its defects, and not to dictate what he shall do. Will my oppo-
nent now fairly and squarely meet the issue, and show that pour and
sprinkle are meanings of baptizo? We want lexicons and standards,
impartial standards, and not theological disputants, or pettifoggers.
We want definitions, primary and ordinary meanings, not possible
meanings of secondary meanings of secondary meanings. We want
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square work and not pettifogging. We ask, can it be possible that so
important a command was expressed by God in language so ambiguous,
that so able a man as my opponent has to hunt its meanings by routes
so dark, devious, and tedious as he has indicated this morning?

We will now call the attention of our opponent to the following
position: Just as we have in English certain verbs to express the ac-
tion represented by dip, plunge, submerge, immerse, overwhelm, so the
Greek has verbs to represent the same specific act. Will Mr. Hughey
tell us what the Greek verbs are that represent this act? Are they
not bapto, baptizo, duoo, and duno, and their compounds? Are not
bapto and baptizo pre-eminently the words which, in Greek, represent
this act? Has not the Greek words to represent pour and sprinkle?
Is baptizo ever one of them?

If the entire Greek literature, now extant, were to be translated
into English, the words dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm,
would occur several hundred times in such translation. In nine cases
out of ten, the words in the original, thus rendered, would be bapto
and baptizo. Pour and sprinkle would also occur several hundred
times; but never once as a rendering of bapto or baptizo. Hence
bapto and baptizo are pre-eminently the words which, in Greek, repre-
sent the specific action expressed in English, by the words dip,
plunge, immerse, overwhelm, submerge; and they never, in Greek,
represent the actions, pour or sprinkle. It does seem to me that this
fact, which my friend dare not deny, settles the whole question.

Another great fact: The word baptizo occurs in the Greek that
has been examined so far with reference to this question, three hun-
dred and sixty-three times; in eighty of these instances it is in the
New Testament applied to the ordinance, and is not translated but
transferred. In the remaining two hundred and eighty-three times, it
is translated by dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, two hun-
dred and eighty times; by wash, cleanse, and purify, three times; be-
cause these are effects of the immersion which it always represents;
and never once is it rendered by pour or sprinkle. Can it then mean
pour or sprinkle in the ordinance?

Will Mr. Hughey translate pour and sprinkle into Greek? Dare
he ever use baptizo to do it? He knows he dare not. He can and
must translate immerse by baptizo, or bapto, or duno, or duco. Let us
take the three sentences, "I sprinkle thee into the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit;" "I pour thee into the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit;" "I immerse
thee into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit." How will Mr. Hughey translate each into Greek? Dare he
translate "l pour thee,"” by "Baptizo se?" No: he would say, "Chuoo

se.” Would he dare translate "I sprinkle thee,” by "Baptizo se?"!
No; he would say "Rainoo se," or "Rantizo se." But when he comes
to translate "I immerse thee,” he could and would say, "Baptizo se."
Then, if neither "I pour thee,” nor "I sprinkle thee," mean, in
Greek, "Baptizo se,"” "Baptizo se" can not mean either "I pour thee,"
or “sprinkle thee,” in English. If "I immerse thee,” in English,

means "Baptizo se,” in Greek, then "Baptizo se,” in Greek, means "I
immerse thee,"” in English. This is an argument you can all grasp
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and understand. It settles the question, and forever. Will the gen-
tleman meet the square issue we make with him here? He claims
that pouring and sprinkling are baptism. | ask him to translate pour
or sprinkle into Greek by baptizo. He dare not do it. | affirm, bap-
tism is immersion, in all cases, and | can and will translate baptism
and baptize, in every case, into English, by immersion. | can trans-
late baptizo, and all its various forms and derivatives, by immerse and
its forms, in every case where it occurs in the Greek language; and it
can be translated in no other way in nearly every instance. Does not
this settle the question?

We can dispose of the gentleman's arguments in a few words. He
quotes Gale, Dr. Carson, Alexander Campbell, Dr. Cox, Dr. Fuller,
and Prof. Morrell, to show—what? that pouring and sprinkling are
baptism? No; but that they differ as to the meaning of baptizo.
Suppose they do differ; does it follow that pouring and sprinkling are
baptism? By no means. Do they say pouring and sprinkling are
ever meanings of baptizo? Never. What has he accomplished, then?
Why, they differ as to unessential matters of criticism. They are a
unit as to the only question in dispute here—a unit with all pedobap-
tist authorities—that it expresses one specific act, to immerse.

He next quotes Dr. Dwight, a theological disputant, not speaking
as a scholar, to show that tinge, the effect, is the original meaning,
and dip, the cause, a secondary meaning; thus violating every prin-
ciple of common-sense—for we do not tinge things to dip them, but
we dip them to tinge them. He quotes Dr. Parson, who says, "The
Baptists have the advantage of us (pedobaptists) on this question"—
the action of baptism—and that is all of his testimony that is rele-
vant. He then goes to lexicons, not to show that pour and sprinkle
are its meanings, or even that immersion is not its meaning, but to
show in a roundabout way that perhaps it may mean something else,
and that something else is not pouring or sprinkling. If pour and
sprinkle were there, could he not have found them? Would he not
have triumphantly quoted them?

He then quotes Dr. Robinson, to show that it sometimes meant to draw
water, which we deny most positively. He quotes Liddell and Scott to
prove the same thing; but they have thrown out these renderings in
their later editions, as untenable. So have all scholars. Dr. Robinson
is a Congregationalist, or Preshyterian, a professor in Andover Semi-
nary, and not impartial authority. We sometimes speak of dipping
water, when we really dip the vessel into the water. Does that prove
that the moaning of dip is not to put under a fluid or substance! We
all know such is not the case.

Then, with reference to dupto, duno, and duoo. They mean to sink
and to dip, but that does not prove that they are the words which, in
Greek, mean specially to dip or immerse, any more than because over-
whelm and immerse have occasionally the same meaning, proves that
overwhelm is specially the word which specially expresses the specific
dip, and immerse is not.

Let me say in conclusion that we have not attempted a labored ar-
gument in favor of immersion, because our opponent admits that to be
right. If he fails to prove pouring and sprinkling, then immersion re-
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mains as the only apostolic baptism. We intend to hold him to an af-
firmative during the entire day, that his argument may stand out in all
its flimsy meagerness. To-morrow we will give you a different affirma-
tive from what you have listened to to-day.—[Time expired.

MR. HUGHEY'S SECOND SPEECH.
TUESDAY AFTERNOON, August 18, 1868.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I find it
will be most difficult for me to follow my opponent in his reply to my
opening speech, especially to make anything like a formal reply in my
half hour. He told you that my speech was a "kind of going round
Robin Hood's barn." Well, if my speech was a going round Robin
Hood's barn once, | think that his reply traveled round that historical
institution about one dozen times at least. | was satisfied with travel-
ing round it once, but he wished to continue the operation, for his
speech was but a continual repetition. His speech showed you clearly,
as | told you in my opening speech, that he is properly in the affirma-
tive, and | am properly in the negative. You saw the impossibility of
my proceeding with my affirmative argument without first clearing away
the rubbish which immersionists have heaped in the way. And then
my friend condescended to inform you how | should have opened this
discussion! This proves again that he is properly in the affirmative.
I will however suggest, in reply to his lecture on the method | should
have pursued, that | am the leader on this proposition, and that | have
the right to select my own course of argument, and he has the right to
reply to me or not, as he may see fit. | am not very particular whether
he attempts to do what he told you he would do, that is, show that I
had not proved my affirmative, or whether he spends his time in trav-
eling around "Robin Hood's barn." He can make his own election,
and | shall proceed with my argument.

You see that the difference between us is simply this—or rather,
that the proposition before us is simply this: He affirms that in bap-
tism there is specific action, and without that specific action there is no
baptism. This | deny; and this puts him really in the affirmative and
me in the negative. He tells us that we do not like to take the affirm-
ative in this proposition. This is simply a very great mistake. This
is the sixth time that | have discussed the mode of baptism. In three
of those discussions | have affirmed the very proposition | affirm now;
and the other three my opponents have affirmed that “immersion is
essential to Christian baptism.” In the celebrated debate between
Alexander Campbell and Dr. Rice, Mr. Rice offered to affirm that
sprinkling or pouring is scriptural baptism, and Mr. Campbell would
not allow him this affirmative, but would himself affirm that 'immer-
sion is the only apostolic or Christian baptism." In reply to the gen-
tleman's argument, | would remark that the only point that | discov-
ered about a great portion of his speech, was an assumption of the
question in debate. Now you will remember that my whole speech
was taken up in ascertaining the meaning of the word baptizo. | did
not say anything about bapto. | said nothing about figurative or sa-
cred meanings of the word baptizo; but | was endeavoring to ascertain
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the literal moaning of that word, as used in the New Testament. |
said that our position is, that it is a word of denomination, not a word
of mode; it expresses a thing done without the manner of doing it
He assumes that it signifies a specific action, and then asks me how can
| translate the term baptizo to sprinkle or to pour! Now, | think my
friend is not so dull that he can not see the difference between a word
of mode and a word of denomination. Did he ever hear me affirm that
baptizo and sprinkle are synonymous? Did he ever hear me claim that
baptizo and pour are synonymous? Did he ever hear an advocate of
sprinkling make such an affirmation? Why ask me then to translate
baptizo pour or sprinkle? Simply because it affords him room to talk
without meeting the question in debate, and to make the impression
that he has answered my argument, when he never dared to touch it
during his entire speech.

We affirm that in baptizo there is no specific action, and that it is
not a word of specific action at all. You will remember that every ex-
ample of the use of the word | brought forward, was brought directly
to prove this one simple point. Did my friend reply to this? Not at
all. He assumed that in baptizo there is specific action, and that spe-
cific action is immerse; and then turned round and asked me how |
could translate baptizo, to sprinkle! Now, | want him to answer my ar-
gument, and show that it is a word of specific action, the very thing
which 1 deny. He tells us that baptism is a positive institution, and
that it therefore requires a specific action. Is not the Lord's Supper a
positive institution? But does the word deipnon, which is used to give
name to that positive institution, express specific action? He tells us
words must be taken in their ordinary signification. Well, diploic
means the principal meal of the day; does eating the Lord's Supper
mean eating the principal meal of the day? There is a great deal of
talk about positive institutions requiring specific action, that amounts
to very little when you come to examine into the meaning of words.
None will contend that in the Lord's Supper any specific action is re-
quired; whether it should be taken standing, kneeling, or reclining, is
a matter of perfect indifference; and yet it is a positive institution, and
depends for its authority uponxthe positive injunction of our Lord Jesus
Christ. So his remarks about positive institutions requiring specific
action, amount to nothing in the end.

But you will remember that | predicate my argument, not upon figu-
rative or sacred meanings of the word baptizo. Now, | want you to
understand that 1 am not here to prove that pouring or sprinkling is
baptism, because baptizo has the figurative or sacred meaning of to
sprinkle or to pour. | never thought of such a thing, much less in-
timated it. What did | say? | said that "use is the sole arbiter of
language,” and | brought up Dr. George Campbell and A. Carson, two
witnesses that the gentleman will not call in question, to prove that
this is true. Every man who has studied the rules of language knows
that this is true. | then showed that present and national use must
fix the present meaning of words. | then showed that the usage of
the Septuagint, and the Apocrypha, and the early Christian fathers,
agreed with the New Testament usage of the word baptizo. Then |
established my position by the highest authority. You all remember
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this. Did you hear me say anything about figurative meanings, or
did you hear me say anything about sacred meanings of the word? |
proved also by Dr. Hinton, a learned Baptist, that New Testament
usage must determine the New Testament meaning of words; and |
also showed that this New Testament usage was the common Jewish
usage of baptizo.

Now, then, does baptizo express the specific action of dip? | say,
it does not. It does not in classic usage; it does not in scripture nor
in patristic usage. It does not, in any usage, have this specific mean-
ing. Right here is the issue between me and my opponent. Let him
meet this issue. But he does not like the way | discuss my proposi-
tion! | do not wonder at that. He will like it still less as we proceed,
doubtless. He said that | should have gone first to the lexicons and
encyclopedias. What is the use of this, when the final appeal is to
use the supreme authority in fixing the meaning of words? | will
give you an illustration. We have various kinds of courts—county
courts, circuit courts, and supreme courts. Now, if | have a case that
I can get into the supreme court in the beginning, there is no neces-
sity for me to begin with the county or circuit court; for their de-
cisions are not final. But the decisions of the supreme court are
final; consequently, | will save time and cost by taking my case at
once to the supreme court. But my friend wishes to take the longer
method. | prefer, however, the shorter. But after the supreme
court, usage, has decided against my friend, he appeals to the county
court, the dictionaries! Dictionaries can not set aside the decisions of
usage, however, as my friend has admitted, when he admitted that their
decisions are founded on usage. Use, therefore, must determine the
meaning of words.

There are two or three other things | wish to notice in the gentle-
man's speech before | proceed with my argument. He told us that
Dr. Conant has produced near three hundred examples of the use of
baptizo out of the classics, where it signifies to immerse. But in
three-fourths, or nine-tenths of these examples it means to sink to the
bottom and remain there! In the three hundred examples which Dr.
Conant furnishes, you will find that in nearly every example where it
means to dip at all, it means to go to the bottom and stay there. Now,
he tells us that words must be taken in their most ordinary meaning.
The most ordinary meaning of baptizo, in these examples, is to sink
to the bottom and remain there. Now, do you suppose my opponent
would make many converts, if he baptized them after this fashion?
[Laughter.] There is no doubt about the usage here. He tells us
that there is very little difference between Gale, Conant, Morrell, and
Cox, who state that baptizo expresses state or condition, and Campbell
and Carson, and those who agree with them, who affirm that it ex-
presses action and action only. There is just this difference: Mr.
Campbell says, "Baptizo permits the subject to stay under the water
but a wvery little time, and then emerge again;" while Dr. Conant
says, "The idea of emersion is not to be found in baptizo at all.” Let
these learned doctors agree as to the specific meaning of their specific
term, before they demand that we shall accept their discordant jargon
as the word of the Lord.
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The gentleman told us that the lexicons are all on his side of the
question. Will he tell you that the lexicons all agree with him in his
position? | will put Dr. Carson against him. He says, "My posi-
tion is that it (baptizo) always signifies to dip, never expressing any-
thing but mode. Now, as | have all the lexicographers and commen-
tators against me in this opinion, it will be necessary for me to say a
word or two in regard to the authority of the lexicons." My friend
says baptizo always signifies to dip, and gives the lexicons as his au-
thority; but Dr. Carson says the lexicons are all against him! There
is not a lexicon to be found that says it always signifies to dip, not one.
There is another fact in regard to the lexicons | wish you to bear in
mind: There is not a New Testament lexicon to be found that does
not give, as the primary meaning of the term baptizo in the New Tes-
tament, to wash, etc., and immerse, etc., as the secondary meaning.
All these lexicons give, as the primary Jewish or New Testament
meaning, to wash; and the secondary meaning of dip, as immerse;
and my friend knows it, for he is acquainted with the testimony of the
lexicons.

You will remember that | showed from Dr. George Campbell, that
present use must determine the present meaning of words, and all
these New Testament lexicons say that the use of baptizo, in the time
of the Saviour, was, primarily, to wash, without reference to mode.

But my friend is mistaken in regard to all the classical lexicons
giving to dip or immerse as the primary meaning of baptizo. Gases,
a native Greek, at the beginning of the present century, compiled a
large and valuable lexicon of the ancient Greek language, which is
now in general use among native Greeks. He defines baptizo thus:
"Brecho, louo, antleo." Brecho signifies to "wet, moisten, sprinkle,
rain—See Liddell and Scott. Louo signifies to wash; and antleo,
to draw, pump, or pour out water." Here, to wet, moisten, sprinkle,
is given as the primary meaning, while he does not give dip or im-
merse, or any word equivalent, as a meaning at all.

Herychius, another native Greek lexicographer,'who lived in the
fourth century, gives only the root, bapto, in which he includes bap-
tizo; and the word by which he defines its meaning is antleo, to draw,
to pump, or pour out water.

Snidas, another native Greek lexicographer, who lived in the tenth
century, gives as the definition of baptizo, "pluno;"—and, in Latin,
modefacio, lavo, abluo, purgo, mundo—to wet, to lave, to wash, to
cleanse, to purify."—Seiss on Baptism, p. 66.

Here are three native Greek lexicographers, neither of whom gives
to dip or immerse as any meaning of baptizo, much less its primary
meaning!

He tells us that my edition of Liddell and Scott is not the latest
edition. Well, in my debate with Mr. Sweeney, he told me that the
first edition of Liddell and Scott's Lexicon did not have the definition
“ to pour upon" in it; and now my friend tells me that the last edition
has not that definition. They are very hard to please! Then the first
edition did not have it in it; and now the last edition has not got it!
There is something very strange about this matter; but the only edi-
tion I have ever seen produced has it, and this answers my purpose.
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Now, | want to impress upon your minds one more thought: that
is, when he asks me to translate baptizo by pour or by sprinkle, the re-
ply I make is, baptizo, as a word of denomination, includes pouring,
sprinkling and immersion, once, twice, or thrice; but it does not spe-
cifically signify any one of them, and can not always be translated by
any one of them; and if you undertake to translate it uniformly by any
one of them, you will be plunged into the greatest absurdities. The
translators of the new wversion saw this, and they translated it "en-
dure,” four times, "undergo,” once, and suppressed it four times!
They dared not translate it immerse in those instances. The truth is,
it can not be translated uniformly by any of these terms, while the
whole history of the language shows that it indicates no specific mode
of application.

But then there is another point that | wish to call your attention to
in his reply. You remember that | gave you the case of Naaman the
Syrian, who was cleansed by "baptizing himself seven times in the
river Jordan." He tells you that sprinkling with water never purifies
a leper. He said it was not simple water, it was the "water of separ-
ation" that was sprinkled on unclean persons, for the purpose of cleans-
ing them. But this does not affect the argument in the least; for the
sprinkling was the principal part of the cleansing, and without it (the
leper) remained unclean. But Naaman was commanded to go and wash
(lousai) himself seven times in the Jordan. He went and baptized him-
self seven times. The law required that the leper should be "sprinkled
seven times." Washing, in a religious sense, is often represented as
being done by sprinkling. Naaman obeyed the command by baptizing
himself seven times, and every thing here indicates that Naaman
sprinkled the waters of Jordan upon himself seven times. The trans-
lators in this case use baptizo and louo as interchangeable.

But there was one argument which he made, that looked a little
plausible. He told us the man was "immersed from a dead body," in
the same sense that we are "sprinkled from an evil conscience." But
the cases are not at all analogous. In the one instance the sprinkling
is metaphorical altogether; in the other the baptism is literal. You
can not explain a literal passage by a metaphorical one; this would
be a violation of every law of interpretation; so the gentleman's reply
fails entirely. The "baptism from a dead body "was a literal baptism.
How can a man be literally immersed from a dead body? The thing
is impossible. The baptism here is the whole cleansing process, con-
sisting of the sprinkling as the principal part.

Having said thus much in reply to the gentleman's speech, | shall
now proceed with my argument. You will bear in mind, however, the
position | have taken, and the examples | have adduced in support of
my position, showing, in the passage in Mark and in Luke, that baptizo
expresses the washing of hands. In Mark vii. 4, it signifies the
sprinkling of water upon beds and couches; and, in Hebrews, it sig-
nifies all the various ablutions under the law of Moses. These differ-
ent washings or sprinklings were all called baptisms. My friend has
not noticed any of them.

I shall now take up the figurative meaning of baptizo, as used in
the New Testament, and show that it sustains the position | have
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taken. The first example | shall bring forward is found in those pas-
sages of scripture which speak of the baptism of the Holy Ghost.
John said, "I indeed baptize you with water, but he shall baptize you
with the Holy Ghost, and with fire."—Matt. iii. 11. Jesus said,
"John verily baptized with water, but you shall be baptized with the
Holy Ghost not many days hence."—Acts i. 5.

Now, you recollect | read a passage from Alexander Campbell, where
he says that if a man may be baptized "in water, oil, earth, sand, debt,
grief, affliction, spirit, light, baptizo indicates specific action, and spe-
cific action only." Now, what was the specific action by which the apos-
tles were baptized with the Holy Ghost? Mr. Campbell tells us that
baptizo indicates specific action, and specific action only. Now, what
was the specific action which was performed upon the apostles when
they were baptized with the Holy Ghost? It was not immersion, but
the "Holy Ghost was poured out upon them." Do the scriptures ever
speak of spiritual baptism being performed in any other way, than as
"a pouring out "a falling on,” "a shedding forth,” etc.? When the
Holy Ghost was poured out upon the disciples on the day of Pente-
cost, it was the accomplishment of the Saviour's promise, "Ye shall be
baptized with the Holy Ghost not many days hence." When Cornelius
and his friends were baptized with the Holy Ghost, Peter says, "The
Holy Ghost fell on them as it did on us in the beginning." Jesus
says, "John did baptize with water, but ye shall be baptized with the
Holy Ghost"—the very same thing John did with water, | will do
with the Holy Ghost; the only difference between us is, John used the
element water, | will use the Holy Spirit. What did Jesus do when
he baptized with the Holy Ghost? He "poured it out" upon the peo-
ple; he "shed it forth "upon them; "it fell on them." Jesus says
John did the same thing with water, that he was going to do with the
Holy Ghost. Now, how did John baptize the people? He did it by
letting the water "fall upon them,” by "pouring it out" upon them,
as Jesus did the Holy Ghost. Here the mode of the Spirit's baptism
is specially set forth; it is by "falling upon them,” not their being
plunged into it!

Here the argument is to my mind perfectly conclusive. | admit
that this is spiritual baptism, by which the souls of believers are bap-
tized by the Spirit of God. But if baptizo is a word of specific ac-
tion, and specific action only, as Mr. Campbell holds, my proposition is
established beyond controversy; for here it does express the specific
action of pouring, and nothing else.

| prove my proposition here in just so many words. "Pouring or
sprinkling is scriptural baptism." Here was specific action, and here
was a baptism, and it was pouring. My opponent must either say there
was no specific action in this baptism, or that the specific action of
pouring was the baptism, and either horn of this dilemma will gore
him to death.

| said in my opening speech, that if modality were essential to
Christian baptism, | would never baptize by immersion again. Prove
to me that it is, and | am done with the practice of immersion. |
know that baptism is scripturally performed by pouring; | do not know
that it is scripturally performed by immersion, only as that may be one
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of the modes of performing, not essential to the thing itself. The
passages, Matt. xx. 22-33; Mark x. 38, 39; Luke xii. 50, prove the
very same thing. Here the superfusions of Christ are called a bap-
tism. In these passages modality is entirely lost sight of. Christ's
sufferings are called a baptism, because of the influence they exerted
upon his soul. The effect, and not the mode of action, is the idea ex-
pressed by the symbolical use of baptizo. And by these two examples
of the symbolical import of the term, we prove, 1. That the idea of
modality is not in the word baptizo; and, 2. If the idea of modality is
in the word, as the mode of spiritual baptism is by pouring, then the
mode of water baptism ought to be by pouring also.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S SECOND SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—My oppo-
nent complains that | do not notice all he said in his first speech. |
will pay all the attention he can desire, before the discussion closes.
He still persists in urging that | should be on the affirmative. He is
evidently trying to place me there, for the whole point of all he has
said, if it have any point, is, not to show that pouring and sprinkling
are baptism, as he should, but that baptism can not always be immer-
sion. | have illustrated this already so plainly that it seems almost an
insult to your common-sense to notice it further. My friend admits
that immersion is baptism. He practices it as such. He asserts also
that pouring and sprinkling are baptism. His practice and teachings
affirm this. | deny it. It is his business to prove it. It is as plain
as sunlight that he is properly and logically on the affirmative. | have
done now with that quibble.

He says my affirmation that baptizo is a word which represents a
specific act, is mere assumption, resting on my authority alone. His
affirmation that it is a verb which expresses the result of such action,
is also an assumption, and my assumption is as good as his. But | do
not rest with the assertion that it represents a specific act—one spe-
cific act, and no other. | consult the lexicons, and | find that they
universally and invariably render it by the words dip, plunge, immerse,
submerge, overwhelm, and words of kindred meaning. As secondary
meanings, they give not one that is not in strict accordance with these.
They are all the results of dipping, plunging, immersing, overwhelm-
ing. It is a metonymy of result or effect for the action or cause, but
the action is always implied in the effect. How do | prove this? By
an appeal to lexicons, learned men, and classical usage. My opponent
dare not deny that this is the case.

My opponent asserts that it is a verb which expresses a result,
without reference to the action by which the result is reached. Does
he appeal to lexicons, and standards, and read renderings that confirm
his assertion? He starts out with this assertion, and then selects a few
passages in which baptizo occurs, and attempts to force it to take such
meanings in these few cases because he has assumed a meaning, and
the meaning can be sustained only by such a course.

Let us examine his example—the Lord's Supper. Did you observe
that the matters which are non-essential, such as to whether we are
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standing or reclining, are what he refers to, and that they have nothing
to do with the act? What is the act? Eating. It is essential to the
observance of the ordinance, that you eat the food, for that was the
command—it is the ordinance. Do you say because you consume the
food, and burning is consuming, you may burn it? No, you eat it. Do
just what was commanded. Can you do anything but the one specific
act of eating? So in reference to baptism. Christ commanded an act,
a specific act. Without that there is no obedience to the command.
You may be immersed face down or face up, but you must be immersed
to be baptized, for that was what Christ commanded. He commanded
that one specific act.

I would like now to have him tell me what the meaning and use of
the word was before Christ used it to represent the ordinance. What
was the result it expressed? It certainly could not express the result
of sealing, of pardon, or being a sign of an inward grace, as we are
now told, before Christ used it. What did it mean? No such idea
had ever existed then. It could express no such result. What did it
mean?

He tells us he will not quote lexicons. He will go to the fountain-
head. How will he get there? He can not move a step without the
lexicons. He owes all he knows about the word to lexicons. He can
not construe a single Greek word without the aid of lexicons. Mr.
Hughey can not climb to the top of the ladder of lexicons out in the
open field, and then kick over the ladder on which he stands. He
says he will go to the supreme court, and not to the county court.
Now, as | take it, the lexicons are the supreme court, who decide what
the law and the testimony of classical usage are; and my friend, Mr.
Hughey, is not even the county court, but a mere lawyer who has a
hard case to argue before the court. We will not accept Mr. Hughey
as supreme court, yet. He takes up certain passages and attempts to
show that they may have some other meaning than the plain obvious
one given by the supreme court—the lexicons, and that the result can
be accomplished by some other action than what the court says was
the act in the case. | think the jury—public opinion, will demand of
him a collation of all passages, before they will accept him in prefer-
ence to the supreme court—the concurrent testimony of all lexicons
and learned men. It is rather a piece of presumption for a man of his
age to attempt to contradict, with only his bare dictum, the result of
the learning and investigation of centuries.

My friend asserts that baptizo means "to go to the bottom and stay
there." Mark! he admits it means go under the water, or be im-
mersed. But | deny that it ever means to go to the bottom, or to stay
there. This is not in the word, and no passage can be found that
proves it. When immersed, objects, as the result of immersion, may
go to the bottom, and they may stay there. Ships may do so, but docs
immersion mean going to the bottom and staying, because this is some-
times the result? No; this is merely a most nonsensical quibble; and
he caps the climax of absurdity, by wanting to know how | get them
out. He must think you are wanting the slightest traces of common-
sense, if he supposed you could be gulled by such clap-trap. How do
I get them out? Just as he does the ones he immerses. If five hun-



42 DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM.

dred persons were to ask to join his church, he would immerse all of
them, and not ask how they were to be gotten out of the water.

I would get them out just as John got our Saviour out of the Jor-
dan, when "he went up out of the water." When we are buried by
immersion into the likeness of Christ's death, just as we are morally
raised up, by the power of God, to a new life, so we are physically
raised up out of the water, by the administrator. There is nothing in
the word that tells how we get them out. Nothing of the kind is
needed. Common-sense tells us how we get them out. The adminis-
trator takes them out. 1 have dwelt on this nonsensical quibble, not
because of its importance, but because such quibbles are all my oppo-
nent furnishes me to reply to.

He says, Dr. Carson says all the lexicons are against him, and would
have you understand that he admits that they are against him in say-
ing baptizo means immerse. It is a gross perversion of his language.
He asserts that baptism is a word of mode, and then says that he knows
all the lexicons are against him, not in saying it means dip, but in say-
ing it is a verb of mode. He next introduces certain books as New
Testament lexicons, which give wash as the primary meaning, and dip
as the secondary. We object, that this violates all logic and common-
sense; for it places washing, the effect of dipping or immersion, before
the cause, dipping. We immerse objects to wash them. We do not
wash them to dip them. Also, the books quoted are not lexicons. -The
authors do not speak as scholars. They are theological dictionaries,
or partisan works, and the authors speak as partisans, for their party,
and not as scholars. And still more, the passages they quote to sus-
tain their position prove no such thing. Dr. Stuart exploded that idea
from the same passages.

He next quotes from Gases, a modern Greek author, who renders
baptizo, wet, moisten, bedew. He would have you infer that he wrote
and spoke the language in which the command to baptize was given;
and, as a man who spoke the language, he ought to know. Gases spoke,
not the Greek, but the Romaic, which bears about as much resem-
blance to the classic Greek, as our modern English does to the an-
cient German, from which it was largely derived. Instead of writing
an original work in ancient Greek, as our opponent would have you
infer, he merely translated Schneider's Lexicon from German into
modern Greek. Schneider says its meaning is to dip, and both its pri-
mary and secondary meanings invariably involve the idea of a total
immersion | prefer the master to the pupil.

He quotes, also, Suidas, who lived in the tenth century, who says
it means "to draw or pump water!” We go down to the well and dip
a pail into the water and raise the water out, and call it dipping water,
because raising out water is the effect of the dipping Drawing
water is the effect of the dipping; therefore, to dip, in English, means
to draw water. When Christ said, "Go, baptize the nations,” he
meant, "Go, draw water, or pump water on the nations!" Does bap-
tizo mean to draw or pump water on the nations, in the ordinance?
What sheer nonsense! To what straits will not men resort to evade
the truth and save a sinking cause! Is a baptism by the Holy Spirit
a drawing of water by the Holy Spirit? Is that what our opponent
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means when he says baptizo means to draw water? As we have al-
ready said, Liddell and Scott, who copied these meanings as given by
Suidas, have thrown them out, as common-sense demanded.

My opponent next tells us that certain New Testament lexicons,
Greenfield's among others, give wash as the primary meaning. | have
Greenfield open before me. He gives, as the primary meaning, dip,
plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm! But my friend says that is
the classic usage. Has he shown, or will he show, that the classic
and New Testament usage differ? They do not differ in action in a
single sense. | shall show that in every instance the New Testament
usage is the same. Remember, however, that he concedes that the
primary meaning, in classic usage, is dip. Greenfield does not say its
primary meaning, in the New Testament, is wash. He quotes, as the
first place he refers to, a place where he gives wash as its meaning.

As | have already told you, Liddell and Scott have thrown the
secondary meanings out, moisten, bedew. Scholars objected to them,
and they had to erase them. Sectarianism foisted them in, and schol-
ars compelled them to throw them out. My friend objects to the bap-
tism of sufferings being an immersion. The Bible Union left out that
passage, because it was not found in many of the best manuscripts.
But all lexicographers and commentators have given baptizo here, the
meaning overwhelm, an overwhelming of sufferings. Nothing else
makes sense. How a pouring or a sprinkling of sufferings would de-
stroy the bold and beautiful figure Christ uses when he speaks of a
baptism of sufferings! John Wesley, and we quote him as good au-
thority, says, "Our Lord was covered or immersed in sufferings” |
might quote from the book before me fifteen of the most eminent com-
mentators who agree with Wesley. George Campbell, who is quoted
approvingly by my friend, says that in these places baptizo means
overwhelm or immerse. Christ was immersed in afflictions; and simi-
lar figures occur in all languages, and in the scriptures in other places.
David says, "O my God, my soul is cast down within me! Thy waves
and thy billows have gone over me! | am come into the deep waters,
where floods overflow me" Our Saviour was immersed or over-
whelmed in afflictions; and this use of the word is common in Chris-
tian and classic authors, and in exact accordance with the primary
meaning we give, "immerse."

My friend next tells us that baptizo and lusai are used interchange-
ably. This is certainly a new idea. His proof is that because Naa-
man was commanded to go and wash in the Jordan, and he went and dip-
ped himself (baptized), the words are interchangeable. He was com-
manded to wash, and how did he wash? The translators say he dipped
himself, and the word they so render is baptizo. There is no more
proof, that the words baptizo and lotto are interchangeable, than that
the words wash and dip, by which they are translated, are interchange-
able. This was not a ceremonial cleansing of the leper, under the
Jewish law, as he affirms, but a miraculous cleansing. Moreover, the
final act of the cleansing of a leper, under the Jewish law, was an ab-
lution of the whole person, or an immersion, as the law informs us, in
Num. xix., and as Jewish rabbins and writers all tell us.

In reference to being baptized from a dead body, he inquires how
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can we be immersed from a body? How can we be sprinkled or poured
from a dead body? Paul exhorts us to draw near with a full assurance
of faith, having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience, and our
bodies washed with pure water. How are our hearts sprinkled from
an evil conscience? By the sprinkling of the blood of Christ, we are
cleansed from the contamination of sin and an evil conscience, as we are
sprinkled from an evil conscience. So, likewise, the ceremonial law
required a man to wash or immerse himself, when he had contracted
ceremonial uucleanness by contact with a dead body, as the final act
of his cleansing. He had, then, immersed himself from the unclean-
ness contracted from the dead body, or from the dead body. The uses
of the words are analogous, and we can immerse ourselves from a dead
body, were we under the law, just as our hearts are sprinkled from an
evil conscience.

My friend next asserts that sprinkle is one of the metaphorical
uses of baptizo. | challenge him to cite an author, lexicon, or pas-
sage, to sustain him. How would he like to apply such a rendering to
the baptism of the Holy Spirit? | thank him for what he has said on
that point. He says that the spirit of man was baptized with the
Spirit. How? By sprinkling the Spirit, or pouring the Spirit, as a
substance, on the spirit of man. The language is figurative. The
spirit of man was overwhelmed by the Spirit of God, and "they spake
as the Spirit gave them utterance.” Their powers or faculties were
taken possession of, or were overwhelmed by the Holy Spirit. It was
not a pouring or a sprinkling, but an overwhelming, or an immersion
of the powers of the persons, in the powers of the Holy Spirit.

A person speaks of being immersed in sin, pleasure, folly, or cares,
meaning that his powers are overwhelmed in sorrow, sin, pleasure, or
care. So were they immersed in the Holy Spirit. Immersion will ex-
press the idea—will give force and beauty to the figure. Pour or
sprinkle will not express the idea, and makes nonsense of the figure.
This is a figurative use or a metaphor, and figuratively or metaphori-
cally they were immersed in the Holy Spirit.

I come now to the passage in Mark, quoted by my opponent.
Mark vii. 1—4, "Then came together unto him, the Pharisees and cer-
tain of the Scribes, which came from Jerusalem. And when they saw
some of the disciples eat bread with defiled, that is, with unwashed
hands, they found fault. For the Pharisees and all the Jews, except
they wash their hands, eat not, holding to the tradition of the elders.
And when they come from the market, except they wash, they eat not;
and many other things there be which they have received to hold, such
as the washing of cups, and pots, and brazen vessels, and tables.”

It has always seemed to me that this is one of the strongest argu-
ments we have in the Bible for immersion. We wash our hands by
pouring water on them, or dipping them into water; hence the word
nipto, to wash, is used as expressing the result, without reference to
the act by which the result, washing, was reached. But the ceremo-
nial law required a bathing or immersion of the whole person, and all
Jewish writers inform us they did immerse themselves, to cleanse them-
selves from any defilement they might have incurred in the market.
Hence, baptizo is used, showing conclusively that baptizo means to im-
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merse, or represents the only act they did to cleanse themselves. So,
also, the verb is in the middle voice, which expresses reflex action.
"Except they baptize themselves (or immerse themselves), they eat
not."

So, also, in Luke xi. 28, the same occurrence is related, but not so
fully. "And when the Pharisee saw it, he marveled that he had not
first washed, before dinner." In Hebrews ix. 10, divers baptisms or
washings are spoken of. The question is, What action is implied?
We can learn only by going back to the law where these cleansings
are commanded. In Lev. vi. 28, we read, "The brazen pot shall be
scoured and rinsed in water." “Rinsed"—how? By pouring or
sprinkling? No; by immersion. Lev. xi. 32, "And upon whatsoever
any of them, when they are dead, doth fall, it shall be unclean; whether
it be any vessel of wood, or raiment, or skin, or sack, whatsoever vessel
it be, wherein any work is done, it must be put into water, and it shall
be unclean until the even; so it shall be cleansed." It was sunk or im-
mersed in the water until even, to be cleansed. In this way, were pots,
vessels, beds, and tables cleansed—by immersion.

How were persons cleansed? Numbers xix. 19, "And the clean
person shall sprinkle" (the water of purification) "on the unclean on
the third day, and the seventh day; and on the seventh day he shall
purify himself, and wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and
shall be clean at even."

The only way water was ever applied in the law for cleansing, was
by a bathing in water, or immersion. The water of separation or puri-
fication was not the element water alone. God never commanded the
element water alone to be sprinkled on any person for any purpose,
ceremonial or religious. The washing spoken of in all these cases—

(washing, as baptizo is rendered in our version)—is immersion. They
were immersions, and baptizo is used because it means immerse, and it
ought to be translated immerse in all these cases.

Rabbi Maimonides, a Jewish rabbi, learned in the ceremonial law
and the traditions of the elders, says, "Wherever, in the law, washing
of the flesh or clothes is mentioned, it means nothing else than dip-
ping the whole body in a laver; for if a man dips himself all over,
except the tips of his little finger, he is still in his uncleanness. In
a laver which held forty sacks (one hundred gallons) of water, every
defiled man dips himself, except a proflunious man, and in it they dip
all unclean vessels. A bed that is wholly defiled, if he dip it part by
part, is pure. If he dip the bed in a pool, although its feet are
plunged in the thick clay of the bottom, it is clean."—Hilcath Mikna,
chap. i. 2; Hilcath Cailim, chap. xxvi. This man, a Jew, who knew
what the Jews did, says they dipped in all cases.

Vatabulus, professor of Hebrew in Paris, says of Mark vii. 4,
"They washed themselves all over." Grotius, the great German
writer, says, "They cleansed themselves more carefully from defile-
ment contracted at the market, to-wit: not only by washing hands,
but by immersing their bodies." So says the Encyclopedia of Relig-
ious Knowledge, and, also, Olshausen and Buxtorf.

My friend wants to know if they actually immersed the beds, pots,
vessels, and tables. The law requires immersion in so many words.
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Jews tell us they did immerse them; so do all learned men. An ex-
planation as to the meaning of bed: Calmet says, "The word bed is
in many cases calculated to mislead the reader and perplex him. The
beds in the East are very different from those used in this part of the
world. They were often nothing more than a cloth or quilt folded
double."—Hague edition, p. 132. It was evidently so light it could
easily be folded up and carried. Matt. ix. 6, Jesus saith unto the sick
of the palsy, "Arise, take up thy bed and walk." John v. 8, Jesus
saith unto him (the infirm man at the pool of Bethesda), "Arise,
take up thy bed and walk."

My opponent says beds and tables could not be immersed, and
would have you believe they were like the beds and tables we use now.
The beds resembled a sailor's hammock, or a soldier's blanket, and
the tables were merely a piece of cloth, or leather, or mat, spread on
the floor. On these the food was placed, and the persons eating seated
themselves around them, seated as tailors sit, and ate with their fin-
gers. Could not such tables be immersed? Even if the rich had
larger and more costly couches and tables, Maimonides says they could
be immersed part by part; and although their legs stuck fast in the
mud in the bottom of the pool, they were clean—showing that such
was sometimes the case. Beds and tables so large as to need to be
dipped part by part, and to reach to the bottom, were immersed. The
law required immersion. Jewish elders say that they did immerse
them, and my friend's inability to see how it could be done, cuts a very
poor figure in the case.

Next comes the passage from the Apocrypha, where the bathing of
Judith, or her baptism in the fountain, is spoken of. It is said she went
forth out of the camp into the valley of Bethuliah, and baptized her-
self at (or in, it should be) a fountain of water. The question now
is, What was the act in this case? We affirm it was an immersion.
It was for the purpose of cleansing herself after she had come in con-
tact with that which caused ceremonial uncleanness. The law did not
require sprinkling or pouring to cleanse her, but it did, as we have
shown, require bathing or immersion. If only a washing of hands and
face was what she did, why did she go out of the camp, in the night,
down into the ravine of Bethuliah, for pharanx means a defile or ra-
vine, and bathe herself in the fountain? This fountain was, as nearly
all fountains in the East are, a pool. She went forth from the camp,
as one of the oldest Greek manuscripts (No. 58) says, and baptized
herself in the fountain. Two of the oldest translations (the Latin and
Syriac) say in the fountain. Every circumstance favors an immer-
sion—the law requires an immersion, and she did immerse herself.

In regard to the passage, "My iniquity overwhelms me,” my oppo-
nent says it should be "terrifies me." The translators say "over-
whelm,” and | will let it remain. Next comes Naaman. The transla-
tors translate baptizo, dip, and that is all the weight the passage has,
and that is in my favor. The last act of cleansing a leper was immer-
sion, and as dipping completed Naaman's cleansing, it agrees with the
law in that. He reiterates again his assertions concerning immersing
from a dead body or being baptized from a dead body. We have shown
that the law required an immersion as the crowning act, or by it he
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was cleansed from contamination, or cleansed or immersed from the
uncleanness, or the dead body.

We have proved by a number of Jewish authors, by the ceremo-
nial law, that Judith would have to immerse herself. Old manuscripts,
in Greek, Latin, and Syriac, say she did immerse herself in the foun-
tain. The word means, immerse, and she did immerse herself, whether
my friend, with his prejudice and partisan zeal, can see how she did,
or not.

In regard to the divers immersions mentioned in Mark, Luke, and
Hebrews, | have shown that the Jewish law required an immersion.
I have shown by Jewish authorities and learned men that they did im-
merse. | have shown that the articles could be immersed; hence, bap-
tizo, the word used, meant immerse. | prefer to take the law which
commanded the act, and the word of those who obeyed it, to the
queries of my partisan opponent, as to how they could immerse.

In regard to the baptism of the Spirit, we have shown that it could
not be a pouring or sprinkling. It was an overwhelming, or immersion
of the powers of the person in the power of the Spirit. Immersion
is figuratively used here, but it satisfies the figure; pouring or sprinkling
makes nonsense of it. Hence, it was an immersion.

We have now taken every passage my friend has brought forward,
and examined them. He has not brought them up to show that bap-
tizo means pour or sprinkle, as he in all reason should, but to show that
it might mean something else, such as to wash or purify, ideas not in-
compatible with immersion, but in exact accordance with it; for we
immerse things to wash or purify them by water.

Let me ask you, has my friend produced a single passage that you
can now refer to, that you can mention, that has proved baptism to be
a pouring or sprinkling? No; he has, with the pretense of removing
the rubbish from the question, raised a cloud of dust to conceal him-
self and the question, to bewilder your minds, and lead you away from
the issue. He has hunted far and wide for a few far-fetched meanings
of secondary meanings of baptizo, to show, not that it means pour or
sprinkle, but that it expresses a result that may, not must, be accom-
plished by pouring or sprinkling. If I ask him to baptize me, he will
perform one specific act, and say he baptizes me. Then baptism is that
specific act. He concedes the specific act of immersion to be baptism;
then it can not be sprinkling or pouring, for no word can express three
entirely different specific physical actions. Will our friend now prove
that baptizo means pour or sprinkle.—[Time expired.

MR. HUGHEY'S THIRD SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—My friend
still insists that 1 am properly in the affirmative. | care very little
about this except from the fact that it places me in an awkward posi-
tion, placing me really in the negative, when | am nominally in the af-
firmative. The gentleman told us, in the first place, that baptizo is a
specific word—a word of action and not of result or effect. | produced
here numerous examples showing that it is a word of effect and not of
action. My friend asserts that he proves it is a word of action by the
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lexicons. He also tells us that it simply puts a man into the water but
does not take him out. | showed you that Mr. Campbell teaches 'that
it signifies the specific action of putting into the water for a moment
and then withdrawing again. But he tells us that this specific action
is not in the word at all. Now, | would ask you, how is he to get a
man out of the water except by the force of the word baptizo? He
says that he gets him out just as | do—that common-sense gets him
out; but in saying this he gives up the specific meaning of the word
baptizo; for he admits that it does not express the specific action which
he calls baptism. | told you that in classic usage, where baptizo meant
immerse, in nine cases out of ten it meant to go to the bottom and stay
there, but my opponent tells us, "that whether the object immersed
comes out of the water, or not, does not depend upon the force or mean-
ing of the word itself, but something outside of it." But this admis-
sion proves that it is not a word of specific action at all.

Mr. Braden now takes the position that the word baptizo, in the
New Testament, must be understood in the same sense in which it was
used by the Jews in the time of our Saviour; but he tells us there
is no difference between this later Hellenistic usage, and ancient clas-
sical usage. You remember, that in my opening speech | took the po-
sition that our Saviour and his apostles used the word baptizo in the
sense in which it was used by the Jews who spoke the Greek language;
and that in ascertaining the meaning of the word in the New Testament
we must confine ourselves to the three centuries immediately before,
and those three immediately following, the Saviour's time; and in this
you remember | was sustained by the highest authority.

My opponent tells us that Carson differed from the lexicons only
on one single point; and that he does not admit that they are ail
against him. I will read what Dr. Carson says upon this point:

" My position is, that it always signifies to dip, never expressing any-
thing but mode. Now, as | have all the lexicographers and commenta-
tors against me in this opinion, it will be necessary to say a word or two
with respect to the authority of lexicons. Many may be startled at the
idea of refusing to submit to the unanimous authority of lexicons as
an instance of the boldest skepticism. Are lexicons, it may be said' of
no authority? Now, | admit that lexicons are an authority, but they
are not an ultimate authority. Lexicographers have been guided by
their own judgment in examining the various passages in which a word
occurs: and it is still competent for every man to have recourse to the
same sources. The meaning of a word must ultimately be determined,
by an actual inspection of the passages in which it occurs, as often as
any one chooses to dispute the judgment of the lexicographer. The
use of a word, as it occurs in writers of authority in the English lan-
guage, is an appeal that any man is entitled to make against the de-
cision of Dr. Johnson himself. The practice of a language in the
House of Lords, is competent to reverse the decisions of all the dic-
tionaries."—Carson on Baptism, pp. 55, 56. This is what Dr. Carson
says, and it fully sustains all that we have stated concerning his admis-
sion, that all the lexicons are against him.

But my opponent tells us that the last edition of Liddell and Scott's
Lexicon has omitted the definition "to pour upon.” | would like to
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know who the editor of this last edition is? The edition which | have
here is dedicated to Dr. Charles Anthon, who is much esteemed by his
friend and pupil, the editor, as a classical scholar. 1 would like to
know who the editor of this last edition is?

Mr. Braden—Drrisler.

Mr. Hughey—I have Drisler's edition of the lexicon now before
me.. The gentleman says it is the last edition, and it contains the
definition "to pour upon.” He can read it himself if he wishes.

My friend quoted John Wesley as to Christ's "baptism of suffer-
ings." The argument which | brought forward to prove this figura-
tive use of baptizo was that, in this example, effect, and not mode,
is signified by the term. The sufferings of Christ are represented as
being "laid on him,"” not as his being "plunged into them." In the
figurative use of baptizo, then, we have either the mode of pouring,
or the effect of the baptism simply, without the mode at all. The idea
of overwhelm is not to be found in the baptism of Christ's sufferings.
Let the gentleman take either horn of the dilemma here, and he is
ruined. If baptizo indicates mode, then pouring is the mode. It
does not matter if the whole Pacific Ocean is poured upon a man, he
is not immersed; and if mode is not the idea, then baptizo simply ex-
presses effect, and consequently can not specifically signify "to im-
merse."

I told you that the translators of the "Seventy" used the terms
baptizo and louo interchangeably. The command of Elisha was, "Go,
wash thyself (lousai), and Naaman went and baptized himself." 1 did
not say that these terms are always interchangeable, or always con-
vertible, but that these translators did so use them in this instance.
This Mr. Braden knows, and he dare not deny it; and this totally de-
stroys the specific meaning of baptizo.

My opponent tells us that the various purifications under the law
of Moses, called by Paul baptisms, were performed by immersion.
But there was not a single personal immersion required by the law of
Moses. Sometimes these baptisms required both a sprinkling and a
washing; but the Hebrew word, here translated wash, is not the word
which signifies to dip or immerse, but which signifies to wash in a gen-
eral sense. The Hebrew word signifying to dip, is never used in re-
gard to any of the personal purifications required by the law of Moses.
The persons to be cleansed were sometimes required to wash them-
selves, after the water of purification was sprinkled upon them; but this
might be done by pouring water on them, or by superfusion in any
way. The special act of immersion was not required in the cleansing
of any person under the law of Moses. There was the sprinkling
with the water of separation—there was sometimes the general wash-
ing; but dipping or immersion was never required. This the gentle-
man certainly knows. The principal part of all these baptisms was
by sprinkling. Now, if you have sprinkle and wash both, they do not
constitute the specific action of dip. | hope my friend can see the
point here; if he does not, I am sure every one in the house does see
that if baptizo includes both sprinkle and wash, it can not specifically
mean to dip or immerse. It can not express mode at all.
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Just so, in "baptizing from a dead body." | showed you that this
was a literal baptism—a literal sprinkling—and, perhaps, a general
washing; but not a dipping, because the word translated wash does
not signify to dip—provided the man upon whom the water of separa-
tion was sprinkled, was required to wash himself. This, however, is
doubtful, as | showed you before.

Can my friend see the point? Here we have two actions; they
can not, therefore, constitute one specific action. | think every body
can see the point | have established. In the baptism from a dead
body, if a general washing was required, this might be performed in
any way—»but dipping was not enjoined.

Suppose baptizo does here mean both sprinkle and wash, it can not
be a word of mode at all. If the word includes both sprinkle and
wash, it does not mean dip specifically, for the general action ex-
pressed by the word wash, and the specific action expressed by the
word sprinkle, can not possibly constitute the specific action of dip or
immerse.

The gentleman talks about a spiritual baptism, and tells us that
the persons baptized were spiritually overwhelmed, and borne off, as it
were, by the influence of the Holy Spirit. But what was the specific
action by which this baptism was performed? The effect produced
was, they were filled with the Holy Ghost; but the" specific action per-
formed was pouring. The effect produced was that they were borne
off by the Holy Ghost—or carried away by the Holy Ghost. The
baptism was performed by the one specific act of pouring; and the
effect of this baptism was that they were filled with the Holy Ghost.
So, here, again, the gentleman can take whichever horn of the dilemma
he chooses. If baptizo means specific action, then that specific action
is pouring; if it means the effect produced, then it is not a word of
mode at all! With all his ingenuity he can not get over this argu-
ment. He can not prove the specific action of dip, for the idea of dip
is not there.

In Mark vii. 3, the word niptontia is used, which signifies '-to wash
the hands.” In Luke xi. 30, ebaptisthe is used, which signifies to bap-
tize the person; and the same identical washing is referred to in both
instances. In the one instance it is called a washing of the hands, in
the other it is called a baptism of the person; showing that nipto and
baptizo are used interchangeably in the New Testament, for they are
both used to express the washing before eating, which was simply a
washing of the hands, here called a baptism of the person.

I next quoted a passage from Clement of Alexandria, in explana-
tion of this baptism before eating. You will find it in Seiss on Bap-
tism, page 120. He tells us that "Penelope, having [hudraino] moist-
ened or washed herself, and having on clean apparel, prays.—Odyss.
iv. 755. 'Telemachus, having [nipto] washed his hands, in the hoary
sea, prayed to Minerva'—Odyss. ii. 261. This was the Jewish custom,
[loos baptizesthai,] to be baptized in this way, even often upon the bed
or couch."

Here baptism is traced through all the lustrations of the heathen,
and it is represented as handed down from Moses to the poets; and we
are further told that the Jews often baptized themselves in this way,
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that is, by washing the hands upon the bed or couch. Clement of
Alexandria lived about one hundred years after the Apostle John, and
was well acquainted with Jewish customs in his day. My opponent
has quoted Maimonides to prove that the Jews immersed themselves
before eating. | have shown you that they washed their hands .upon
their couches, and that this washing of the hands was called a baptism
of the person by Luke.

Maimonides was a Jewish rabbi who lived in the twelfth century,
and is too young a man by eleven hundred years to tell us what the
customs of the Jews were in the time of our Saviour. If | were to
quote Maimonides to prove that proselyte baptism was practiced in all
ages among the Jews, he would tell me Maimonides lived too late to
testify in regard to the practice of the Jews in the time of the apos-
tles. But here | prove, by Clement of Alexandria, a Greek himself,
who lived one hundred years after the Apostle John, and who surely
understood how to use the language correctly, and also the customs of
the Jews in his time, and he tells us they often baptized themselves
upon their couches, by simply washing their hands.

This example of baptizo certainly does not express the specific ac-
tion of immersion, and if | could not produce another example of its
use, where it signifies to pour or sprinkle, this one example from Clem-
ent is sufficient to prove that it can not specifically mean to dip.

| based no argument on the use of the word baptizo, in Mark vii.
4, where it says, "And when they come from the market, except they
baptize (wash) themselves, they eat not." This was not the example
of its use my argument was founded upon, but the example where the
baptism of couches, and the baptism before eating, are spoken of.

My friend says it is here shown that they immersed themselves. |
call in question the assertion that the Jews immersed themselves "when
they came from the markets,” and | would like to see the authority for
it. 1 find no authority for immersing any one in the law of Moses, and
Maimonides lived a little too late to be good authority in regard to
Jewish customs in the time of our Saviour. When they came from
the markets we are told that they "baptized themselves,” but how was
this done? Clement of Alexandria says it was done by "washing their
hands upon their couches." By this means they purified themselves,
when they came from the markets, and not by immersing themselves
in water contrary to the law.

In Hebrews ix. 10, the whole Jewish ritual is called "divers bap-
tisms." Some of them, | admit, were performed by both sprinkling
and a general washing, but some of them were mere sprinklings; some
of them required bathing, and some of them did not. My opponent
attempts to get around the difficulty by saying that the law required
that they should be dipped in water. The law required in some of
these baptisms, in addition to the sprinkling, there should be a general
washing; but it did not require dipping in a single case! These bap-
tisms were either simple sprinklings, or they consisted of both
sprinkling and a more general washing; in either case the word can
not possibly signify to dip.

We next had a long dissertation upon Jewish beds and tables.
Now, it is true that their beds were sometimes made as the gentleman
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told you, but they were often entirely different. It is true, that they
sometimes consisted of a sort of mattress, upon which they slept, but
it is also true that they were often a kind of platform, or elevation of
the floor around the sides of the room, and therefore could not be
taken down for the purposes of immersion—and yet we are told that
they were baptized. Look in Dr. Nevin's "Biblical Antiquities,” and
you will find a full description of these beds; and my friend knows
that one of the greatest modern critics has declared that there was no
such thing as immersing them. He says that these beds were
sprinkled, because he knew that immersion was out of the question;
and unless they were baptized by sprinkling, it could not be done at
all.

The gentleman tells us that Judith went out of the camp of Holo-
fernes for the purpose of immersing herself in the fountain; that if
she had merely wished to wash herself, she might have done so in the
camp. Judith went out into the valley of Bethulia, nightly, to pray;
and preparatory to her prayers she "baptized herself in the camp, at
the fountain of water." She did not go out of the camp; she simply
went out of the tent of Holofernes. The baptism took place "in the
camp, at the fountain of water." She purified herself before prayer
by washing her hands at the fountain of water, and then performed
her devotions. There is always somebody awake in a camp when an
army is in the presence of an enemy; and the idea that Judith would
undertake to immerse herself in the midst of the camp, in the foun-
tain that supplied the army with water, is preposterous and absurd;
yet it was here that she baptized herself.

I must now proceed with my affirmative argument. The use the
early Christian fathers made of baptizo, proves that it is not a word of
mode, but a word of denomination. | will begin with Justin the Mar-
tyr, who flourished as a writer from A. D. 130, to A. D. 166. My first
extract will be found upon the 104th page, Ante-Nicene Library—
Justin and Atenagoras.

"Baptize the soul from wrath, and from covetousness, from envy,
and from hatred; and lo! the body is pure."

Here, modality is not in the word at all. Effect is all that is ex-
pressed by baptizo in this example.

I will read next from the 122d page:

"What need have | of that other baptism, who have been baptized
with the Holy Ghost."

Here we find that this baptism of the Holy Ghost was the common
privilege of the early Christians,—the common heritage of the Church
of God; and this baptismal influence, or influence of the Holy Spirit, is
called by Justin, the "baptism of the Holy Ghost." Throughout his
Apology, he calls baptism "a washing with water." He uses the word
louo, which signifies to wash in a general sense, but he does not use any
term which expresses the specific action of dip, when describing the
manner in which baptism was performed.

I will read one other extract from Justin, which is found on the
357th page of the same book, where he calls baptism a "sprinkling."

"By that which took place in the running water, in which the wood
and the hyssop and the scarlet were dipped, is set forth the bloody pas-
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sion of Christ on the cross for the salvation of those who are sprinkled
with the Spirit, and the water, and the blood."

Those who were baptized in Justin's time were "sprinkled with
water."

I will next read from Irenasus. He says:

"As the dry wheat can not become a mass of dough and one loaf of
bread without moisture, so neither can we all become one in Christ
without the water which is from heaven. And as the parched earth can
not yield fruit unless it receive moisture, so neither can we, who at
first are but sapless wood, ever produce living fruit, without the rain
which is freely poured out from above; for our bodies through bap-
tism, but our souls through the Spirit, have obtained that communion
with the imperishable essence."—Neander's Church History, Vol. I.
p. 646.

Here the water in baptism is represented as being poured out as
the rain from heaven. This is a very strong passage, showing that the
fathers used the term as expressing acts of sprinkling, and that in their
time baptism was performed in this way.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S THIRD SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN  MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I appre-
hend the trouble is not that | don't notice the arguments (so called)
presented by the gentleman, but that | pay a little too close attention
to them. | have noticed every argument he has thus far presented.
He contends that | abandon the idea of specific action, when | say
that there is nothing in the force of the word baptizo that tells how
the immersed person comes out of the water. He asserts that if the
word means anything, it means "to go to the bottom and stay there."
Observe, he admits it means "go under the water." Then it can not
mean pour or sprinkle, but immerse, and immerse only. | deny that
it means, go to the bottom and stay there. It has no such idea. We
have only the gentleman's assertion, without a word of authority, or a
single passage where it has such a meaning. In the case of immersed
ships, after their immersion they go to the bottom and stay there; but
does immersion, therefore, mean going to the bottom and staying there?
That follows often as a result of their immersion, but is no part of the
immersion. Baptizo, like immerse, means to put under anything, so
as to cover or overwhelm, as in a liquid, sand, earth; or, figuratively,
in sufferings, debts, cares, sorrow, sin, etc.; but, when a person is im-
mersed, must he go to the bottom and stay there? Is that a part of
the specific act? No; it is no part of the specific action expressed
by baptizo. My friend admits that the primary meaning of baptizo is
to put under the water. This he does to be able to attach the non-
sensical idea of going to the bottom and staying there. But he
loses the whole question and gains nothing. Do you suppose Christ
would have used the word, if it had such a meaning? It is charging
our Lord with folly, and makes nonsense of this ordinance of his king-
dom. There is no force in the word baptizo to take a man out when
he is under the water, and none is needed. The force is in the arms
of the administrator. When you immerse a man, do you suppose that
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action then ceases? All that is expressed by immerse ceases when he
is under the water. There is nothing in immerse to take him out; but
common-sense would expect the force in the arms of the administrator
to take him out. The specific act, "put under water," is in the word,
as our friend admits. All the abandoning of position is done by him.

Now, permit me to say, ladies and gentlemen, that a more nonsens-
ical quibble 1 never met. It shows at what paltry straws a drowning
man will clutch. He reasserts that Dr. Carson says the lexicons are
against him in saying baptizo means dip. This has been asserted by
Methodist preachers for years, from thousands of pulpits. Carson
says no such thing. He says baptizo is a verb of mode, and that the
lexicons are against him in saying that it is a word of mode, and not
in saying it means dip, as my friend so grossly misrepresents him, and
will foully, too, if he ever repeats the statement.

| said Liddell and Scott's late editions have erased moisten, be-
dew, draw water, pump water. | have a copy of the last edition of
their dictionary, and | know what | say. | will give one hundred
dollars to any one who will find these renderings in their last edition.
Sectarianism quoted these renderings from Gases and Heysechius,
my friend's standard authorities. Scholars compelled them to throw
them out, because they could not sustain them by a single quotation.
Even if they were true, the gentleman has only made nonsense of the
ordinance, and a fool of our Lord. "Draw water on the nations!"
The entire attempt of the gentleman is to destroy immersion, not to
prove sprinkling; and yet he will to-day stultify himself by immers-
ing every one who demands it of him before entering his church!

He goes back to the baptism of sufferings. The new version
leaves out the passage, because not found in several of the best manu-
scripts, and not because it was a difficulty in the way of proving im-
mersion—for immersion is the only rendering that will make sense of
the passage. Christ was overwhelmed, or immersed, or plunged, or
dipped, or submerged, in sufferings. He was not poured or sprinkled
in sufferings! What a murdering that would make of our Lord's bold
and beautiful figure of speech! My opponent thinks if we place
overwhelm there as a rendering of baptizo, of course the idea of im-
mersion is not there, and we abandon the question! O twaddle! If
you overwhelm a man in water, do not you immerse him?

The use of the word is figurative, and the effect is placed for the
cause, or act. The act was an immersion; the effect, an overwhelm-
ing. We often place the effect, by a metonymy, for the cause; but the
original specific act is always implied. It is nonsense to affirm, as my
opponent does, that | abandon the idea of specific action, when | place
effect for cause. Baptizo can be used in its specific sense to express
an overwhelming, the effect, as well as an immersion, the cause. The
washing, cleansing, purifying, the effect, is the effect of an immersion;
and immersion, the original act, is always implied, and nothing else.
Can you wash a thing by pouring or sprinkling water on it? Do we
do so? Hence | don't abandon the idea of the specific action, immer-
sion; and the gentleman only asserts it so confidently and repeatedly,
because he hopes, by his confident vociferations, to lead you to suspect
such is the case. Such absurd assertions are an insult to your good
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sense, and | hope respect for you, and self-respect will restrain him
from repeating them.

I will now make this fair offer to the gentleman: He can not find
a passage in Greek where baptizo can be translated pour or sprinkle
I can and will translate every passage where baptizo occurs, by dip.
plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, and make sense, and show that
the force of the word, the context, and the effect produced, required
immersion, and could be reached in no other way. This is a fair, plain
way to settle the question. Will he undertake it?

My friend again asserts that in Naaman's case louo and baptizo are
used interchangeably. Naaman was commanded to wash himself in
the Jordan, and the Bible says he baptized himself to obey the com-
mand. The translators render baptizo, dip. He washed himself by
dipping himself. If louo and baptizo are interchangeable, then- so are
wash and dip. Will he claim that he can use dip where he can use
wash? He tells me to draw some water. | say, | dipped the water
from the well. Does draw water and dip mean the same thing? Can
we use one always where we can the other? What nonsense! | hope
to hear no more of it.

My friend next assumes that the divers baptisms mentioned in
Hebrews, or divers washings, include the sprinkling of the water of
purification, as well as the bathing. The sprinkling was not, and
could not be, included in the washing, for it was not water that was
used in sprinkling, and we do not wash by sprinkling. Bathing or
immersion was the crowning act of cleansing the person—was the only
act in cleansing pots and vessels, and Maimonides says an immersion
of the whole person was necessary to a cleansing, where purification
was mentioned in the law—that purification means nothing else than
an entire immersion in water. He was a learned Jewish rabbi, and
knew what the law meant, and what he did, much better than my op-
ponent.

The articles which were cleansed were put into the water, or im-
mersed, and in this way rinsed. This was the baptism of tables,
couches, pots, and vessels. When the Bible says the articles were to
be put into the water, or immersed and rinsed, | will believe it. When
all the learned world informs us that baptism is an immersion, | will
have the temerity to accept immersion as the act in the "divers bap-
tisms," on their authority; my opponent to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. When Jews say they did immerse in these "divers baptisms,"” |
will take their word before my opponent's “can't see how it could be
done."”

I will ask the gentleman, if the pouring of the Holy Spirit was the
baptism of the Holy Spirit? If the Spirit were baptized and not the
apostles? No; he says the baptism was the action of Spirit on spirit.
What was that action? An overwhelming, or an immersion in the
Spirit. The language is figurative, but still it necessitates the idea of
an immersion. The powers of the spirit of the individual were im-
mersed or overwhelmed in the Spirit of God. Here comes again his
absurd assertion, that if | call it an overwhelming, | abandon the idea
of specific action. It was an overwhelming of the Spirit. Where do
you overwhelm a person in water, but in immersion? Then whether the
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word denotes the original act, or an effect of the act, it is immerse, and
immerse only, as the specific act.

My friend says | have mistaken his intended use of the passages he
collated. He compares passages where baptizo is used with others
where louo and nipto are used, to show that they are interchange-
able, or that baptizo is a word expressing result without reference to
the action by which the result is reached; and to show that they are
interchangeable. In the case of Naaman, wash was the result com-
manded to be reached, and baptizo, or dip, was the specific act by which it was
reached. They are not interchangeable. In Mark, the hands were niptoed, and
the bodies baptized, because the result of washing can be reached by dipping or
pouring, but the bodies were to be immersed, and that was the only act the law
allowed; hence baptizo, the word that peculiarly meant dip or immerse, was
used. This is one of the
strongest arguments in favor of immersion yet produced.

In regard to the passages from Clemens Alexandrinus::'They
baptized their hands on their couches,” | would say there is nothing
against dipping or immersion there; for as the servant held the vessel
they dipped or immersed their hands in it, into the water. It still
means immersion, and not sprinkling.

The gentleman speaks of the meaning of klinoon. He says it
sometimes means couches nailed up against the walls, and he can not
see how such articles could be immersed. To amount to anything in
the way of objection, he should have shown that the couches and tables
immersed, in the passage quoted, were of such an unwieldy character.
We know they were rarely ever such. Those in common use were
never such. But look at the nature of the objection. We read
of the baptism of couches and tables. | say that since the word
means dip or immerse, it is an immersion of couches. Instead
of showing that the word does not mean that, he attempts to
raise difficulties, or, in other words, he attempts to impeach the testi-
mony of God's word. If baptism means immersion, and he does not
on this occasion attempt to show the contrary, except by an objection,
and God's word says they were immersed, they were; and he merely
says, "l can't see how it can be so,"” or how God's word can be true!
We turn to Jewish writers; they say that every such thing was im-
mersed, and say where the articles are large—such as he described—
they can be dipped part by part, thus removing his objection. Above
all, the word of God in Leviticus, quoted several times already, says
every bed, or vessel, or thing defiled, was to be put into water, immersed,
and rinsed. | will take God's word, though partisan bigotry may not
let my opponent see how it can be.

He next brings up again the case of Judith in the camp of Holo-
fernes, and says the soldiers were asleep. The soldiers were asleep,
but the guards were awake, and Holofernes ordered the guards to per-
mit her to go out of the camp to bathe herself. | read you the two
oldest translations of the book of Judith, which say she immersed her-
self in the fountain of water out of the camp (the Syriac and Latin
versions); and the oldest Greek version of the Septuagint, No. 58,
which says she baptized herself in the fountain of water, which was
of course, an immersion. The Mosaic law required an immersion, or
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a bathing of the whole person. Jews tell us they immersed themselves,
and we leave it there.

The quotation which my opponent read from Justin Martyr reads
as follows:

"For what is the benefit of that immersion (baptism) which makes
bright the flesh and body only? Be immersed (baptized), therefore,
as to the soul, from anger, and from covetousness, from envy, from
hatred; and behold the body is clean.”

Now, it seems to me, there is a baptism spoken of which makes
bright the body, an immersion. But, says Justin, there must be more
than this; we must have our souls immersed from anger. How?
Unless we renounce anger, covetousness, hatred and envy, our immer-
sion will do us no good. But, if we do this, then, by our immersion
as an act of obedience to God, we are cleansed from the corruption of
these things, as we are immersed from them. We are immersed from
anger, as we are sprinkled from an evil conscience.

In regard to the passages from lIrenasus, | would say that | have
them here; but | wish to examine them more fully in the original au-
thorities, and compare the context, and see if they are fairly ren-
dered. | wish, also, to have the gentleman to furnish me the original
Greek of the passage from Clemens Alexandrinus. | wish to examine
it, and see if he has translated it correctly. This should be the first
thing that the immersionist should do in all cases, for many of the dif-
ficulties raised by their opponents to always rendering .baptizo by im-
merse, are based, either on garbled quotations, or wrong translations
of the passages in which the difficulty is claimed to be found.

Let me ask you now, my friends, to remember the fact that we are
talking about an act to be performed in obeying a plain and simple
command of our Saviour. What is that act? It is required of every
penitent believer. Can it be possible that he used a word of such am-
biguous import, as my friend would have you infer this word baptizo
is, to represent an act to be performed in obeying a command that he
has made one of the two ordinances of his kingdom—an act that is
at the entrance to his kingdom—a command that can be obeyed but
once? What is the nature of a positive command? It takes an act
that never was, not before the command was given, meritorious, and
makes it an ordinance; and the merit lies in the obedience. The act
had not, until the command was given, any such significance. It re-
quires but one act, and that act is essential to obedience of the com-
mand; for the act is the ordinance, and the ordinance can not exist
without the act. Has God ever given a positive ordinance that could
be obeyed by more than one act? This is a question my opponent has
not answered. He has not said a word in reply to my argument based
on the nature of positive commands, though it overturns his whole
position. It is not the result that was made the ordinance, but the
act; and the result was the end for which the act was performed. A
verb of result can not be made to represent a positive ordinance.

Take the command, "Take, eat; this is my body." He used the
word eat, a word expressing one specific act. He did not use con-
sume, destroy, or any word of result, but a word representing one
specific, clearly-defined act; and he used it evidently in its primary
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and most obvious meaning. It was a plain, simple word, one that had a
plain, clearly-defined meaning, and he used it in that sense, and not in
a secondary and loosely-defined meaning. In the other positive com-
mand, “baptizing them into the name,"” etc.,, he also used a word
equally plain, equally simple—one that expressed one clearly-defined,
specific act. Do you suppose a word, used as this is, in a positive
command, can mean anything you choose to make it? Do you sup-
pose such vague and generic words, as wash, cleanse, and purify, would
be used to express so important a positive ordinance? These men of
plain common-sense suppose no such absurdity.

| assert that the word means but one plain, positive action; and
when we come before you to-morrow, we will prove to you what that
act is. We will show that the act is expressed by dip, plunge, im-
merse, submerge, overwhelm. We shall show that every lexicon and
learned man so testifies; that we can translate every passage where
baptizo occurs by one of these words, and that sense and the context
demand such translation; that baptizo can not be used interchangeably
with sprinkle or pour. My opponent asserts it can; but why does
he not prove his assertion? His argument is just this: It may some-
times mean something else than immerse; therefore, it means sprinkle
and pour! Can you be deceived by such shallow sophistry? Would
anything so plain as a positive ordinance is required to be—plain by
every consideration of reason and justice—require such an effort as
he has made for four mortal hours to define it? He has not found a
single author who says it means sprinkle or pour, nor a single passage
where he dare translate it sprinkle or pour. It may, in a few instances,
mean something else than immersion (which is always, however, ac-
complished by immersion); therefore, it means pour and sprinkle!
We will tell you a plain and straightforward story, and prove it by
plain and positive evidence, such as so important a command requires.

If you were now to be called on to mention what proof he has
brought forward to prove baptism is pouring and sprinkling, what
single argument, what single proof, what passage of scripture, could
you mention? Can you, my pouring and sprinkling friends, tell me?
On what, then, do you base your practice? Ponder well on these
things, and to-morrow we will show you a more excellent way.—[Time
expired.

WEDNESDAY MORNING, August 19, 1868.

MR. HUGHEY'S FOURTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I shall, in
the first place this morning, make a few remarks in reply to the gen-
tleman's speech last evening; and then | shall proceed with my affirm-
ative argument. You will bear in mind that he repudiates the posi-
tion of Mr. Campbell, that both immersion and emersion are found in
the word baptizo; and agrees with Dr. Conant, that it merely requires
putting under the water, without the idea of emersion again at all;
thus wholly giving up the specific action of baptizo contended for by
Carson and Campbell.

He tells us that | admitted, in my remarks yesterday, that the
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classical sense of baptizo was originally to dip. In this he is wholly
mistaken. | started out with the position that my friend has not no-
ticed, that the original and primary meaning of the word was to dye,
tinge, or color; and that this original or primary meaning inhered
through all the family of words that came from the root bap. A
number of words | gave, showing that the idea of dye always in-
hered, while the idea of dip is sometimes wholly dropped out. But
he has not had time to notice this argument. | stated, also, that in
nine cases out of ten, where the word is used in classic Greek, in the
sense of dip or immerse, it means to go to the bottom and stay there.
He has not denied it, and he dare not deny it, for the very examples
given by Dr. Conant prove that, in nearly all cases where baptizo sig-
nifies dip, it means that the subject sinks to the bottom, and remains
in that dipped condition. Such a dipping, preached by my opponent,
would not make many converts, | trow. [Laughter.]

| said that Campbell's position was that the termination zoo made
baptizo, not a frequentative, but that it denoted the rapidity of the
action; consequently, it was by the force of the termination zoo that
Mr. Campbell gets the baptized subject out of the water. This my
opponent denied. | will read what Mr. Campbell says:

"We have, however, an exemplification at hand, which ought for-
ever to settle this matter. It is a case in which the word baptize is
used in a contrast that forbids sinking to the bottom. It is a remark-
able passage found in one of the Sybilline oracles, a poetic prediction
concerning the fortunes of the ancient city of Athens. The poet
says: Askos buptizee dunai de toi ou themis esti—"Thou mayest be
dipped, O bladder! but thou art not fated to sink;" showing that in
ancient times, it was a part of the signification of baptizo to emerge
again, as well as to immerge, making it equivalent to katadusis and
anadusis combined. Certainly and clearly it is that the word baptizo
never meant to sink to the bottom, except by chance. Bapto may
leave the substance some considerable time under water or any liquid:
indicating that a change might come upon the substance, and that it
might acquire some new matter which it had not before being put
into the liquid. But baptizo permits the subject to stay under the
water but a very little time, and then emerge again. In the etymology
and philology of the Greek language, the word baptizo never can be
shown to mean going to the bottom and staying there. Duoo dunai,
and their compounds indicate that."—Campbell and Rice's Debate,
pp. 77, 78.

He (Campbell) further says:

"l have a new theory of my own upon this subject, or rather it is a
theory adopted from an old one, as it ought to be called. It goes to
explain a material fact in the history of bapto.

"My idea is that the word originally meant, not that the dipping
should be performed frequently, but that it indicated the rapidity with
which the action was to be performed; that the thing should be done
quickly; and for this reason the termination zo is never used when
the word is employed in connection with the business of dyers and
tanners. But the word baptizo is always used to express the ordi-
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nance of baptism. This is the best reason | can give for the change
of the termination into zoo.

"With regard to the frequent occurrence of this word in the New
Testament usage, | said that there might be some good reason given.
And that reason is found in the fact that bapto means to dip, without
regard to continuance, long or short, but baptizo intimates that the
subject of the action is not necessarily long kept under that in which
it is immersed."—Ibid. p. 78.

If this does not prove that Mr. Campbell puts the subject into the
water by the force of the root bap, and lifts him out by the force of
the termination zoo, then, | confess, | do not understand the import of
language.

Mr. Braden tells us that Prof. Drisler has been compelled in his last
edition of Liddell and Scott's Lexicon, to take out the definition "to
pour upon." If scholars have compelled Prof. Drisler to take this
definition out of his work, what a pity they had not compelled Park-
hurst to have taken it out of his lexicon also! Why have they not
compelled Gases to change his lexicon and take pour and sprinkle out
of his definitions, and put in one word at least that signifies to dip!
Why have they not compelled Robinson to change his lexicon? Why
did they not compel Schrivellius, Heysechius, and Suidas to change
theirs? But | have produced a number of examples of the use of
baptizo justifying and demanding this definition; and if Mr. Drisler
has taken it out of his lexicon, it shows that he is a very great sim-
pleton, and not a scholar of profound research.

But my friend will have it that if baptizo signifies to draw water,
it must signify to dip. | read from Heysechius, the oldest Greek lex-
icographer, and he gives but one definition, antleo, which has the gen-
eral sense of to draw, pump, or pour out water; and if it means to
draw, pump, or pour out water, it does not mean specifically to dip.
To draw, pump, and pour out water does not constitute the specific act
to dip, and Mr. Braden must certainly know it. But, then, | asserted
that in those Jewish ablutions there was no immersion required. My
opponent says there was a general washing, and he said, that "if bap-
tizo signifies a general washing, and a general washing ever signifies an
immersion, that is all | ask." But | will tell my friend the law re-
quired no personal immersion. Many of these baptisms were simple
sprinklings. Some of them consisted of both sprinkling and washing;
but sprinkle and wash do not constitute the specific act, dip! If bap-
tizo includes both sprinkling and washing, then it can not be a word of
specific action. Can my opponent understand this?

But my opponent asks, "Were not the apostles overwhelmed by
the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost; and was not this overwhelm-
ing the baptism?" | answer, No. They were not overwhelmed, but
were filled with the Holy Ghost. The filling was not the baptism, but
the effect of it. The only action here was pouring, and this pouring
out of the Holy Spirit was the baptism. Peter called this pouring out
of the Spirit a baptism; for he says, in relating the account of Cor-
nelius' conversion: "As | began to speak the Holy Spirit fell on them
as on us at the beginning. Then remembered | the word of the Lord,
how that he said, John verily baptized with water, but ye shall be bap-
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tized with the Holy Ghost, not many days hence." The resemblance
between the transactions brought up the idea of baptism to Peter's
mind. But if John immersed the people, where was the resemblance
between this, and the falling on of the Holy Spirit? Now, he tells us
that we can overwhelm by pouring. The apostles were not over-
whelmed, but they were filled with, the Holy Spirit.

Again, | say, pouring is the mode of baptism specifically pointed
out by the Holy Spirit. And the meaning that my opponent attaches
to baptizo here, of overwhelm, is far-fetched and gratuitous; and is
not sustained by the facts of the case.

But, in reference to Luke xi. 34—38, if he will read the passage he
will discover the purification spoken of is the washing before eating,
for Jews that had not been to the market.

In Mark vii. 3, we read, "And when they saw gome of his disciples
eat bread with defiled, that is to say with unwashen hands, they found
fault.” Now, in the former passage ebaptizthe is used; and in this
nipzoontai is used. In Luke xi. 38, it is not the washing when coming
from the markets but the washing before eating that is called the bap-
tism. "They marveled that he had not first (ebaptisthe) washed be-
fore dinner." The collation is not between Mark vii. 4, and Luke Xxi.
38, but between the latter passage and Mark vii. 3.

In the passage which | quoted from Clement of Alexandria, he
tells us that it was the custom of the Jews to wash their hands upon
their couches, and to baptize themselves in this way. "Well," my
opponent says, "if they baptized their hands, they dipped them; and
that was immersion.” But Clement says, "They baptized themselves
by washing their hands, upon their couches.” He does not say they
baptized their hands, but, they baptized themselves by washing their
hands. The washing of the hands was the baptism of the person.

But, in regard to the baptism of couches, he tells us that some of
these couches, or klinoon, were mats upon which the Jews slept. The
klinoon, however, was the frame upon which the mat was spread.
Often they could not be dipped, yet they were all baptized. There
was some way of baptizing them, then, besides dipping. He admitted
some of these klinoon could not be dipped, and yet they were all bap-
tized. They were, therefore, baptized by sprinkling, as all authors
tell us.

In regard to the baptism of Judith, he wanted to know why she
went out into the valley. | will read the passage as found in Judith
xii. 5-9: "Then the servants of Holofernes brought her into the tent,
and she slept till midnight; and she arose when it was toward the
morning watch, and went to Holofernes, saying, Let my lord now com-
mand that thy handmaid may go forth for prayer. Then Holofernes
commanded his guard that they should not stay her. Thus she abode
in the camp three days, and went out in the night into the valley of
Bethulia and washed (ebaptizeto) herself at a fountain of water by the
camp. And when she came out, she besought the Lord God of Israel
to direct her way to the raising up of the children of her people. So
she came in clean, and remained in the tent until she did eat her meat
in the evening."

Here she went out and purified herself by washing her hands at
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the fountain, for it is not said she baptized herself in the fountain;
but she baptized herself at the fountain, according to the Jewish
method of purifying, which was done ordinarily by washing of hands;
and after she had purified herself and prayed, she returned to the tent
of Holofernes.

But my friend says there are certain translations which give im-
merse for baptize here. | will read what Dr. Conant says:

"One of the oldest Greek manuscripts, and the two oldest versions
(the Syriac and Latin), read immersed (baptized) herself in the foun-
tain of water (omitting in the camp). According to the common
Greek text, this was done at the fountain to which she went, because
she had there the means of immersing herself. Any other use of
water for purification could have been made in her tent.”

How does my friend get immerse in this old manuscript? Why,
he says, baptizo means immerse! One of the oldest Greek manu-
scripts reads, immersed (baptized) herself; therefore, she plunged
herself in the fountain of water. When | ask what word this old
manuscript uses, | am answered, baptizo! the identical word found in
the text. Baptizo, he tells us, means immerse; and this old manu-
script says she baptized herself in the fountain; and, therefore, she
immersed herself in the fountain 1 | was not prepared, | confess, to
see, on the part of my learned friend, such a complete begging of the
question. | should not like to be caught in such a predicament as
this before an intelligent audience.

But the example from Justin Martyr—which is as literal a trans-
lation as can be made—he says: "Baptize the soul from wrath, and
from covetousness, from envy, and from hatred; and lo the body is
pure.” 1 brought forward this example to show you that baptizo was
not used in the sense of modal action, but in the sense of effect—pu-
rify the soul, and lo the body is pure. It is the effect produced, not
the modal action which is here expressed by baptizo.

I will make one remark, also, in regard to what my opponent calls
a positive institution requiring specific acts. | told you the Lord's
Supper was a positive institution. He tells us that phagoo signifies to
eat; but the gentleman well knows that the word used to give name
to the Lord's Supper is deipnon, which means the principal meal of
the day. "When you come together therefore, in one place, this is
not to eat the Lord's Supper'—(kuriakon deipnon phagein)—not
merely phagein, to eat; but to phagein the deipnon, that is, to eat the
Lord's Supper. Deipnon is used to give name to the ordinance, and
it means the principal meal of the day. It does not mean to eat a
morsel of bread and drink a sip of wine. Nothing is eating the Lord's
Supper, according to the gentleman's arguments, but eating the prin-
cipal meal of the day! The whole principle that he lays down, that
positive institutions require specific acts, is thus proven to be vicious
at its very foundation. It will not do to base an argument upon such
a vicious principle in the interpretation of the scriptures. Deipnon
simply signifies the principal meal; it does not tell how much we are
to eat. You can learn nothing from the word as to how it is to be
done—whether the position of the body is to be standing, kneeling, or
reclining. Nobody will contend that any position of the body is re-
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quired in the word; and yet it is an institution that depends upon
the divine command for its perpetuity and obligation.

I will now proceed with my affirmative argument, and present to
you some other examples from the fathers of the use and import of
the term baptizo, showing that it is used as a general term, expressing,
not the specific action of dip, but all kinds of action. The first |
take from Justin Martyr, First Apology, p. 59. He says, in describ-
ing baptism:

"For in the name of God, the Father and Lord of the universe,
and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit, they then
receive the washing with water."

Again, on page 60, he says:

"And the devils, indeed, having heard this washing published by
the prophet, instigated those who enter their temples, and are about
to approach them with libations and burnt-offerings, to sprinkle them-
selves."

Here Justin tells us that this sprinkling of the heathen was in
imitation of baptism; for he, throughout this Apology, shows how
the devil imitates everything connected with the Christian worship.
There would be no imitation here unless Christian baptism was by
sprinkling.

The next example | will give you is from Cyril of Alexandria.
This father speaks of the Jewish rite of sprinkling as a baptism; his
words are:

"We have been baptized, not with mere water, nor yet with the
ashes of a heifer, but with the Holy Ghost and fire."—Seiss on Bap-
tism, p. 124.

Here Cyril tells us that the sprinkling with the. water of separa-
tion was a baptism—and, if this sprinkling was a baptism, where was
the immersion?

Ambrose speaks in the same way:

"He who desired to be purified with a typical baptism, was sprin-
kled with the blood of a lamb, by means of a bunch of hyssop."—
Ibid. pp. 123, 126.

Now where is the dip of my friend in this passage? | am giving
him a few examples to practice on. You know he said he could put
dip or immerse in every place where baptizo was found. | want him
to translate the word dip or immerse in these examples.

Ambrose said that he was sprinkled with the blood of a lamb
by means of a bunch of hyssop. Was that a dipping? Yet it was
a baptism.

Again, he says: "For he who is baptized, both according to the
law and according to the Gospel, is made clean, according to the law
in that Moses with a bunch of hyssop sprinkled the blood of a lamb."—Ibid. p.
125.

There was then a baptism according to the Jewish law. Was it
an immersion?

Again, the same father, taking a general survey of the Jewish and
heathen absolutions, thus sums up the matter, saying; "There are
many kinds of purifications (baptizmatum), but the apostle proclaims
one baptism. Why, there are heathen purifyings (baptismata), but
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they are not purifications (baptismata). Washings they are; purifi-
cations (baptismata) they can not be. The body is washed, but sin is
not washed away. Nay, in that washing, sin is contracted. There
were, also, Jewish purifyings (baptismata); some superfluous, others
typical."—Ibid. p. 126.

Here he tells us there were baptisms, and yet they were not bap-
tisms. They were purifications, and yet they did not purify. Under-
take to put immersion for baptism here, and you have a positive con-
tradiction. Immersions (baptismata) they are; immersions (baptis-
mata) they can not bel You see here is a direct contradiction. Bap-
tismata can not be translated immersions here.

Next, we turn to Turtullian, to inquire what meaning he attached to
baptizo:

"At the sacred rites of Isis, or Mithra, they are initiated by a
washing; they carry out their gods with washings; they expiate villas,
houses, temples, and whole cities by sprinkling with water carried
around. Certainly, they are purified in the Apollinarian and Eleu-
sinian rites; and they say that they do this to obtain regeneration and
to escape the punishment of their perjuries. Also, among the an-
cients, whoever had stained himself with murder, expiated himself
with purifying water. In view of these things, we see the zeal of the
devil in rivaling the things of God, inasmuch as he thus also practices
baptism among his own people.”

Here we have a description of the various lustrations and expia-
tions performed by the devil's people, not only upon their own bodies,
but also upon villas, houses, temples, and whole cities—and that by
sprinkling with water carried around.’" And yet Turtullian sums it ail
up as the devil's baptism (baptismatum)!—Ibid. pp. 128, 129.

How were these purifications performed? By sprinkling; and
yet Turtullian calls them baptism.

Again, Turtullian says, speaking of the water and blood which is-
sued from the wounded side of the Saviour:

"These two baptisms he poured forth from the wound of his
pierced side."—Ibid. p. 130.

Did he mean to say, that he poured forth these two immersions
from his pierced side? Do you not see it would make nonsense to
translate baptismos immersion here? He did not pour forth two im-
mersions, but two baptisms or purifications—one, by water; and the
other, by blood. It is effect, not modality, that Turtullian here ex-
presses by baptismos.

Origen calls "the outpouring of the blood of Christ a baptism.”
Who would call this an immersion?—Ibid. pp. 130, 131.

Again, Origen, in commenting on John i. 25, says:

"What makes you think that Elias when he comes will baptize,
who in Ahab's time did not (himself) baptize the wood upon the altar,
which required washing in order to be burnt up when the Lord should
reveal himself by fire? For he ordered the priests to do that (i. e.,
baptize the wood), not only once, for he says, Do it the second time,"
etc.—Ibid. p. 131.

The account is given in 1 Kings xviii: "And Elijah took twelve
stones, and with the stones he built an altar, and he made a trench
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about the altar, as great as would contain two measures of seed. And
he put the wood in order, and cut the bullock in pieces, and laid him
on the wood, and said, Fill four barrels with wafer, and pour it on the
burnt-sacrifice, and on the wood. And he said, Bo it the second time;
and they did it the second time. And he said, Bo it the third time;
and they did it the third time. And the water ran round about the
altar, and filled the trench also with water."

Here we have an example of baptism by pouring. The water was
poured upon the wood and upon the sacrifice. Yet Origen, a native
Greek, and one of the most learned of all the fathers, called it a bap-
tism. Here we find the fathers using baptizo to express pouring and
sprinkling.

Niciphorus, also one of the Greek fathers, describes a baptism in
this way:

"He (the man) expecting to die, asked to receive the water, i. e,
to be baptized; and he baptized him even upon his couch on which he
lay."—Ibid. p. 133.

Now, the question is, Bid he dip him? Yes, says my opponent,
for baptizo always means to immerse! The idea of immersing a man
upon his couch upon which he lay, every man knows is an absurd-
ity. He was baptized by sprinkling.

Again, in a paper ascribed to Athanasius, found in the works of
John of Damascus, it is said that "John was baptized (ebaptisthai) by
placing his hand on the divine head of his Master." Was this an im-
mersion?—Ibid. p. 134.

Again, Anastasius speaks of "baptism as poured into water-pots;
and of water-pots as baptized by pouring baptism into them." Where is
the immersion in these acts? Can immersion be poured into a water-
pot? [Laughter.]

But | might produce many other examples from the fathers, where
baptizo is used as expressive of acts of pouring and sprinkling; but
surely these are sufficient to satisfy every reasonable man.

There is another fact that must forever settle the meaning of the
word baptizo, and that is, when immersion, that is, trine immersion
(which was the ancient manner of baptizing in this way), became com-
mon, the completion of the ordinance was called baptism; but the im-
mersions were expressed by another word, which in Greek properly
signifies to dip or immerse.

Gregory Nepsen says, concerning the baptism of Christ: "Coming
into water, the kindred element of earth, we hide ourselves in it, as
the Saviour did in the earth," and doing this "three times," etc.

And Basil says: "By the three immersions (en trisi tais katadu-
sesi), and, by the like number of invocations, the great mystery of bap-
tism is completed.”

And again, Damascenus says: "Baptism is a type of the death of
Christ, for by three immersions (kataduseon) baptism signifies," etc.

Again, in Apostolical Constitutions: “Immersion (katadusis) de-
notes dying with him (Christ).: emersion (anadusis), a resurrection
with Christ.

Photius says: "The three immersions and emersions (kataduseis
kai anaduseis) of baptism signify death and resurrection."
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Athanasius says: "To immerse (katadusai) a child three times in
the bath (or pool), and emerse (anadusai) him, this shows the death,”
etc.

Chrysostom says: "We, as in a sepulcher, immersing (kataduon-
toon) our heads in water, the old man is buried; and sinking down
(katadus katoo), the whole is concealed at once; then, as we emerge,
the new man rises."—Stewart on Baptism, pp. 147, 148.

Here, when these Greek fathers speak of the immersions of bap-
tism, they use kataduo, but when they speak of baptism as completed
by the three immersions, they call it baptism.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S FOURTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—We shall
first review what the gentleman has just said worthy of notice, and
then proceed as we promised yesterday evening, to sustain an affirma-
tive, that baptism is always an immersion. We wish first to call at-
tention to this strange fact, that though he is discussing a scriptural
ordinance, he has not yet quoted a single passage in the scriptures,
nor cited a single commentary, in which the ordinance is spoken of.
Why does he not take up the command which instituted the ordinance,
and passages in which the ordinance is spoken of, and from them prove
his position? He takes passages where baptizo is used in a secondary
or figurative sense, and attempts to prove, not that it means sprinkling
or pouring, but that it may mean something else than immersion. He
has not even touched the subject of scriptural baptism.

He goes away to the fathers, who lived from one hundred and fifty
to three hundred years after Christ, and reads from them passages in
which he thinks that baptizo may mean something else than immerse;
or where they speak of the effect of baptism—purification. He then
goes to the Jewish law to show that a part of purification there men-
tioned was sometimes accomplished by sprinkling blood, or the com-
pound called the water of purification; and then reasons that, as a part
of the purification in the Jewish law was by sprinkling blood or some
other substance than water, of course, the purification spoken of by
the fathers was a sprinkling of water—entirely ignoring the law we
laid down, and which he can not deny, that God never commanded
water alone to be sprinkled on any person, for either moral, ceremo-
nial, or religious purposes. '

But | will take every passage he quotes and show that baptizo can,
and should, and must be translated immerse; and he dare not attempt
to translate it pour or sprinkle. Did you observe that in some of the
very quotations, and in all where a translation is made, the Latin and
other fathers translate baptizo by immerse? In the passage he read
from Conant, the translators all render baptizo by immerse, but he can't
see how it can be an immersion; therefore, it is a pouring or sprinkling.
If this is logic, then, | confess, I am unable to see it. Will you take
his quibbles, and "can't see how," before the positive declaration of
learned men, who lived almost contemporary with the event, who
spoke and read the Greek as a living language; and the law of God
which says that Judith must bathe her whole person, or immerse her-
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self; and Jewish writers, who say that they always bathed, or im-
mersed the whole person, and even if the tip of a finger was not dip-
ped, they were not cleansed?

My opponent quotes from early writers secondary and figurative
uses of baptizo, to show that it may mean, not pour or sprinkle, but
something else than immerse, though that something else, when he has
found it, is always accomplished by immersion. He does not touch
passages in which they speak of the ordinance or describe it. 1 will,
when | reach the proper point, show that when they baptized, they
always immersed, and that they invariably speak of the ordinance as
an immersion. | shall not talk about what it may be, but what it is,
and prove what it is.

It is charged that | differ from Alexander Campbell in reference to
the word baptizo—that is, as to the extent of its meaning—and, there-
fore, |1 abandon the idea of specific action. This is too trivial, too
contemptible to deserve notice; but as it is all my opponent can ad-
duce, | will again tax your patience, and perhaps insult your good
sense, to notice it, in consideration for him. It shows to what straits
my opponent is reduced—what paltry straws a drowning man will clutch
at. | say that baptizo always means to immerse one in water or any
substance that will cover him; that it always expresses a specific act,
and this one specific act. Mr. Campbell says that this is the specific
act, also, but he makes the act of longer duration than | do; and be-
cause | do not give the same latitude of duration to the same specific
act, | abandon the idea of specific action! This is sheer nonsense. |
again repeat that baptizo means invariably one specific action, namely
to immerse—that is the primary meaning, and the secondary always
includes the idea of having been accomplished by that specific act. It
that is not making it specific, | can not see how it can be done.

He speaks again of the nonsensical idea of going to the bottom
and staying there; and if | abandon the idea of going to the bottom
and staying there, | abandon the idea of specific action! As if you
could not immerse a person without putting him to the bottom and
making him stay there! He immerses. Is that the way he does it?
If so, | can easily understand why he is so much opposed to immer-
sion. | never gave nor accepted such a meaning, but repudiate it
with contempt. He can not find an author who gives such a meaning,
nor a passage where it will admit of such a meaning. It is a silly
figment of his own fertile brain. | repeat, baptizo simply places one
under the water, or any substance that will cover him and accomplish
this specific action. Common-sense will tell how you take him out.
I trust, after this explanation, he will not insult your common-sense
by any more such twaddle as I' how do you get him out?"

I will relieve Mr. Campbell of the charge of talking such
nonsense as my opponent and his brethren place in his mouth. He
did give his speculation as to the meaning of the intensive ter-
mination 20, but he never uttered such nonsense as Methodist de-
baters put in his mouth. They pervert his language—make non-
sense of it, and then attempt to use it for their purpose, because, no
doubt, his nonsense is better than their sense. He says, My idea
is that the word originally meant, not that the dipping should be
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done frequently [as the grammars assert.—Braden], but it should
be done quickly. That is the best reason | can give for the change
of termination into zoo." Mr. Campbell does not utter such non-
sense as that bap places a man under the water, and zoo takes him
out! And if such were the case, what of it? Verily, this is a pow-
erful argument!

My friend parades again the pouring of the Holy Spirit. Was the
Spirit literally poured as a substance on to the spirit of the individ-
ual? Was the pouring of the Spirit the baptism? 1 affirm again,
that the baptism was an immersion, and | have eighteen learned pedo-
baptist authorities to sustain me in the position, such as Robinson,
Dr. Geo. Campbell, Gurtlerus, Bloomfield, Archbishop Tillotson, Cyril,
Prof. Stuart, Theophylact, Neander, Bishop Reynolds, Ikenius, Le
Clerc, Casaubon, Bishop Hopkins. Cyril and Theophylact were early
fathers, not pedobaptists, but their testimony is only the stronger, for
it shows how the early church understood the baptism. They all
make it an immersion, or an overwhelming of the powers of the mind
by the power of the Spirit. Immersion will make the figure bold and
beautiful. Pouring or sprinkling makes it literal and nonsense.

My opponent is not yet satisfied with regard to my statement, that
Liddell and Scott, and Drisler their American editor, had to throw
out wet, moisten, bedew, draw water, pump water, as meanings of bap-
tizo. Mr. Drisler, quoting from Heysechius and Gases, Mr. Hughey's
great authorities, inserted these renderings. Liddell and Scott had
them in their first London edition, quoting from the same authors, for
they are the only ones who have had the temerity to give such perver-
sions. Scholars demanded that they should verify them by appeal to
classic authors, and they threw them out—one of the strongest proofs
that the word has no such meaning.

Graves, in his first edition, away down at the bottom of a long list
of renderings, such as dip, etc., surreptitiously foisted in sprinkle as a
rendering of baptizo, in a few passages, one or two where it had a fig-
urative meaning. Scholars assailed the rendering, and he has thrown
it out. Sectarianism would fain have surreptitiously foisted it in as
a possible meaning; but scholars drove it out. The same thing was
attempted by the American editor of an edition of Donnegan's Greek
Lexicon, but scholars assailed it. Donnegan was appealed to, and, pe-
dobaptist as he was, he indignantly repudiated the trick; and com-
pelled the sectarian editor to throw it out. These attempts to foist in
these meanings, and the ignominious backing down of those who at-
tempt it, are one of the strongest proof's ever given that it can mean no
such thing, as pour or sprinkle. The throwing out of all secondary
meanings incompatible with immersion, shows that it has no meanings
that are incompatible with immersion; and that is all my opponent
has yet attempted to show.

In speaking of the baptism of the Holy Spirit, | spoke of an over-
whelming of the person by pouring. My opponent, ever ready to
pervert my words, says | admit pouring to be a baptism. | do no such
thing. | say the result—the covering of the person in water—would
be an overwhelming. The covering or overwhelming would be an im-
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mersion, not the pouring. So the overwhelming of the powers of soul
would be an immersion, or a baptism; and baptism is immersion.

My opponent goes back a second time to Judith, twice in the same
speech. He can't see how baptizo can here mean immerse. Look at
the circumstances: Is it likely she would go out, in the dead of night,
attended only by her maid, away out of camp, down into the valley of
Bethulia, to wash her hands, when there was water in the tent for that
purpose? What nonsense! The Jewish law required a bathing of
the whole person, an immersion. All Jewish authorities say they in-
variably did immerse the whole person, not permitting even the tip of
the little finger to escape the immersion. Two of the oldest transla-
tors say she immersed herself "in the fountain"—the Latin and Sy-
riac.

Mr. Hughey.—What is the Syriac word?

Mr. Braden.—I can not see what effect that would have on the ar-

gument.
Mr. Hughey.—Perhaps the gentleman does not know it!
Mr. Braden—l am certain Mr. Hughey would not know whether

I gave him the right word or not, were | to do so. | have the author-
ity of Dr. Conaut, and what Dr. Conaut says on such matters Mr.
Hughey dare not question. 'He says they render it "immersed her-
self in the fountain of water." The old Greek manuscript, No. 58,
says, "she immersed (ebaptiseto) herself in the fountain of water."

Mr. Hughey.—Is not the word baptizo the one you read immersed?

Mr. Braden.—Yes, sir; but | also gave the word without the trans-
lation; and | quoted it to show that it was done in the fountain, and to
herself, on her whole person, and she was immersed.

Is the washing of hands called a baptism in Luke? | repeat, it is not.
The Pharisee wondered that he (our Saviour) had not bathed himself, or
immersed himself, before he ate, as the Jews, according to all their rab-
bins, always did. The washing is not the same as expressed by nipsontai,
in Mark vii. 3, but the same as expressed by baptizo, in Mark vii. 4,
the bathing of the whole person, or immersion; and the immersion or
putting of tables, etc., under water. When a Jew came in from a
crowd, lest he might have become defiled by some person or thing for-
bidden to be touched, he always dipped himself, as Maimonides assures
us, and the law required when a man was defiled. It may seem strange
and burdensome to us, who are unaccustomed to so much bathing as
they practice in the East. But there bathing is almost as common as
washing the face here, and regarded as no more of a task. Indeed,
did they live as we do, they would be carried off by leprosy in every
family. The burdensome Jewish law was a rational sanitary regula-
tion, demanded by the physical welfare of the Jews, and modern hy-
giene is not yet as wise as God's ancient law.

The gentleman next attempts a very small pettifogger's trick. |
said | could and would translate every passage where baptizo occurs,
by immerse, or some word of kindred meaning. He then hands me
"Seiss on Baptism," a partisan book, where the passage is translated,
and asks me to translate the passage which Seiss translates "bap-
tizing themselves on their couches,” by immerse. You, no doubt,
thought he handed me the original Greek. There is not a word of
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Greek in the passage. There are two words of Greek in parenthesis,
spelled in English letters, and from those two words, | am to translate
several lines of Greek; and then he triumphantly claims | have failed!
What a contemptible trick. | will now say that | will find the origi-
nal, and place it and a correct translation in a note in the book con-
taining the debate. So that matter is disposed of.

Your attention was next directed to phagoo and deipnon, and he
wants to know if | make deipnon a specific action. Here the word
that expresses the specific action is phagoo, a word which expresses
but one specific act, eat. This our Saviour used when he gave the
command, giving it, as all positive ordinances must be, by a word ex-
pressing but one specific act. This act, when performed in a certain
way, constitutes the Lord's deipnon, or supper. My opponent would
attempt to dispose of my argument, that all positive commands are ex-
pressed by words expressing but one specific act, by substituting deip-
non, the ordinance, for phagoo, the act by which the ordinance is ful-
filled; and claim that I make deipnon, supper, a specific word. | said
no such thing. I said our Saviour used phagoo, a specific word, a word
to express but one specific act; and in like manner he used baptizo, a
word expressing but one specific act, in the other command; and as
we can not have the Lord's deipnon, without the specific action, eating,
we can not have his baptism without the specific action of immersing.

I can dispose of all the passages he quotes from the fathers in a
lump. He quotes certain passages in which the fathers speak of bap-
tism as a purifying rite. He then goes back to the Jewish law, and
shows that sprinkling blood or the compound known as the water of
purification, was a purifying rite in the Jewish law; and as both are
purifying rites, the act is the same in both cases. Strange logic, cer-
tainly. Let me reason. The British Sovereign and our President are
both inducted into office by what is called an inauguration. The Brit-
ish Sovereign is crowned; as both are called inaugurations, both are
crowned, or we crown our President. The early fathers never used the
ordinance of baptism as substituted for Jewish cleansings. Never say
it was performed the same way. They merely speak of it as a purify-
ing rite, having somewhat the same significance in the Christian dispen-
sation, Jewish cleansings had in the old. One cleansed the soul from
guilt, or rather was the crowning act of such cleansing, and the crown-
ing act of Jewish cleansings was an immersion; and if there is any
force in the quotations, they prove immersion.

But when the fathers speak of Christian baptism, they call it an
immersion. They tell us they immersed, and call our Saviour's bap-
tism an immersion. We shall introduce them in due time, and hear
them on the subject at issue. We have now disposed of all our oppo-
nent's arguments, so called. He has not produced an author who dare
translate the word our Saviour used to express the ordinance, by pour
or sprinkle. He dare not translate a single passage in that way. He
has not examined a passage in the Bible where the ordinance is meant,
and yet he is trying to prove what a scriptural ordinance is. He gives
to baptizo the absurd meaning "go to the bottom and stay there,”
though | never said so, nor does any authority or man of sense; nor
can he find a single passage where he dare to give it such a nonsensi-
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cal meaning. | repudiate such stuff, and then he vociferates triumph-
antly, "Ah, you have abandoned your claim that it expresses specific
action,"” because | reject his specific nonsense. He is like the butch-
er's dog, Noble, who stuck his nose into a hollow log, and, though
there never had been a trace and scent even of game in it, he barked
and howled over it as if he had a lion treed; and tried, by his roar-
ing, to make every one believe he had something wonderful there.
For weeks did he persist in this folly, though no one regarded him.
So my opponent has seized hold of this absurdity, that never was an
argument, but always an insult to the common-sense of his hearers, and
he vociferates and shouts, hoping, like Noble, to make you believe he
has his opponent cornered there. | hope self-respect, and respect for
your good sense, will prevent his ever hinting such a thing again.

Though baptizo occurs nearly four hundred times, he has in his
supreme appeal, touched on but about a dozen instances, and but few
of these refer to the ordinance. They are secondary and figurative
uses. He has not attempted to translate by sprinkle or pour, but he
takes "purify," and then, since this is sometimes done by some other
act—in one instance partially by sprinkling, and that not water, he
claims it can mean sprinkling! Driven from this, he goes back and
begins the story over again. Like the old woman, who was starting
on a journey, and was afraid she would lose her baggage, and kept re-
peating” big box, little box, band-box,and bundle;" "bundle, band-box,
little box, big box." back and forth, he repeats, parrot like, "you have
abandoned specific action" "Judith,” "Naaman,” "Clemens Alexandri-
nus," and the "fathers"—"the fathers,” "Clemens Alexandrinus," etc.
I hope he will add a few items to his list for variety, if nothing else.

We shall now commence what we shall call an universal affirma-
tive—affirming that the word baptizo means dip, plunge, immerse, sub-
merge, overwhelm—that it invariably represents the specific act ex-
pressed in English by three nearly synonymous terms, in its primary
sense; that it expresses, in its secondary meanings, results always ac-
complished by this specific action; because they are thus accom-
plished, and even in its secondary meanings it can invariably be ex-
pressed by these words.

We have already offered two arguments in favor of this position
that have not been noticed, though they as clearly establish it, unless
answered, as two and two make four.

1. If the words in the Greek language were all translated into En-
glish, we would have the words dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, over-
whelm, several hundred times; and in nine cases out of ten as trans-
lations of bapto and baptizo, proving clearly that these words are the
words which pre-eminently, in Greek, represent the specific act ex-
pressed by these English verbs.

2. We would have the words pour and sprinkle several hundred
times, and never once as renderings of bap to or baptizo; showing that
these words can never represent the acts expressed by those verbs, as
my friend claims.

3. Mr. Hughey, and no one else, dare translate "l pour thee,” or
"l sprinkle thee,” by "Baptizo se;" thus showing that "Baptizo se"
can never mean "l pour or sprinkle thee."
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4. He can, and must, from the analogy of the Greek language,
translate "I immerse thee,” by "Baptizo se,” showing that "Baptizo
se" means "l immerse thee."

But we will now go further, for we are only troubled with abun-
dance of proof. Remember, we said, and it has been virtually admit-
ted, that all positive commands must be expressed by a word represent-
ing one clearly-defined specific act, and can be obeyed by no other, for
the act performed in a certain way is the ordinance, and without the
act there is no ordinance; that baptism is a command or ordinance of
this character; hence, when our Saviour used baptizo to express one of
the two ordinances of his church, he used a word which had a clearly-
defined specific meaning, and he used it in that meaning, and no other;
hence this ordinance is one clearly-defined specific act, and no other.
As the gentleman admits immersion to be baptism, unless he can dis-
prove what we have just said, and he has not attempted it, he must
concede immersion alone is baptism. Remember, we called on him to
name one positive command of God that could be obeyed by more than
one act. He has not done it; and, as he admits immersion to be bap-
tism, he admits it to be that one act. We challenged him also to men-
tion one word which could represent more than one specific physical
act. He has not done it; hence, as he admits it does represent immer-
sion, it must represent that alone.

Remember, we said baptizo was a Greek word, and we must learn
how the Greeks used it; that we would confine the examination to bap-
tizo alone, for that alone was used to express the ordinance, and it was
a word of much narrower significance than bapto, its primitive; that we
had nothing to do with secondary or tropical meanings, unless it was
attempted to show that baptizo had lost its primary meaning, and taken
a secondary one, different from the primary; that we have nothing to
do with sacred senses, unless it was shown that baptizo had a sacred
sense, and that the sacred sense was different from the classical. In-
deed, it could have no sacred sense, until it was made a rite or cere-
mony by John and Christ, and when they took it they must take it in
its common-sense, before there was any sacred use of it.

We will now go to those learned men, those judges and lawyers,
who have honestly and with great research compiled the decisions of
classical usage, my opponent's supreme court. We shall read from
lexicons compiled, in nine cases out of ten, by persons who, as secta-
rians, practiced sprinkling and pouring, but who, as scholars, tell the
truth. 1 shall first quote from the twelve lexicons which are relied on
by our opponents to sustain pouring and sprinkling. We read from
Bailey's Manual of Baptism, a work published by G. S. Bailey, one of
the leading Baptist preachers of our State, and a book indorsed by the
Baptist Publication Society. His quotations can be sustained by an
appeal to original authority. Unlike pedobaptist authors, who appeal
only to secondary and far-fetched renderings, and skip over the most
obvious and the real meaning, he gives both primary and secondary.

Scapula.—Baptizo, to dip, to immerse; also, to dye, as we immerse
things for the purpose of dyeing them or washing them; also, to
plunge, submerge, to cover with water, to cleanse, to wash. Baptismos,
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immersion, Trashing, cleansing; the act itself of washing, cleansing;
also of immersion.

Hedericus.—To dip, to immerse, to cover with water, to cleanse, to
wash, to baptize in a sacred sense.

Stephanus.—To dip, to immerse; as, immerse things for the purpose
of washing or coloring; to merge, submerge, to cover with water, to
cleanse, to wash.

Schleusner—To plunge, to immerse, cleanse, wash, purify with
water.

Parkhurst—To immerse in or to wash with water in token of puri-
fication. Figuratively, to be immersed or plunged in a flood or sea, as
it were, of grievous affliction and suffering.

Schrivellius.—Buptizo, to baptize, to immerse, to cleanse, to wash.

Bretschneider.—Properly, often to dip, often to wash; to wash, to
cleanse; in the middle voice, | wash or cleanse myself. An entire immer-
sion belongs to the nature of baptism. This is the meaning of the word,
for in baptism is contained the idea of a complete immersion under
water; at least so is baptisma in the New Testament. In the New
Testament baptizo is only used concerning the sacred and solemn sub-
mersion which the Jews used. Baptisma, immersion, submersion. In
the New Testament concerning the sacred submersion which the fathers
call Christian baptism.

Suidas.—To sink, to plunge, to immerse, to wet, wash, cleanse, pu-
rify

Wahl.—To perform ablution, to cleanse, wash, to immerse.
Greenfield—To immerse, immerge, submerge, sink. In the New
Testament, to wash, perform ablution, cleanse, immerse.

Now, concerning these twelve lexicons | observe, 1. Every one
gives immerse, dip, or plunge, as a primary meaning of the word. 2.
Not one gives sprinkle or pour as a meaning, primary or secondary.
3. Not one gives a meaning that contradicts the primary idea of im-
merse. 4. Not one gives a meaning that could be accomplished in
the Bible by pouring or sprinkling water. To cleanse or purify as
a religious rite, was never performed by pouring or sprinkling water.
5. Every meaning they give in a sacred or religious sense was accom-
plished by immersion, as we have repeatedly shown. Yet these are
the lexicons specially relied on to prove pouring and sprinkling!

We continue:

Parson.—Bapto and baptizo, to dip, to dye, because it is done by
immersion. It differs from dunai, which means to sink to the bottom
and to be thoroughly submerged. [Here is Mr. Hughey's "sink to
the bottom and stay there" and yet this is one of the words by which
he would translate immerse into Greek!] Afflictions are compared to
a flood of waters in which they seem to be immersed, who are over-
whelmed with the sorrows of life, yet only so as to emerge again.
[Here is the baptism of sufferings made an immersion, and no aban-
doning the idea of specific action.]

Donnegan.—To immerse repeatedly into a liquid, to submerge, to
soak thoroughly, to saturate, hence to drench with wine. Metaphor-
ically, to confound totally (overwhelm), to dip in a vessel and draw.
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[Here is Mr. Hughey's "draw water," because the act is dip.] Pas-
sive, to be immersed.

Dr. John Jones, of England.—Baptizo, | plunge, | plunge in
water, dip, baptize, bury, overwhelm.

Prof. Rast.—To plunge, to immerse, submerge.

Bass, of England.—Baptizo, to dip, immerse, plunge in water, to
bathe oneself, to be immersed in sufferings and afflictions.

Pickering.—Baptismos, immersion, dipping, plunging; metaphori-
cally, misery or calamity with which one is overwhelmed.

Stokius,—Baptizo, generally and by the force of the word, indi-
cates simply, the act of dipping and diving; but properly, it means to
dip or immerse in water. In the New Testament it denotes the first
sacrament, in which sacrament those to be baptized were anciently im-
mersed in water.

Robertson's Thesaurus.—Baptizo, to immerse, to wash.

Suicer's Thesaurus.—Baptizo, properly, denotes an immersion or
dipping into.

Liddell and Scott.—"Baptize, to dip repeatedly; of ships, to sink
them. Passive, to bathe; soaked wine, over head and ears in debt; a
boy drowned with questions. To draw water. [No doubt just as Don-
negan gives it, to dip water.] In New Testament, baptize." We have
already called attention to the important fact that they had to pour
upon, to wet, to drench, in the first edition, and have thrown them out,
because inadmissible; a triumphant argument against pouring and
sprinkling.

Dr. Anthon.—The primary meaning of the word is dip, or im-
merse, and its secondary meanings, if it ever had any, all refer to the
same leading idea. Sprinkling, pouring, etc., are entirely out of the
question. [Dr. Anthon was one of the best classical scholars America
ever produced.]

Leigh, of England.—"The votive and proper signification of bap-
tizo is, to dip into water, or to plunge under water." Mr. Home, in
his Introduction to Sacred Scriptures, says of Mr. Leigh, "He was
one of the most learned men of his time, and most succeeding lexicog-
raphers of the Old and New Testaments have been greatly indebted to
his 'Critica Sacra.™

Charles Richardson.—Baptizo, to dip or merge in water, to sink, to
plunge or immerse.

Parson.—Same as Liddell and Scott, for it is the basis of that work.

Castel.—Bathe, baptize, immerse.

Constantine.—Baptismos, baptism, the act of dyeing, that is, of
plunging.

Schoettgenius.—Baptizo, from bapto, properly, to plunge, to im-
merse, to cleanse, to wash.

Trammises.—Baptizo, to immerse, to dip.

Minhert.—Baptizo, to baptize; properly, indeed, it signifies to im-
merse, to plunge, to dip into water. But, because it is common to
plunge or dip a thing to wash it, hence, it signifies also to wash, to
wash away. Baptisma, immersion, dipping into, washing, washing
away; properly, and according to its etymology, it denotes that wash-
ing that is done by immersion.



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 75

Boyster—Baptizo, to dip, to immerse, to cleanse or purify by
washing, to administer the rite of baptism, to baptize. Baptisma, im-
mersion, ordinance of baptism.

Here are thirty-two Greek lexicons, standard authorities, men who
have compiled the decisions of Mr. Hughey's supreme court, and how
do they decide? They all give dip, immerse, plunge, submerge, im-
merge, overwhelm, as the primary meanings. When they give wash,
cleanse, and purify, they do so because they are the results of that one
specific act. Not one gives pour or sprinkle. One gave pour and had
to erase it. Look at the way pouring and sprinkling have to be proved:
1. All primary meanings have to be ignored. 2. Nearly half the lex-
icons say that it takes secondary meanings, because they are results of
immersion; this has to be ignored. 3. Even then there is no pouring
or sprinkling; but it is assumed that these effects can be accomplished
by pouring and sprinkling also, hence they are baptism. This as-
sumption, that cleansing or purifying can be accomplished in a religious
sense, in the Bible, by pouring or sprinkling water, is in direct viola-
tion of the fact that God never commanded water to be poured or
sprinkled on any one for a religious purpose. 4. Some passages are
quoted where they "can't see how it can mean immerse" so plainly as
to leave no difficulty—hence it must mean pour or sprinkle, though
there is no passage where they dare to translate it pour or sprinkle!
Verily, this is logic.

Look now at the argument for immersion: 1. All lexicons give
dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, immerge, overwhelm, as the primary
meanings. Nearly all give these as the only primary meanings, and
wash, cleanse, etc., as secondary. 2. A majority say that they give
these secondary meanings because they are the effect of an immersion,
and that a total immersion is necessary to the full idea of the word.
3. Not one gives a meaning that is not in full accordance with the pri-
mary idea, dip or immerse. 4. All these meanings, when taken in a
ceremonial sense in the Bible, require an immersion, for that was how
persons were cleansed when water alone was used. 5. Some say that
pouring and sprinkling are out of the question. If that is not mak-
ing out that baptizo means the specific act expressed by immerse, etc.,
I know not how to do it. It means that and nothing else.

My opponent seems to have abandoned all hope of proving pour-
ing and sprinkling to be baptism. He merely hopes to befog the ar-
gument for immersion. By the same course of argument he urges
against immersion, or rather that baptizo always means immerse, | can
destroy every word in the English language. Take immerse. "Im-
mersed in debt" How do you immerse a man in debt, sorrow, care,
affliction? Do you, as he asks, take him up and dip or plunge him in
debt or sorrow literally? No. Well, then, there is no such thing as
immersion. We have no word to express any such idea. Just in the
same way as he argues, | can destroy every word that expresses this
act which we have in the English language.

Now, we ask you to contrast the two courses of argument, and, as
plain men of common-sense, in the name of reason, will you prefer
such far-fetched meanings of secondary meanings of baptizo, to the
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plain, obvious, and only meaning? Will you let such quibbles con-

ceal the truth from you?

But we are not done with testimony yet. We will next appeal to
learned men and lexicographers who were writing on other subjects,
and gave incidentally definitions of baptizo.

Michaelis, author of Syriac Lexicon.—To baptize, to immerse, to
bathe.

Schaaf, author of Syriac Lexicon.—To bathe oneself, to bathe, dip,
immerse in water, baptize.

Guido Fabricius, another—To baptize, dip, bathe.

Buxtorf, another.—To baptize, dip, bathe oneself.

Schindler.—To baptize, dip, bathe, immerse in water.

Paschal Anscher.—To baptize, to wash by plunging in water.

Mekitar Vartobed.—Same as Anscher.

Encyclopedia Americana.—Baptism, that is, dipping, immersion,
from the Greek word baptizo.

Edinburgh Encyclopedia.—In the times of the apostles the act was
very simple. The person was dipped in water.

Kitto's Encyclopedia.—The whole person was immersed in water.

Alstedius.—Baptizien signifies only to immerse, and not to wash,
except by consequence.

Wilson.—Baptize, to dip into water, or plunge one into water.

Dr. William Young.—To dip all over, to wash, to baptize.

Bailey's Dictionary.—Baptism, in strictness of speech, is that kind
of ablution or washing which consists in dipping, and, when applied to
the Christian institution, it was used by the early Christians in no
other way than that of dipping, as the learned Grotius and Casaubon
observe.

Butterworth renders baptizo, to dip, immerse, or plunge.

John Ash.—Dip, plunge, overwhelm, to administer baptism.

Riordes' Encyclopedia.—Bapto, | d:p. Baptism was originally ad-
ministered by immersion. At present sprinkling is generally substituted
in northern climates.

We have now quoted fifty lexicons and dictionaries. Will you take
their plain and positive testimony, or will you take the far-fetched,
occasional, and improbable meanings of my friend here? | give you
all the decisions of the learned world, and of pedobaptists in nine
cases out of ten. Next we will bring up historians, then learned men,
then the fathers, and, lastly, verify their assertions by appeal to classic
usage, examining all the passages where baptizo occurs, and show that
the decisions of the supreme court have been correctly compiled by our
authors. | will now close by reminding you that we have from the af-
firmative no argument from the New Testament yet, based on a passage
where the ordinance is mentioned. , We are talking about scriptural
baptism, and where is the scripture for pouring or sprinkling?—{[Time
expired.

MR. HUGHEY'S FIFTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I see that
my friend has abandoned his line of argument, and has taken to read-
ing. 1 knew he would do this. He told us last evening that he could



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 77

tell me exactly the course | would take this morning. | expect he
thought he could, for Mr. Sweeney has the manuscript of my debate
with him, and will not give it up; and he has been at Carbondale re-
cently, and | rather suspect that he gave my friend the privilege of
examining my argument, for he tracks my line of argument in that de-
bate exactly. But | have changed my base a little, and that has con-
fused the gentleman. [Laughter.] The opinions of men in regard to
the meaning of baptizo, will only have weight so long as they have pro-
per ground on which to predicate those opinions. It is the usus loquendi
of the term that | was trying to bring to the notice of the gentleman.
This he ignores, and quotes what Bretschneider, or some other Ger-
man, has said concerning its import, without attempting to set aside the
examples | have produced of its use.

I will read from McClintock and Strong's Encyclopedia, one of the
first works of the kind ever published, and admitted by all to be a
standard work of the highest authority. They say on this word:

"As to the meaning of baptizo, it is allowed on all hands that it is
(at least sometimes) applied to acts involving the process of immer-
sion, both by profane and sacred writers. But the best lexicographers
agree that this is not its exclusive meaning, and none but a daring con-
troversialist would assert that it is. The word baptizo is derived from
baptos, the verbal adjective of bapto, to wet thoroughly; and its ety-
mological meaning is to put into a drenched or imbued condition. In
the New Testament it generally means to purify by the application of
water. As the word baptizo is used to express the various ablutions
among the Jews, such as sprinkling, pouring, etc. (Heb. ix. 10); for
the custom of washing before meals, and the washing of household
furniture, pots, etc., it is evident from hence that it does not express
the manner of doing a thing, whether by immersion or affusion, but
only the thing done—that is, washing, or the application of water in
some form or other. It nowhere signifies to dip, but it denotes a mode
of, and in order to, washing or cleansing, and the mode or use is only
the ceremonial part of a positive institute; just as in the Lord's Sup-
per, the time of day, the number and posture of the communicants, the
quantity and quality of bread and wine, are circumstances not ac-
counted essential by any part of Christians. If in baptism there is
an expressive emblem of the descending influence of the Spirit, pour-
ing must be the mode of administration, for that is the scriptural term
most commonly and properly used for the communication of divine in-
fluence. The term sprinkling, also, is made use of in reference to the
act of purification. So far, then, as the word baptizo is concerned,
there is no foundation for the exclusive theory of the Baptists."

Thus these scholars testify, and they are admitted to be among the
most learned men of Christendom, especially Dr. McClintock.

Now, | might go on and read you any amount of testimony of the
same kind as that given by MecClintock and Strong, but what would
this amount to? These are the opinions merely of learned men; but |
wish to go to the facts of use itself. But to this supreme court he will
not go. He will not examine the passages | have presented to him,
because he can not translate the word baptizo, in those passages, to dip
or immerse, and make sense.
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I will take up his speech and review it for a little while He says
I have not found a single passage of the use of baptizo where the or-
dinance of Christian baptism is spoken of. | am surprised to hear
such an assertion, when nearly all the examples from the fathers, either
directly or indirectly, speak of Christian baptism. But if this were
true, it would not affect my argument in the least, for I am now simply
showing the meaning of baptizo, from the use of that word in the
writings of the fathers. But this is precisely what my opponent will
not meet, because in these examples he knows baptizo does not mean
to dip or immerse, and that he can not so translate it.

My opponent tells us the fathers all speak of baptism as an im-
mersion. But do they use the word baptizo to express the specific act
of immersion? This is the question we are now discussing. When |
get to the history of baptism, | will prove that the earliest mode was
by pouring. Immersion was by no means the earliest, nor the uniform
mode in the ancient church. 1 will give you example after example
where the fathers speak of baptism by pouring. But I am now in-
quiring what was the meaning the fathers put upon the word baptizo?
Did my friend attempt to answer this argument, or translate the word
immerse in every case? No; he was too smart for that. He said
the fathers all speak of baptism as an immersion! But what did |
prove? | proved that Justin Martyr called sprinkling baptism; and
that all the fathers called sprinkling or pouring baptism. And | pro-
duced examples where the word baptizo was used by the fathers where
immerse was out of the question. How did he meet these examples?
By simply ignoring them.

Now, sir, | want him to come up, like a man, and answer my argu-
ment here, or admit he can not do it. When an argument is made to
the point, and an opponent refuses to meet it, or attempts to dodge it,
it is a confession on his part that he can not answer it. Time and
again he has made this very confession by persistently refusing to no-
tice the examples | have produced. Instead of this, he tells us very
learnedly that he can translate baptizo immerse in every example of its
use! Does he suppose the audience are to be imposed upon by such
learned twaddle as this? He gives you the examples of baptizo from
Dr. Conant, where the word signifies to sink to the bottom; but, when
I give him examples where immerse is entirely out of the question,
what does he do? He goes to reading from some German, and tells
you what they say about it! Instead of coming up like a man, and
showing that these examples do not prove what | bring them for-
ward to prove, he keeps on traveling around "Robin Hood's barn."
[Laughter.]

He tells us the difference between him and Alexander Campbell
does not amount to anything—that 1 am insulting your common-sense,
when | am showing the radical difference between them. | have heard
men talk that way before. When a difficulty was presented which
they could not get out of, they put on an air of surprise, and declare
there was no difficulty there at all! [Laughter] But any individual
that understands the import of language knows that when Alexander
Campbell says, "the etymology and philology of baptizo requires the
bringing of the subject out of the water,” he stands precisely against
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the gentleman's position; and if the specific action of putting into and
taking out of the water is not in baptizo, it is not a word of specific
action at all—it does not express the specific action which he calls
baptism.

I want to know whether the word includes going to the bottom and
staying there. Conaut says it does, and by this admission he aban-
dons the specific action which he calls baptism. This is not talking
nonsense, but my friend wants to get away from this contradiction be-
tween Campbell and Conaut very badly. Let him reconcile them if he
can; but he can not do it.

I have produced before him example after example where baptizo
can not mean to dip—where it means to pour, to sprinkle, or to pu-
rify—where it can have no other meaning. Now, | want him to set
aside these examples, or confess he can not do it. He asks me whether
the Holy Spirit was literally poured out on the apostles”? Did | not
bring up this passage as an example of the metaphorical use of the
word? But while this is metaphorical, the scriptures use the mode of
pouring, not of dipping.

This spiritual baptism was performed by pouring, as the scrip-
tures inform us, and the effect of the baptism was, they were filled
with the Spirit. There was no overwhelming "in the Spirit," neither
literally nor metaphorically. The mode of the Spirit's baptism is
everywhere represented as by pouring, never by dipping or over-
whelming.

The gentleman still affirms that the definition "to pour upon" has
been taken out of the last edition of Liddell and Scott's Lexicon.
Whether this be true or not, | have proved by numerous examples
from the use of the word that such is its meaning; and it matters not
what lexicographers may say when we have the usage of the word be-
fore us. There is ample authority for this definition; and | intend to
use it, and quote Liddell and Scott as good authority.

But my friend will have it that Judith immersed herself. Did |
not read you the whole transaction, and show to you that the baptism
was performed preparatory to her devotions, and that the circum-
stances show that she baptized herself at the fountain by washing her
hands? But he tells us that in the Syriac version, the word baptizo
is here translated immerse; but when | ask him to tell me what Syriac
word is used, he puts on a learned air, and says, "It is of no use for
me to tell you, for, if | did, you would not know!" Dr. Conant does
not give the word, and Mr. Braden does not know what the Syriac
word is, for his master does not tell him.

But he says that | impeach Dr. Conant. | do impeach him. Dr.
Conant says the German word taufen signifies to dip or immerse; but
there Is not a German in the world, who understands his own lan-
guage, but knows that taufen does not signify to dip or immerse. A
man that will make such a statement in regard to the meaning of a
German word, is not to be trusted in regard to the meaning of a Syr-
iac word. Dr. Conant is a special pleader for exclusive immersion,
and | will take his testimony just as far as | will that of my oppo-
nent, and not a particle further. I will believe the statements of Dr.
Conant just as far as he furnishes the evidence upon which those state-
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ments are made; but, beyond this, | will receive the testimony of no
special pleader.

Now, in regard to Mark vii. 3, and Luke xi. 38, he tells us that
Christ had been in the market where people gathered for the purpose
of buying and selling. But it is specifically stated that the baptism
here was simply the washing before eating. Christ had not been to
the market at all. In Mark, nipsoontai is used, in Luke, ebaptisthe;
and, in both instances, the same thing is referred to, the washing be-
fore eating.

| read a passage from Clement of Alexandria, showing how this
was performed, that "the Jews baptized themselves upon their couches
by washing their hands;" but my opponent has not noticed this pas-
sage at all.

I do not think it is necessary to spend more time on phagoo and
deipnon. The one signifies to eat; the other, to eat the principal
meal—and neither of these, by themselves or both together, express
the thing which my friend claims in the practice of baptism. They
do not specify how much to eat, or what posture of body the eating is
to be done, or anything about the mode of the supper at all.

My friend states that all my quotations from the fathers have gone
to prove that baptism was performed by immersion. | just want to
call his attention to the fathers once more, and ask him if the fathers
do not call sprinkling and pouring baptism? but when they come to
speak of immersion, kataduoo is the term used; and baptizo is used to
express the thing as having been done, whether by sprinkling, pour-
ing, or by trine immersion. Now, if baptizo expresses the specific ac-
tion of dipping, why did not these Greek fathers use it, and not kata-
duoo? But it was the three katadunoon, immersions, which consti-
tuted the baptism. Now, Mr. Braden can certainly see that when the
mode of baptism by immersion was spoken of, they used one word,
and when baptism was accomplished they used another word. That is
the point. The word baptizo, with them, did not express the action of
dipping, for they expressed that action by another word.

The various ablutions among the Jews and heathens performed by
sprinkling or pouring, were also called baptism by the fathers. Now,
from this point | know he can not get. I knew he could not answer
my argument here, for 1 knew that it was founded upon the immutable
basis of eternal truth.

I have not based my argument upon the sacred or metaphorical use
of baptizo, as Mr. Braden has persistently stated. | told you in the
very outset that my position was that the Saviour and his apostles used
the word in the sense in which it was used among the Hebrews at the
time they lived, and from this position | have not moved. This posi-
tion 1 have sustained conclusively by examples from the New Testa-
ment, and the fathers, which my friend does not touch. He has never
noticed the example of the baptism of the Israelites by the cloud, nor
the numerous examples from the fathers, wherein the idea of immer-
sion is wholly precluded. But my opponent is a great lover of the sa-
cred meaning of words. | am content to take the word baptizo in its
ordinary meaning, as used by the Jews who spoke the Greek language
in the time of Christ. But my opponent will go to the classical usage
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of the word. Well, I will show by examples from the classics that the
classical usage agrees with the Hellenistic and Patristic usage of the
word. The first example | shall present is furnished by Dr. Carson,
and is found in the writings of Plutarch. (See Carson on Baptism, p.
38.

"Plutarch speaking of a Roman general dying of his wounds, says
that having baptized his hand in blood, he wrote the inscription for a
trophy."

Here the moistening of the end of the finger is called a baptism
of the hand.

Again, Dr. Carson quotes Dr. Gale, as applying the word in exhib-
iting the beauty of Homer's representation of the death of one of his
heroes.

"He struck him across the neck with his heavy sword, and the
whole sword became warm (baptized) with blood."—Carson, p. 59.

The sword was baptized with the blood which flowed from the
wound, and this flowing of the blood constituted the baptism.

These examples Carson gives us himself. Here the baptism was by
sprinkling.

Carson also furnishes us an example from Hippocrates. "Dip it,"
says Carson; "baptize it," says Hippocrates, “"again in breast-milk and
Egyptian ointment." "He is speaking,” says Carson, "of a blister,
which was first to be dipped (baptsus, baptized) in (or rather with) the
oil of roses, and if thus applied it should be too painful, it was to be
dipped (baptized) again in the manner above stated."—Carson on Bap-
tism, p. 64.

"Baptize the blister with, or by means of, woman's milk and
Egyptian ointment.” This is the exact language of Hippocrates.
No one since the world began ever heard of a blister-plaster being
dipped or immersed in woman's milk, and yet Hippocrates directs that
if too painful the blister must be baptized with woman's milk!

Here moistening the surface of a blister-plaster with breast-milk
and Egyptian ointment is called a baptism. No physician ever di-
rected that a blister should be plunged or immersed into anything,
much less into breast-milk. Every one knows that blister-plasters are
not dressed by plunging or immersion, but simply by moistening the
surface.

In Dale's Classic Baptism, pages 283, 288, we have the case of
baptism of tow by means of oil.

"And baptizing (baptizos) the tow with oil, binding it to her tail,
he set it on tire." This is told of a fox that had been caught and was
thus punished for her mischief.

Now, we are told that this baptism was accomplished by plunging
the tow into the oil, instead of moistening it with the oil. The dative
of instrument, however, in this case, precludes the idea of immersion,
and demands that the baptism be with, not into, the oil. The most
natural way to saturate tow with oil, would be to rub on the oil with
the hands. Here baptizo most evidently means to besmear. The idea
of dip is not here.

There is another example given by Dale, p. 317, the baptism of a
mass of red-hot iron:
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"Since, now, a mass of iron pervaded with fire drawn out of the fur-
nace is baptized by water, and the heat by its own nature quenched by
water ceases."

Dale in this place proves that the "mass of red-hot iron drawn out
by the smith,” is so spoken of as to show that the idea of plunging is
wholly out of the question; that the dative of instrument here used
proves that the mass of iron was drawn out of the furnace and water
was thrown upon it; and that it was thus baptized, and not by plung-
ing it into the water at all. Such a mass of iron red-hot is not a thing
to be dipped or plunged into water, while the dative of instrument
proves that it was done by pouring.

Dale gives another example on the same page:

"Why do they pour beside the wine sea water, and say that fisher-
men received an oracle commanding them to baptize Bacchus by the'
sea?"

Now, how was this baptism to be performed? Why, Bacchus was
baptized "by the sea,” simply by pouring sea water into wine, in other
words, by tempering wine. Pouring sea water into wine was a baptism
of Bacchus.

He gives another example, in regard to Alexander's army, on the
same page:

"You would not have seen a shield, or a helmet, or a long pike,
but soldiers baptizing with bowl, and cup, and flagons, along the
whole way, pledged one another out of large wine jars and mixing ves-
sels.”

The soldiers were drinking as they passed along. They were dip-
ping from the wine jars, or drawing from the wine casks, and drinking
one another's health. These examples show by the usage of the word
that classical usage agrees exactly with scriptural usage, and also the
usage of the fathers.

These examples might be increased indefinitely, but these are suf-
ficient.

My friend tells us that the lexicographers all give to baptizo, im-
merse as its first meaning. In classical usage lexicographers usually
give dip or immerse as the first or most common meaning, and other
meanings are reckoned as secondary. But these same authorities,
when they come to define the meaning of the word baptizo, as used in
the New Testament, drop immerse and give wash as the first meaning.
But | want to call your attention to one thing that my friend is igno-
rant of, if we take his argument as illustrative of his intelligence; and
that is, that language changes by the change of time: that in one pe-
riod of a language a word may have a different signification from what
it has at another period. Hence we have lexicons giving different sig-
nifications of the same word, in different periods, of the same language.
When we take up a classical lexicon it gives the meaning of words from
the time of Homer. If we take up a New Testament lexicon, it gives the
Hellenistic or Jewish meaning of Greek words; and it so happens that
all of these New Testament lexicons give wash as the primary, and dip
as the secondary meaning of baptizo. While some of the classical lex-
icons give dip as the first meaning of baptizo, they all give wash, etc.,
not as figurative, but as literal meanings of that term. My friend's
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position is that it has one meaning and one only. But there is not a
lexicon in existence that so defines baptizo. Schrievellius defines bap-
tizo by four Latin words, "baptizo, mergo, abluo, lavo." We know that
baptizo, in Latin, does not signify specifically to dip, yet he gives it as
the first meaning, and mergo, abluo, lavo, as secondary meanings. Lavo
signifies to wash, even by sprinkling.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S FIFTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I| am bet-
ter pleased with the way the discussion is going on now, than | have
been since we commenced. My friend has at last got to work. He
has got upon ground where you can understand something of what is
going on. He objects to my reading, but | leave it to you if he has
not read as much as | have. The trouble is, my reading bears directly
on the point at issue. His does not. And, by the way, the last author
he quoted from was a Dutchman! What a petty sneer that was!
Does he not, himself, owe nearly all his knowledge of Latin and Greek
and ecclesiastical history to German scholarship and erudition? He
reads nearly all his extracts and draws his arguments from a Dutch-
man—Dr. Seiss. | have presented to you Scotchmen, Germans, French-
men, Italians, Spaniards, Englishmen, Irishmen and Americans; and
full as many Englishmen as Germans. There would never have been
any knowledge of Greek, without the aid of these men. He derived
all his boasted learning from them. He can not climb to the top of
the ladder of lexicons and learned men, and then kick over the means
of his elevation without the fall that always overtakes pride and arro-
gance.

My friend insinuates that | have seen his manuscript, which he
says is in Mr. Sweeney's hands. | have never seen it; nor do | know
of an argument or word in it. | have not an idea, directly or indi-
rectly, concerning it. | have never talked five minutes with Mr.
Sweeney concerning my opponent or his arguments. | meet my friend
as unacquainted and as free from previous calculations, as one man can
meet another. We will be better acquainted before we are through.

Let me illustrate the nature of the discussion we are engaged in,
and the use that should be made of authority and classic usage.
There is a case in court, in which is involved an issue of law and of
fact. The judge does not understand the facts, and is not able, of
course, then to determine what law would apply, and is not ready to
decide the case. The witnesses present the facts. The lawyers pre-
sent the law, and argue the issues of law and fact, citing the law, the
precedents, and decisions of former cases. All witnesses interested in
the case are rejected. The parties are not allowed to swear. The
judge is not bound by the arguments and assertions of the lawyers,
except so far as they agree with law and testimony. Relying on law
and testimony, the judge decides the case. We have here an issue of
law, the law of the Greek language concerning the meaning of this
word baptizo, and an issue of fact concerning the practice of Christ
and his apostles and the early church. You, my respected hearers,
are the judges; | and my friend are the lawyers. We call up our
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witnesses—classic usage. We appeal to the law as laid down by lexi-
cons. Any lexicon or book in which the author acts as theologian of
a certain school, or a sectarian, we reject, as we would a lawyers plea;
but all lexicons written by learned and impartial men, as Greek schol-
ars, based on their investigation of the Greek language, we accept.
All the authorities- | have quoted were men who, as Greek scholars,
were writing lexicons to be used as standards in the study of the Greek
language. Their interest and their reputation would demand that
they make a fair and impartial lexicon—one that would be received as
a standard. They would have to do so; or, like Liddell and Scott,
Graves, and the American editor of Donnegan, they would meet with
the adverse criticisms and exposures made by scholars. Mr. Hughey
can not impeach one of them. McClintock and Strong write and
speak, ex cathedra, as theologians. They write an encyclopedia for
theological students in a peculiar set of theological schools. Their dic-
tum is unsupported by appeals to classic usage. It positively contra-
dicts Dr. Stuart, who supports his assertion by over forty classic quo-
tations. They have none. We object to them as lawyers attempt-
ing to carry the case by their own assertions. Give us the law and
testimony.

I here renew my offer to translate every passage where baptizo oc-
curs by dip, plunge, immerse, or words of kindred meaning, and show
it is demanded by the sense. If this is not a fair meeting the issue,
I know not how to meet it.

But it is urged by my opponent that Justin Martyr speaks of
sprinklings as baptism. He was not speaking of baptism at all, but
of results that were accomplished in the Jewish and heathen religions
by sprinkling. He does not call them baptisms. My opponent knows
this well; yet he would deceive you, and have you think because
somewhere else Justin says Christian baptism does the same thing for
the Christian, therefore these things are the same, the act is the same
by which these results are reached In the same way, as | have
shown, we can prove that we crown our President, because the British
inaugurate their Sovereign, also, and crown him in doing it.

The assertion is again made that Judith purified herself by wash-
ing her hands; in the face of the circumstances; in the face of the
law, which never required washing the hands for self-purification;
in the face of old versions and translations, which say she bathed her-
self in the fountain; in the face of all Jewish authors, who say they
always dipped the person all over. There is not a scrap of law or tes-
timony in the scriptures on which to base this plea. It is in violation
of all law and scripture, and | can not understand how a man can mus-
ter the hardihood to stand and reiterate so baseless an assumption.

The position of Conant in regard to taufen is sustained by Martin
Luther. He says:

"Then, also, without doubt, in German, the word tauf comes from
the word tief (deep), because what one baptizes, he sinks deep in the
water." Meidenger gives under tief, "dippen, to immerse; taufen, to
baptize. Anglo-Saxon, dippon, to plunge; English, dip, dive"—show-
ing that they have the same root, and have the same ground idea. |
will take Martin Luther's word in reference to the word, before any
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Dutchman who has been educated to a peculiar idea of the sacred
sense of taufen. Taufen has, when applied to the ordinance, an ec-
clesiastic meaning not given by the original meaning. Get a German
to drop all idea of the ordinance, and ask him what it means when not
applied to the ordinance, and he will tell you it means "sink deep."
That is what it meant when Luther translated the Bible.

I once was met in discussion by a German theological student, that
my opponent introduced, who said it meant baptize without reference
to mode. He would not say it had any meaning aside from what it
had in the ordinance. A brother German Methodist took him in
hands, and told him that he did not answer me fairly. He compelled
him to admit that it had a meaning outside of the ordinance, and that
it was "sink deep,” and that it was its original meaning. The word
has in its ecclesiastical use been modified to German practice. Luther
translated it by a word that meant dip, and that alone in his day.

I will now give him what Syriac lexicons say on amad. He says
it has the absurd meaning, "standing up." "I stand thee up in the
name of the Father,” etc.! We assert it means originally and prima-
rily, immerse.

Schaaf, Syr. Lex.—To bathe oneself, to bathe, dip, immerse into
water, baptize.

Michaelis.—To bathe, baptize, immerse.

Guido Fabricius.—To baptize, dip, bathe.

Buxtorf.—Baptize, dip, bathe oneself.

So depose these learned lexicographers. All give bathe or im-
merse oneself. Not one even hints of "stand up." That nonsensical
quibble originated in the fertile brain of Dr. Rice. Let us have no more
such attempts to impose on the ignorance of an audience.

I repeat what | before said about the passage from Clemens Alex-
andrinus. The Greek is not here, and hence | can not translate it.
The gentleman knows this, yet he persists in insulting my common-
sense and yours, by thrusting a translated sentence into my face, and
asking me to translate it; just as though the original was before me.
I hope you will be insulted by no more such trickery. |1 can not de-
termine whether it means themselves, or their hands, for the Greek is
not there. | will get it and insert it in a note in the book when pub-
lished.

He again asserts that the fathers called sprinkling baptism. They
did no such thing. He can not produce a passage where they did so.
He has produced passages where they compared the Christian rite or
ceremony of baptism to heathen rites, in their offices in the respective
religious; but there is nothing suggested as to similarity of actions,
any more than when our President was inaugurated, and an English-
man says the same thing of his Queen, one must necessarily mean the
same act; and as the Queen was crowned, our President was also. The
gentleman's whole argument is based on assumption and far-fetched
and assumed analogies.

"The fathers transferred baptizo into Latin because they could not
translate it. If it had meant immerse, they could have translated by
immergo.” Such is not the case. The fathers thought that such words
as pascha, eucharistia, baptisma, etc., were sacred, and should not be
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translated, any more than Jehovah, Messiah, or Christos. But they did
call baptism an immersion, and when they tell us how they baptized,
they say they immersed. When not applied to the ordinance they
translate baptizo, by immerse.

I will now take up the case of the general baptizing his hand with
blood. I will read from Conant, having the original before me.

"But in the depths of the night, surviving a little longer, he took
away the shields of the slain enemies, and dipping (baptizing) his
hand in blood, he set up a trophy, inscribing, ‘'The Romans against the
Samnites, to the trophy-bearing gods."

It does not say he dipped the shields, as my opponent has it,.but he
took away the shields. The shield was a means of defense carried on
the left arm. It was very much in form like one of our old-fashioned
long bread trays. It was large enough to cover nearly the whole
body. Men often fell with them under them and bled large quantities
of blood into them. He took one of these shields, into which a man
had bled, and dipping his hand into the blood, he wrote on the trophy.
What did he do with the blood? Did he pour it on his hand? No.
Did he sprinkle it on his hand? No. He dipped (baptized) his hand
into the blood in the shield.

The next passage is from the Iliad of Homer, where he speaks
of Achilles driving his sword through the neck of Echiclus. A
writer says of this, "Homer so speaks, as if the whole sword were
so imbathed (baptized or plunged into his neck) as to be heated." It
certainly means here plunged into, and the great poet and scholar,
Pope, translates the passage to which the writer refers,

" Plunged into his throat, the smoking weapon lies."

The action was not pouring or sprinkling, but plunging into his
neck.

We are ready now for the famous blister-plaster. My opponent
does not read to you from the Greek, but from a Latin account of the
direction of Hippocrates, an account made from memory. The pas-
sage is from a Greek work falsely attributed to Hippocrates. The
writer speaks of a certain medical contrivance, and says it is to be
baptized in the oil of roses. The question is, What was it? It was
a blister-plaster, says a Latin writer, quoting from memory; and so
says Dr. Rice—and, my brother, you can not immerse a blister-plaster
in breast-milk and oil of roses; hence baptizo can not mean immerse!
We will go to the original Greek, which | have before me. It says,
"Dip the pessary” (not blister-plaster). Now, a pessary was a small
cylindrical instrument used in certain diseases, and had, of necessity,
to be dipped in oil, to be inserted. If there is a physician present, he
will say a pessary must be dipped before using, and baptizo was used
as the Greek word expressing that action. Alexander Johnson, of
Kentucky, wrote to Rice, stating that he had not quoted the passage
right, as in the original Greek, and he could not deny it. In every
case, where the original can be consulted, we find that baptizo means
dip. 1 feel as if we were making progress, when my opponent fur-
nishes me arguments, as he has in every classic quotation made in his
last speech.
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We will next take the case of the tow to be fastened to the foxes'
tails. Suppose you wished to wet or saturate tow with oil, how would
you do it? Dip it in oil, and then fasten it, thoroughly saturated as
it would then be. You would not sprinkle it, nor pour it, but dip it
in oil.

I am glad my opponent brought up the passage that speaks of cool-
ing the iron. If there is a blacksmith present, let me ask him, "How
do you cool your iron when you take it out of the fire?" You plunge
or immerse it in the shop tub, do you not? Then, baptizo was used
because it peculiarly expressed that act. My friends, we are making
progress.

The next passage is concerning baptizing Bacchus in or with the
sea. When sailors mix sea water with wine, they say they have bap-
tized Bacchus in the sea. When they pour the water on the wine,
they cover the wine with the water, or baptize or cover Bacchus. If
that is not its meaning, what is it they do to Bacchus? But Labeck
conjectures that we should have another word for baptizien, and it is
not certain that it is a correct giving of the passage. Also, all Latin
authors who have translated the passage have translated it by immer-
geu. to immerse Bacchus.

Next comes the passage he renders "and the soldiers baptized
themselves from wine casks.” Now, candor compels me to say the
gentleman is very ignorant and should not attempt a translation, or he
has been dishonest, and his translations can not be trusted. The
writer, describing the march of Alexander's army, says: "You would
not have seen a buckler, or helmet, or pike, but the soldiers along the
whole way (baptizing), dipping from great wine jars and mixing bowls
with their cups, and horns, and goblets." The soldiers did not bap-
tize themselves from wine casks, but they did dip wine from wine
casks—and baptizo again means dip. Let me here suggest, that the
gentleman's pet passage from Clemens Alexandrinus, "baptizing them-
selves on, their couches,™ has been tortured in the same way.

My friend next says, without a show or a shadow of reason or
authority, that the word baptizo lost its primary and took a secondary
or metaphorical meaning at the time our Saviour used it to express
the ordinance. | deny it in toto. He can not produce a passage to give
a shade of probability to such an opinion. If our Saviour used it in a
different sense from what it was ordinarily understood, and did not ex-
plain himself, he was a hypocrite. But he says, when words which
express merely physical action are used to express an ordinance, they
take a new meaning. He does not produce either authority or instance
to support this. The act is the same, and performed in the same way
prescribed by the command, because the ordinance, eat in the supper,
means eat still.

Here is a Greek word which expressed one specific act Our
Saviour used it to represent the act in an ordinance. Did he not use
it in its ordinary sense and unchanged? My opponent would have you
believe he used it in a sacred and different sense, and still he brings
forward no reason but his own assertion. Christ never said he had
given it a new and sacred sense. If he did, and did not tell us, he
was a deceiver. Some words expressing a moral quality admit of a sa-
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cred sense, for revelation used such words in a higher sense than the
heathen Greeks could; but baptizo was not one of them. Words ex-
pressing physical action can not so expand or change. | challenge the
gentleman to produce one instance of a word of physical action that
was thus changed.

There is not a translation that has ever been made of the New Tes-
tament into other languages, in which baptizo has not been rendered
dip. Some have transferred, as we have in our King James'. Some
have applied baptizo to another act in the ordinance, as the Russian
has "to cross,” or make the; sign of the cross; though they invariably
dip; falsely regarding this human addition of the sign of the cross,
as the important part of baptism. These are not translations. When
translated it has always been translated by immerse or a word of that
meaning.

We will now resume our array of authority, and it is almost all
men who practiced pouring and sprinkling. Many of them have writ-
ten in favor of the practice of sprinkling. When we ask them to tell
us what baptizo means, “immerse,” say they, one and all
I am told Dr. Clarke and Wesley were in favor of sprinkling. Yes,
they were, but not because baptizo meant sprinkling, but, Dr. Clarke
says, he does not regard immersion decent, though he admits our
Saviour was immersed! Wesley thinks John must have taken a bush
and sprinkled the people as they stood on the bank! Strong argu-
ments. We will hear the same yet from my opponent. We begin our
authority by quoting from Neander the great historian.

Neander.—"In respect to the form of baptism, it was in conform-
ity with the original import of the symbol, performed by immersion,
as an entire baptism into the Holy Spirit. It was only where exigency
required it, that exception was made with the sick. In this case bap-
tism was administered by sprinkling. Many superstitious persons,
clinging to the outward form, imagined that such baptism by sprink-
ling was not fully valid; and hence they distinguished those who had
been so baptized by calling them ‘clinici.’ Bishop Cyprian expressed
himself strongly against this delusion. ‘It is otherwise,’ he says.
‘The breast of the believer is washed. The soul of the man is cleansed
by the merits of faith. In the sacraments of salvation where neces-
sity compels, and God gives permission, the divine thing, though out-
wardly abridged, bestows all that it implies on the faithful." "

This is most important testimony. This historian and scholar tes-
tifies, 1. That baptizo means immerse. 2. That ancient baptism was
immersion. 3. That sprinkling was introduced by sickness. 4. That
such persons were called clinics. 5. That Cyprian could offer no bet-
ter reason for sprinkling than the modern reason, "a drop is good as an
ocean, if the heart is right." He admitted, however, that it was an
abridgment of the ordinance.

John Wesley.—"Buried with him in baptism, alluding to the an-
cient manner of baptism by immersion."

Calvin.—"The word baptize signifies to immerse, and the rite of
immersion was practiced by the ancient church."

Martin Luther—"The term baptism is a Greek word. It may be
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rendered in Latin by merso—when we immerse anything that it may
be entirely covered with water."

Beza, the great French scholar—To be baptized in water signifies
no other thing than to be immersed, which is the external ceremony of
baptism.

So depose also Altingius, Bossuet, Hospinianus, Gurtlerus, Bod-
dens, Venema, Fritsche, Person, the greatest Greek scholar England
has produced, and a sprinkler, Cattenburgh, Keckermannus, Stourdza,
a native Greek. We give his testimony in lull.

Stourdza—"The word baptizo has only one signification. It liter-
ally and perpetually signifies to plunge. Baptism and immersion are
therefore identical. To say baptism by sprinkling, is as though one
should say immersion by sprinkling, or any other contradiction.”

Jeremiah, the Greek patriarch, Rogers, Bishop Taylor, Geo. Camp-
bell, Storrs, Flatt, London Quarterly Review, Curcellius, Knapp, Dr.
Bloomfield, Vitringa, Prof. Stuart, Witzius, Zanchius, Chalmers, Pictet,
Salmasius, Augusti, Brenner, Paullus, Scholz, Ikenius, Casaubon,
Christophalus, a Greek, Ridgely, Limborch, Floyer, Poole's Continua-
tors, Valesius, Coleman. Edinburgh Review, Wetstenius, Melancthon,
Barrow, Burmanus, Bently, Beckmanus, Bucanus, Gerlach—in all
fifty-four; and we might have hundreds more.

We have here historians, theologians, professors of Greek, emi-
nent scholars, all testifying, as scholars, that baptizo means immerse,
and baptism is immersion—that the ancient church baptized in no
other way.

They stretch out through hundreds of years, at the head of
churches that practice and advocate pouring and sprinkling. They
stood at the head of the learning of their age. As scholars they give
competent and impartial testimony. There is not a scholar living to-
day, who would stake his reputation on any translation of the word,
except such as we have read from these men.

My opponent dare not let his name go out as having translated "I
immerse thee,” by any other Greek words than "Baptizo se.” Let me
recall this argument. | ask him to translate "l sprinkle thee" into
Greek. He dare not say "Baptizo se.” It can not mean sprinkle, and
sprinkling can not be baptism. | ask him to translate "l pour thee."
He dare not say "Baptizo se.” Pouring can not be baptism. | ask
him to translate "™l immerse thee." He can and must use "Baptizo se."
Hence immersion is baptism, and nothing else. Now this argument
you can all grasp. Now let my opponent meet this fairly, or abandon
the issue, for it settles the dispute.

I have one more most conclusive argument to produce. We said
we should appeal to classic usage to verify the decisions of lexicons
and learned men. In the Greek literature so far examined, we have
the word three hundred and- sixty-three times. Eighty times (in the
New Testament) it is applied to the ordinance, and transferred by the
word baptism, and not translated. Two hundred and eighty-three
times it has been translated. About two hundred and eighty times
it has been translated by dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, immerge,
overwhelm, and never sprinkle or pour.

Mr. Hughey.—Baptizo?
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Mr. Braden—Yes, sir; | have the original and the translation be-
fore me. In the New Testament it is translated wash three times, but
it can and should be translated immerse, for, as we have repeatedly
shown, the washing was an immersion.

Let me recapitulate. In the three hundred and eighty-three times
it occurs in common use and in reference to the ordinance, it can be
translated every time by immerse and make sense. In nearly every
case where it is not applied to the ordinance, it must be so rendered,
and in every case it should be so rendered. The supreme court sus-
tains the compilations of learned men.

I will now offer again to translate every instance where it occurs,
by immerse, and show that such should be the meaning. My opponent
dare not once translate it pour and sprinkle. Yet it means pour and
sprinkle!—[Time expired.

"WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON, August 19, 1868.

MR. HUGHEY'S SIXTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I wish to
say one word in regard to the remark about reading from Germans—
those great German scholars to whom my friend has paid so much at-
tention. | made the remark to which he has alluded in pleasantry,
and it was not intended to throw discredit upon any of those distin-
guished men. Instead of examining the passages | produced from
classical and from patristic usage, and showing that the passages them-
selves did not sustain my position, he gives us the opinion of learned
German scholars; and those who are acquainted with theology know
that most of them leaned strongly toward immersion. They are not
unprejudiced witnesses, that is, the great mass of them. Schaff and
Neander were strong immersionists; that is, they held that immersion
was the original mode of baptism. It was because he brought for-
ward the opinions of these men, instead of grappling with the exam-
ples | presented, that | used the term I did, and not to cast any reflec-
tion upon German scholars.

In regard to McClintock and Strong's "Encyclopedia of Biblical
Literature,” it may be proper to say a few words. Dr. McClintock is
as competent a witness as any American or German in the world. His
text-books, in Greek and Latin, are extensively used in our schools
and colleges. His Greek and Latin grammars are standard works.
He himself stands at the very head of the list of scholars, both in the
Old and New Worlds; and it will not do to say that such men as these
are prejudiced witnesses, when my opponent depends on Dr. Conant
and others of his class to defend his position and sustain his argu-
ment.

The gentleman tells us that lexicographers are impartial witnesses.
Do you suppose there is a lexicographer on the face of the earth who
does not have a leaning one way or the other on this question? Are
not McClintock and Strong as impartial witnesses as Dr. Conant?

My opponent tells us that he can translate baptizo immerse, wher-
ever he finds it, and it should have been so translated wherever it oc-
curs. Why then did not the American Bible Union translate it so
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every time? In Matt. xx. 22, 23, they suppress the word six times;
and, in Mark x. 38, 39, they translate the passage, "Can ye drink of
the cup that | drink of? and be baptized with the baptism that | am

baptized with?" . . . "and with the baptism that | am baptized
withal shall ye be baptized."—"Can ye endure the immersion | en-
dure?" . . ." Ye shall endure the immersion which | endure."

Here baptizo is translated endure four times. Why did they not
translate this passage, "Ye shall drink of my cup, and be immersed
with the immersion | am immersed with?"

Here immersionists have a translation of the New Testament; but
it would not do to translate the passage, “immersed with the immer-
sion | am immersed with," or, "immersed in the immersion | am im-
mersed in;" so they give the word a meaning it never possessed. It
is not a ftranslation, but a substitution of one word for another. They
render the passage in Luke xii. 50. "I have an immersion to undergo,”
giving to baptizo the meaning of "undergo." This is the way the
gentleman's friends translate baptizo by immerse, in every place where
it occurs!

But, again, the gentleman tells us, that Justin Martyr and the fa-
thers, when they made use of the word baptizo to express pour and
sprinkle, were not speaking of the Christian ordinance. But what has
this to do with the meaning of the word? But many of the examples
I produced from the fathers do refer to the Christian ordinance. |
gave some twenty examples where the words baptizo and baptismos are
used to express acts of sprinkling, or pouring, where there is not a man,
woman, or child, who does not know that they can not mean immerse
at all—"He poured forth two baptisms from his side." In the exam-
ples where baptizo and kataduoo are used, the one expressive of mode,
the other of the thing done, all know baptizo can not mean immerse.

The gentleman has stated that he will translate the word baptizo
immerse, in every example | will produce of its use in the Greek lan-
guage. Must | go on producing examples till doomsday, and he pay
no attention to them, but keep on asserting, "l can translate the word
immerse in every example?" | want him now to take the examples I
have given him, and translate the word immerse in them all; and then
he shall have plenty more. | have brought forward a number of ex-
amples which he dare not touch. There is the "baptism of the Is-
raelites by the cloud and by the sea," which he has not touched yet,
and he dares not touch it. | read you the passage from Justin Martyr
where "these things were done for the salvation of those who were
sprinkled with the Spirit, and the water, and the blood;" but he does
not notice it. There is no difficulty in bringing forward such passages
as these from patristic usage, and the gentleman knows it very well.

The gentleman tells us that Dr. Conant understands the term taufen
just as Luther understood it. Do you suppose that when Luther took
a little babe and held it in his arms and dipped his fingers into a bowl
of water and dropped it upon the child's forehead, and said "Ich tau-
fen dich" he meant, "I dip you!" He was not so great a simpleton
as to talk such nonsense. The truth is, taufen does not mean to dip at
all. I have examined German-English lexicons on this subject, and
conversed with learned Germans, also, and the unanimous testimony of
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German lexicons and scholars is that it has not the specific meaning of
dip; but signifies simply to baptize. In my discussion with Dr. Lu-
cas, in Golconda, this question concerning the meaning of taufen came
up; but there being many educated Germans in the place, the ques-
tion was quickly settled, everyone of them siding with me in the most
emphatic manner.

The gentleman asserts again that the word amad, in the Syriac,
has the specific meaning of to dip. But did you observe that his own
authorities, every one of them, give abluit se, as the first definition of
that term? And what does abluit se mean? It does not mean dip,
but wash, wash thyself, he washed himself.

Schaaf, in his Syriac lexicon, gives these definitions of amad:
"Abluit se, ablutus, intinctus, immersus in aquam; baptizatus est"—he
washed himself, was washed, stained, immersed in water, was bap-
tized. Here immersion is the next to the last definition that is
given. First, abluit se, he washed himself; second, ablutus, was
washed, third, intinctus, stained; and, fourth, comes the meaning,
"immersed in water."

Castel, Michaelis, Buxtorf, and Gotch all agree with Schaaf, that
amad has the general meaning of "abluit se, he washed himself."—
Campbell and Rice's Debate, p. 125.

But the gentleman tells us | can not produce the original of the
passage in Clement of Alexandria, where the Jews are said to have
been baptized upon the bed or couch; and, because | have not quoted
the whole passage in the original, he says he does not know whether
it means the hands or the whole person that was baptized! 1 will
read the whole passage, and you will see that it was the person, and
not the hands. He says:

"There is [eikoon baptismatos] a picture, image, representation of
baptism which has been handed down from Moses to the poets; as,
for example, Penelope, having [hudraino] moistened or washed her-
self, and having on clean apparel, prays."—Odyss. iv. 759. "Tele-
machus, having [nipto] washed his hands in the hoary sea, prayed to
Minerva."—Qdyss. ii. 261. "This was the Jewish custom [loos bap-
tizesthai] to be baptized in this way, even often upon the bed or
couch."

It is here stated that this hand-washing was an image of baptism,
and that the Jews often baptized themselves in this manner [loos bap-
tizesthai] upon their couches.

When | bring forward examples from the fathers where the word
can not mean to immerse, the gentleman tells us the word is here used
in a metaphorical sense, and that the fathers looked upon baptizo as a
sacred word! But how did it happen that the fathers always use
baptizo when speaking of baptism, however performed, whether by
pouring, sprinkling, or immersion; but when they speak of the mode
by immersion, they always use kataduoo, or some word of that fam-
ily, to express the action of dipping? Will the gentleman explain
this? The truth is, the fathers knew that baptizo did not specifically
signify to dip; and, therefore, they never so used it, but used another
word which did signify specifically to dip or immerse. And this very
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fact shows that baptizo does not express the specific action of dip, and
every man, woman, and child knows it.

But we come again to the case of the man who baptized his hands
in blood. Can you suppose that the man would have plunged his
hand all over in the blood; or do you think he would not have dipped
the tip of* his finger in it? The first supposition is not possible. He
would have dipped his finger in the blood, just as a man dips his pen
in the ink for the purpose of writing, and not have overwhelmed his
hands in it. And yet this moistening of the end of the finger is
called a baptism of the hand! Look at the case, and you will see
that no such thing as an immersion of the hand was meant by the
word baptizo in this passage.

The gentleman tells us, in regard to the passage in Homer, where
the sword is said to have been baptized with blood, that the sword was
plunged into the man's neck; but the plunging into the neck was not
the baptism. It does not say the sword was baptized into his neck; it
does not say the sword was baptized into his flesh—but the sword was
struck across his neck, and the blood gushed forth and baptized the
sword; and in this way the baptism was performed. It does not mat-
ter how the sword was used. The blood gushed out upon the sword
and baptized it. The baptism was performed by the flowing forth of
the blood upon it, and not by plunging the sword into it.

In the case of the baptism of the tow, there is a fact that even my
opponent will not call in question. In this case the simple dative, or
dative of instrument, is used. The passage does not say the tow was
plunged into the baptizing element, but the baptizing element was put
upon the tow. It is not that the tow was dipped eif the oil; but here
is the simple dative, "elaioo baptism, baptized with oil." The oil was
poured upon the tow, and baptizo here simply signifies to moisten by
this means.

The gentleman also tells us that the mass of iron was plunged into
the water. But, mark you, it is not a little piece of iron that is said
to be baptized. It is a "mass of iron drawn red-hot from the fur-
nace" that is baptized, "until by its own nature the fiery glow,
quenched with water, ceases." The simple dative again—hudati bap-
tizetai. The idea is not that it was plunged into the water, but that
the water was thrown upon it. The question is not simply, can a
blacksmith plunge a piece of iron in water, but was this mass of iron
plunged into the water, or was the water thrown upon it? The passage
proves clearly that the element was applied to the iron, and not the
iron to the element.

I have a few words more to say about the blister-plaster. He says
that my quotation was taken from a Latin translation of Hippocrates.
Well, Dr. Carson had only a Latin translation of Hippocrates! Great
Dr. Carson, the greatest classical scholar the Baptist Church has ever
produced, when he was writing the most critical and learned work on
the mode of baptism that has ever been produced on the side of im-
mersion, had only a Latin translation of Hippocrates! How, | ask,
could he get the forms of the word in the Greek, if he only had a
Latin translation? And yet, on page 42, where the very same thing
is referred to by Carson, occur the words "the moistening of the blis-
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ter-plaster." This, says Carson, was expressed by bapsus, one of the
forms of bapto; but the next moistening in the same passage is ex-
pressed by baptizo.—Carson, p. 64.

How, | ask, in a translation could he get the forms of the words in
the Greek? But we are told it was not a blister-plaster, but a pessary,
that Hippocrates was speaking of, and that Dr. Conant had the orig-
inal of Hippocrates from which he took the example. But the word
pessary is not in the quotation that Dr. Conant gives; and | would ask
my opponent, as he did in regard to the passage from Clemens of
Alexandria, to produce the original with the word pessary in it.

A physician living in this town told me that when he was studying
medicine, his preceptor had a copy of Hippocrates both in the orig-
inal Greek, and an English translation, and that it was from this very
passage that he first learned to dress blister-plasters with breast-milk.

Dr. Carson has preserved all the different forms of the word here
used, which shows that he had the original, and that it was a blister-
plaster, and not a pessary, that Hippocrates ordered to be baptized
with breast-milk.

In the example of the baptism of Bacchus by the sea, he tells us
that Bacchus was actually plunged into the sea. Well, now, | will
read to you the passage, and you can see whether Bacchus was plunged
in the sea or not.

"Why do they pour in beside the wine, sea water, and say that
fishermen received an oracle commanding them to baptize Bacchus by
the sea?"

How was Bacchus baptized by the sea? Why, it was simply pour-
ing sea water into wine that constituted the baptism of Bacchus; sim-
ply tempering wine by pouring sea water into it, that was the baptism
of Bacchus. | think, if my friend will examine, he will find the very
same thing in Conant. These, then, are my classical examples, and
there is no getting around a single one of them. The passages that
have been quoted from the New Testament, the Apocrypha, and from
patristic usage, all sustain me; and these classical examples also bear
me out in the position | have taken.

But, then, my opponent wants to know how | would translate im-
merse into Greek; and says | can not do it by any word but baptizo.
Very well, we will try it, and see. | will show you first how a Greek
did it.

Gregory Thaumaturgus, speaking of Christ's baptism, represents
him as saying to John: "Kataduson me tois Jordanou reithrois.—
Plunge me in the river Jordan."—Campbell and Rice's Debate, p. 167.

Did he use baptizo here to express dip? No, sir; he used kata-
duson. Now, how am | to render, "I immerse thee into the name of
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost,” from the English into the
Greek? 1 would render it thus: "Kataduoo se eis to konoma tou Pa-
tros kai, tou uedion kai, tou agion Pneumatos"—I immerse thee into the
name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost. | use the
word here in translating immerse into Greek, which the Greeks used
themselves when they were speaking of immersion. Now, | trust my
friend is satisfied.
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The gentleman told us that the word baptizo occurs in the Bible
three hundred and sixty-two times.

Mr. Braden—Allow me to correct the gentleman. | said in the
classic Greek and in the Bible altogether.

Mr. Hughey—I knew that if the gentleman had said that there
were so many occurrences of the word in the Bible, he had made a
great mistake. But | so understood him, and | am glad to be cor-
rected, so that we can perfectly understand each other.

Dr. Conant, perhaps, gives us all the examples of the use of baptizo
in the classics which he has found, where it signifies to dip, immerse
or sink; but there are many examples of its use which Dr. Conant
has not furnished, which have been furnished by others, when the
word does net signify to dip. When a man tells you that he has ex-
amined "the whole range of Greek literature,” and professes to give
you every instance in which a word occurs in the Greek language, he
states what no man of information can credit, for he knows it is not
true. Manuscripts of works in the Greek language are constantly
being brought to light, and no man, living or dead, ever examined the
"whole range of Greek literature."

When | sat down | had just commenced the examination of the
testimony of the lexicons, and | will spend the few remaining minutes
I have in the same way. | have a few lexicons here, and shall now
quote from them. | have quoted from old Schrivellius, and now |
will quote from Robinson's great Lexicon of the New Testament. He
tells us, in the examples that he has quoted, in the classic usage it
means to dip, to sink, to immerse. "In the New Testament it signifies
to wash, to lave, to cleanse by washing, to wash oneself—the hands or
person—or to perform ablution."”

In the second place, "to baptize, to administer the rite of baptism;
to be baptized, or cause one to be baptized; generally to receive bap-
tism." He illustrates these meanings by numerous examples from the
New Testament and from cotemporary writers.

We will next hear the testimony of Parkhurst. He defines it thus:

1. "To dip, immerse, or plunge in water." But in the New Testament
it occurs not strictly in this sense, unless so far as this is included in
sense two and three below:

2. "To wash oneself, be washed," etc.

3. "To baptize, to immerse in, or wash with water in token of
purification from sin, and from spiritual pollution.”

4. "In a figurative sense, to baptize with the Holy Ghost. It
denotes the miraculous effusion upon the apostles and other believers,
as well on account of the abundance of his gifts (for anciently the
water was copiously poured on those who were baptized, or they them-
selves were plunged therein), as of the virtue and efficacy of the Holy
Spirit, who like living water refresheth, washeth away pollutions,
cleanseth,” etc. This testimony is the more important as Parkhurst
was personally favorable to immersion.

Greenfield gives as the first sense in the New Testament, "to
wash, perform ablution, cleanse,” and, secondly, "to immerse."

Here is the testimony of Parkhurst and Greenfield. They agree
substantially with each other; and, with Robinson, Greenfield gives as
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the first definition in the New Testament, "to wash, to perform ablu-
tion, to cleanse."

The following | take from Campbell and Rice's Debate, page 69:

"Hedericus thus defines baptizo: 'Mergo, immergo, aqua abluo; (2)
Abluo, lavo; (3) Baptizo, significatu sacro., To dip, immerse, to
cover with water; (2) to cleanse, to wash; (3) to baptize in a sacred
sense."

"Stephanus defines it thus: 'Mergo, sen immergo ut quae tingendi
aut abluendi gratia aqua immergimus—Mergo submerge) obruo aqua;
abluo, lavo." To dip, immerse, as we immerse things for the purpose
of coloring or washing, to. merge, submerge, to cover with water,
to cleanse, to wash."

"Schleusner defines baptizo, not only to plunge, immerse, but to
cleanse, wash, to purify with water; (abluo, lavo, aqua purgo.)"

"Bretschneider: 'Propriae; sepius intingo, septus lavo; delude (1)
lavo, abluo simpliciter—medium, etc.; lavo me, abluo me." Properly,
often to dip, often to wash; then (1) simply to wash, to cleanse; in
the middle voice, | wash or cleanse myself."

"Wahl defines it, first, to wash, perform ablution; secondly, to
immerse," etc.

And thus we might go on through the entire range of lexicography,
and we would find the same thing everywhere. Not one of them gives
to baptizo the specific sense of dip or immerse; and when we come to
the New Testament lexicons they unanimously give, as the first mean-
ing of baptizo, to wash, to cleanse, to purify, etc.,, and if they give
immerse at all, is in a secondary sense. Now, if | have time, 1 will
introduce two more lexicons:

Suidas, who was a native Greek lexicographer who lived in the
tenth century, thus defines baptizo: Pluno; in Latin, madefacio, lavo,
abluo, mundo—to wet, to lave, to wash, to cleanse, to purify. Neither
dip, plunge or immerse is found in this definition!

Gases, a learned Greek, who compiled a lexicon of the ancient
Greek language at the beginning of the present century, which is now
the standard lexicon in the colleges in Greece, thus defines baptizo:
Brecho, lavo, antleo—to wet, moisten, or bedew, to wash, lave or bathe;
to draw, pump or pour out water. (Seiss on Baptism, p. 66.) Not a
word here signifying to dip or immerse, while the first definition given
signifies, properly, "to rain, to cause to send rain, etc."—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S SIXTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN  MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I  will
first review the arguments offered by my friend in his last speech. We
are told that learned German scholars were generally partial to im-
mersion. That is true. So are all learned men and scholars. These
men were Germans, and all were raised in churches that practiced
pouring and sprinkling. They were poured or sprinkled themselves.
They, as preachers, for nearly half of them were ministers, practiced
pouring and sprinkling. Some of them, as Wesley for instance,
wrote treatises in favor of sprinkling and pouring. But when, as
scholars, they testified as to the meaning of baptizo, they all say it
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means immerse. Not one says sprinkle or pour. Several of the most emi-
nent say that pouring and sprinkling are utterly out of the question. As
historians, learned in early church history, they say that the apostles
and early Christians invariably immersed. They defend sprinkling on
Cyprian's ground: That we can abridge the ordinance so the heart be
right; but not one claims a particle of scriptural or classic authority
for it.

Dr. McClintock gives a very decided opinion, unsustained by a
single classic authority or quotation. Professor Stuart, far higher
authority, gives an exactly opposite decision, and sustains it by pages
of classic authorities, and a long list of quotations, and makes his case
clear and undeniable. We will take Stuart's clearly proved point,
before McClintock's dictum in the face of all authority and classic
usage unsustained by a single quotation.

My friend does not consider lexicographers to be important wit-
nesses. | do, when they are giving the meaning of a word as scholars,
and not trying to sustain the practice of their respective churches, especi-
ally when their decisions are in direct opposition to their own practice and
that of their churches. | believe candor compelled them, as scholars, to
testify as they do. It is the highest and clearest kind of evidence.

My friend has told you that the Bible Union has cut out the pas-
sage concerning the baptism of sufferings, because it was a difficulty
they could not surmount in proving that baptism was always immersion.
He knows better. He knows that all the oldest and best manuscripts
of the Bible do not contain the passage. It is not in the way of im-
mersion. On the contrary, it was an immersion of sufferings. A
pouring of sufferings! A sprinkle of sufferings! What paltry non-
sense it makes of the words of the Son of God. | can read you the
decisions of eighty-nine commentators and eminent scholars who call
it an immersion—Wesley among the rest. It is used just as we use
immerse in the expression "immersed in debt, cares, sorrows, sufferings,
sleep, crime," and almost an innumerable list of such expressions.

I will translate it immerse, and the gentleman dare not translate
it otherwise; and | again offer to translate every passage where
baptizo occurs by immerse. | do not offer to take every perversion of
the original that he can offer as a translation, and from such a perver-
sion tell what the correct translation should be. We have had in the
quotation which he translated representing the general as baptizing
the shields, when it says he dipped his hand; and in the other where
he said the soldiers baptized themselves from wine casks, when it says
they dipped with cups from wine casks—a specimen of the perversions
and tricks of debaters of his school.

We come now to the sprinkling with water and blood spoken of by
Justin Martyr. He does not call the sprinkling a baptism, however.
Even should he say three baptisms were drawn from his side, there
was no sprinkling in the case, and the pouring and sprinkling are not
the baptism.

My friend can not let Luther tell us what his native tongue means.
He understands German better than Luther. 1 believe Luther knew
what taufen meant before the church perverted it, and will let him
decide the matter:
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Luther—"The Germans call baptism tauff, from depth, which
they call teiff in their language, as if it were proper those should be
deeply immersed who are baptized.

Let us take German dictionaries:

Heinsius' Large German Dictionary.—Taufen signifies to plunge
into water or any other fluid. In a more limited sense to immerse in
water in a religious way.

Kaltschmidt's Quarto.—Taufen, to immerse, to consecrate to Chris-
tianity, to name. The last meaning evidently comes from the fact that
persons are named in infant baptism.

Smilthenner—Taufen, in old German taufian from taufa, which
signifies teife, deep; consequently it means immerse.

Schwencke.—Taufen, to immerse in water; specially to purify with
water for admission into the Christian Church. Taufen is the same
etymologically with tauchen, to dip.

Genthe.—Tauchen and taufen were originally the same. The act
expressed by taufen was performed by immersion in water. At present
the word taufen retains its proper signification, to overwhelm with
water.

Wiegand.—Taufen, originally equivalent to unter tauchen (to dip
under), signifieth, in its religious sense; to immerse in water.

Knapp.—Baptisma from baptizien, which properly signifies to im-
merse, like the German taufen, to dip in, to immerse in water.

So say these great German standards, and they settle the matter
against my opponent, who is ignorant of the German. What would
you think of a German who was utterly ignorant of our language and
would undertake to teach Johnson, Walker, Worcester and Webster
what our word dip meant?

He repeats Dr. Rice's nonsense about amad, the word by which
the Peshito-Syriac version translates baptizo. Schaaf, Michaelis, Fab-
ricius and Buxtorf, our great Syriac scholars, in their Syriac lexicons,
give as meanings of amad, to bathe oneself, to bathe, to dip, to im-
merse in water, to baptize. Not one gives to stand, nor does it ever
have such meaning. We will let them settle the question instead of
Rice and Hughey, who know not a word of Syriac, and can only read
what these great scholars say, and then presume to contradict them.
Think of a German who could only read a German translation of
Webster, challenging that great author about a well-known English
word!

| give my opponent fair warning that | shall not notice any more
pettifogging nonsense on amad or taufen. My opponent, also, dares to
challenge the translation of the passage attributed to Plutarch, and
says he (the general) baptized the shield. He can not know a word of
Greek, or he would not make such an assertion. Moses Stuart, the
translators of Plutarch, and the learned world, have always translated
it, "He took away the shield and dipped his hand into the blood."
Any person with a smattering of Greek can see such is the case.

The baptism of tow comes next. Common-sense says one would
dip the tow in oil, and baptizo, a word which peculiarly means dip, is
used to express the action. It is a strong argument on my side. The
dative, without the preposition, he says, means instrument. He
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knows, or should know, before he attempts to construe Greek, that it
also means place. Dipped in oil is the meaning.

I will settle the case of the blister-plaster. If the gentleman's
doctor friend will produce the original Greek, | will show that it was
a pessary, and pay him, or any one else who has the original, for his
trouble. Dr. Rice dare not deny Bro. Johnson's statements. |
here pledge myself to find the original Greek, and insert it in a
note in the book, and show that it was a pessary, and that dipping in
oil was the proper way of preparing the instrument for use, and
baptizo was chosen as the word which peculiarly expressed the ac-
tion—dip.

At last we have a translation of the sentence, "I immerse thee."
It is "Kataduoo se!" Well, wonders will never cease. Our Saviour
commanded his disciples to "sink down the nations into the name of
the Father," etc., for so kataduo means! The gentleman stands com-
mitted before the world, who read this discussion, to that absurdity.
He felt the force of the argument that he could not translate "l im-
merse thee" except by "Baptizo se,” and, after being pressed for sev-
eral speeches, he, to save himself before this audience, made such a
perversion as he has. He will wish many times before he has done
with the debate he had never permitted such a perversion to go into
the record.

The lexicons have at last been introduced by my opponent, after
decrying them for several speeches. | had read all he read before.
He did just as | told you he would. He skipped over all the primary
meanings and takes secondary meanings. Still he has not one who
gives sprinkle or pour as meanings. He takes wash, purify, cleanse,
and claims, because we sometimes cleanse things by sprinkling, that
sprinkling is baptism. Baptism is a cleansing, as cleansing is some-
times the result of baptism. We cleanse the system by taking pills;
therefore, taking pills is baptism! Baptism results in purifying; we
purify a room by fumigation; therefore, fumigation is a baptism!
What sheer nonsense. Such is the way he uses lexicons. Takes sec-
ondary meanings; has not pour or sprinkle yet; assumes that the
same results can be reached by sprinkling; assumes sprinkling is
baptism.

He finds two or three who say wash is one of its primary meanings.
How do we wash things—by sprinkling? Let my brother's wife
sprinkle a few drops of water on his coat, and say she has washed it.
Would he accept it as washed? No, he would say "dip it in the
water." Away, then, with such nonsense—such perversions of Christ's
word. Wash the nations.

But he finds no one that says that washing is the action. We have
found that nearly half say that immersion is the only action, and wash
is given by metonymy, because we immerse things to wash them.
Greenfield gives as the meaning, in the first place it occurs in the New
Testament, "wash." We have already shown that in that passage
(Mark vi. 4) it means immerse, because the bathing was an im-
mersion. So says the law commanding it, and the Jews who obeyed it.
This passage is a clear case of immersion, and should be so rendered.

Let us take his authors: Schrivellius.—1. Baptize; 2. To im-
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merse. 3d. To cleanse. That proves that baptizo means pour or
sprinkle!

Bretschneider.—"Properly, to dip often, to wash often, to wash,
to cleanse; in the middle voice, | wash or cleanse myself."

An entire immersion belongs to the nature of baptism. This is the
meaning of the word, for in baptizo is contained the idea of a com-
plete submersion; at least so is baptisma used in the New Testament.
In the New Testament baptizo is not used unless concerning the sacred
submersion. The Jews used baptisma—immersion, submersion. In
the New Testament it is used only concerning the sacred submersion,
which the fathers called baptism.

Such is the evidence the gentleman relies on to prove that sprink-
ling and pouring are baptism! If | were to take the passage, "God
is love,” and assert it means "God is hatred," the perversion would
not be more gross.

We have repeatedly asked the gentleman if the Greek has not
words which mean dip, plunge, submerge, immerge, immerse, over-
whelm? Are not bapto and baptizo the chief and almost only ones

used? He dare not deny it. He dare not translate "l sprinkle or
pour thee,” by "Baptizo se." He can and must, if he wishes to avoid
the contempt of all scholars, translate "I immerse thee,” by "Baptizo

se." Is not immersion, then, the only action of baptism? Can pour-
ing and sprinkling be baptism?

We will again call the attention of the gentleman to an argument
that forever and conclusively settles the question against him:

1. Were the entire extent of Greek literature to be translated into
English, the words dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, immerge, merge,
overwhelm, would occur several hundred times.

2. In over nine cases out of ten they would be translations of the
words bapto and baptizo. Is not the conclusion inevitable that these
words peculiarly and pre-eminently, in Greek, expressed the specific
action represented in English by the words dip, plunge, immerge, sub-
merge, immerse, overwhelm?

Also, to this:

1. The words pour and sprinkle would occur several hundred times.

2. But not in a single instance as a translation of bapto or baptizo.
Is not the conclusion inevitable, then, that neither the action expressed
by baptizo, nor the results reached by that action, can in any case be
pouring or sprinkling—that baptizo can have no connection with pour-
ing or sprinkling?

From this we draw these conclusions:

1. When our Saviour gave the command to baptize, he used bap-
tizo, a word which peculiarly and pre-eminently meant the specific
action of immersion, because he meant that that specific action should be
the only way of obeying the command.

2. That pouring and sprinkling can never be acts of obedience to
the command, for they are in no sense what our Saviour meant by the
specific act he enjoined in the command. Here is an argument you
can all grasp and understand. Does it not forever and most conclu-
sively settle the question at issue? My opponent has staked his
reputation to deny and refute this position; yet he has not produced a
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single argument against it—has not noticed it. Let him refute it, or
yield his untenable position.

My opponent has read from the fathers, and had much to say
about them. He has not read a word in which they told us how they
baptized. Why? Because it would be fatal to his position. Now, if
the fathers tell us how they baptized, and if they did it by pouring
or sprinkling, would he not have paraded it here continually? He
reads passages from the fathers, where they compared baptism with
heathen lustrations or cleansings, and because the two are compared,
and the heathen lustration was a sprinkling of blood, the Christian
rite. must be a sprinkling of water. | say two men died violent deaths.
One was killed by an assassin, as Lincoln was. Of course the other—
Wallace—was shot by an assassin also; thus falsifying history, which
says he was beheaded. Such is the shallow trickery of my opponent.

Now, | will appeal to the fathers, and read what they did when
they baptized. | will, however, first appeal to Josephus, a Jewish
writer, who wrote in Greek, and who certainly understood Jewish
Greek. Josephus uses the word eighteen times, that | have noticed,
and every time it means immerse, and is so translated by his learned
translator, Whiston. Certainly, then, immerse was its Jewish-Greek
or Hellenistic, or sacred use.

Barnabas, companion of Paul.—"Blessed are they who put their
trust in the cross, and descend into the water; for they shall have
their reward in due time." We go down into the water, and come up
again bringing forth fruit.

Hennas, cotemporary of Paul.—"The apostles went, therefore, with
them into the water and again came up."

Justin Martyr, born near the close of the first century, and one so
much quoted by my opponent, how did he baptize? "The candi-
dates are led by us to where there is water" (was not this what was
done with Paul, and the Philippian jailer, and the household of
Cornelius?>—Braden), "and are born again in that kind of new birth in
which we ourselves were born again. For upon the name of God the
Father and Lord of all, and of Jesus Christ our Saviour, and of the
Holy Spirit, the immersion in water is performed."

That is how Justin baptized, and all in his time, immediately after
the time of the apostles.

Tertullian, born about A. D. 150, wrote about A. D. 200.—"The
person, in great simplicity, is led down into the water, and, with a few
words said, is dipped. Nor is there any difference between those who
John dipped in the Jordan, and those Peter dipped in the Tiber.

"And, last of all, commanding that they should immerse them into
the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit. [Describing the com-
mission.] Then we are three times immersed, answering somewhat
more than the Lord prescribed." [Answering more in being immersed
three times.]

Clemens Alexandrinus, another of my opponent's authorities, who
lived about A. D. 200.—"You were led to a bath, as Christ was con-
veyed to the sepulcher, and were thrice immersed to signify Christ's
three days' burial."

Hypolytus, a Christian writer about A. D. 200.—"For he who goes
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down with faith into the bath of regeneration is arrayed against the
evil one, and on the side of Christ. He comes up from the immersion
(baptism) bright as the sun."

Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage.—Now we will give you the origin of
pouring or sprinkling: "You ask, dear son, what | think of those
who in sickness receive the sacred ordinance, whether since they were
not washed in the saving water, but have it poured upon them, they
are to be esteemed right Christians? Now, here is a chance for
Cyprian to say to Magnus, "You know sprinkling and pouring were
practiced as well as immersion by the apostles, and those who followed
them,” had such been the case. Now for his defense of pouring: "In
the sacraments, when necessity obliges, and God grants his indulgence,
abridgments of divine things will confer the whole on believers."

Observe, pouring was denied to be baptism. Cyprian acknowledges
it is not the whole, but an abridgment of the divine command, and
must be used only in case of necessity.

Cornelius, Bishop of Borne, A. D. 250.—"Novatian fell into a griev-
ous distemper, and being about to die, he received baptism, being
sprinkled on his body, if that can be termed baptism." [Here is the
first recorded case of sprinkling, and the Bishop of Rome denies that
it is baptism.]

Athanasius.—"Thou didst imitate in the sinking down the burial
of the Master, but thou didst rise from thence again, before works,
witnessing the work of the resurrection."”

"The child sinks down thrice in the font and comes up."”

Jerome.—"First they teach all nations, and when they are taught,
they immerse (or dip) them in water."

Ambrose.—"The body was plunged into this water, to wash away
sin. Thou must be dipped, that is buried [in baptism.] Yesterday
we were speaking of the font, whose appearance is as it were a sepul-
cher, into which we are received and submerged and rise, that is restored
to life."

Gregory Nazianzus.—"Let us, therefore, be buried with Christ in
baptism, that we may also rise with him. Let us go down with him,
that we may also be exalted with him."

Cyril, Bishop of Jerusalem, about A. D. 350.—"As he who is
plunged in water and baptized is encompassed by water on every side,
so they that are baptized by the Spirit, are wholly covered all over."
"Thou going down into the water, and in a manner buried in the
waters, as he in the rock, art raised again, walking in newness of life."
"Ye professed the saving profession, and sank down thrice into the
water, and again came up, and thus by a symbol shadowed forth the
burial of Christ."

Simon, the Magian, once came to the bath. "The body, indeed,
he dipped in the water, but the heart he did not enlighten by the
Spirit."

Basil the Great, about A. D. 350, Bishop of Cesarea—"Imitat-
ing the burial of Christ by the baptism of the bodies of those
immersed or buried in the water." "The water presents the image of
death, receiving the body as in a tomb."

We might read Heliodorus, Bishop of Tricca, Chrysostom, Augus-
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tine, Apostolic Canons, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, John Damas-
cenus, Alcuin, Theophylact, and many others to the same purport, but
this is enough.

Now, let me ask you did not these fathers of the church, extend-

ing from the days of Paul to A. D. 700, most of whom spoke the
Greek as their native tongue, and all of whom read it, know what was
baptism? Some of them had seen the apostles baptize, and two or
three were doubtless baptized by the apostles, and they knew what
apostolic baptism was. They all say it is immersion. They never
call pouring and sprinkling apostolic baptism. On the contrary, pour-
ing is challenged, and defended as an abridgment of the divine
ordinance, compelled by necessity, in case of mortal sickness. The
first case of recorded sprinkling is given, and it is denied that it was
baptism.
My opponent may bring a few cases of allusion to the effects of
baptism, and claim, because it was contrasted with heathen sprinklings,
it was a sprinkling; but such far-fetched assumptions have not a
straw's weight against the positive and unanimous declarations of
nearly thirty of these fathers we have read, and many more we might
read, to show that they say immersion is baptism, and immersion alone.
My opponent again brings up baptizing Bacchus, or wine in the sea.
So unusual is the use of baptizo here, that the scholiasts on Homer
reject the word and supply alibduien or aliduien in its place. So we
refuse to accept the passage as a correct use of baptizo. But suppose
it did mean mix here. Is that pour or sprinkle? We have one case
out of 383 instances where it means mix. In 382 it means dip or im-
merse, and hence it must mean pour and sprinkle in the ordinance.

We come next to the case he renders baptizing from wine casks.
Though we have already disposed of it, we will do so again. He has
not read the passage. We will do so:

Plutarch's Life of Alexander—"Thou couldst not have seen a
buckler, or helmet, or pike, but the soldiers along the whole way,
dipping (baptizing) with cups, horns and goblets from great wine-jars
and mixing-bowls, and drinking to each other."

Now, what was the baptism here? They dipped up wine by
dipping the cups, and horns, and goblets into the wine, and drank it,
just as we dip water with a cup, when we dip the cup in the water and
drink. The action was dipping, and nothing else. Hence we have an
argument that baptizo means dip. | hope my opponent will not at-
tempt to pervert this passage any more.

My opponent seems to be troubled to know how the mass of iron
could be dipped. He assumes it was too large to be dipped. The
context says the mass Was drawn red-hot from the furnace. If a man
takes the mass out, can not he dip it? It is just what a blacksmith
would do. Another argument for immersion.

We will recur again to the passage from the Essay on the Life and
Poetry of Homer. The author says: "The sword was so plunged
(into his neck) as to be warmed with blood." The English poet Pope,
who translated Homer, renders the passage to which the critic on Ho-
mer refers:

"Plunged in his throat the smoking weapon lies."
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The great translator of Homer probably knew as much about
Greek as my opponent. Another argument for immersion.

We have not before spoken of the baptism of the Israelites unto
Moses in the cloud and the sea, because we intend to use it as an argu-
ment in favor of immersion, when we speak of the figurative references
to baptism. We will, however, disprove our opponent's argument for
sprinkling at this point. He reads from the LXVIIl. Psalm to show
that at the passage of the Red Sea it rained on them, and the sprink-
ling with the rain was a baptism; but the very passage refutes this.
We will read it in full, not a part, as he did:

"O God! when thou wentest forth before thy people; when thou
didst march through the wilderness; the earth, the heavens also
dropped at the presence of God; even Sinai was moved at the presence
of God. Thou didst send forth a plentiful rain, whereby thou then
didst confirm thine inheritance, when it was weary."

Now, the rain was when it thundered at Sinai. Not a word is said
about rain at the passage of the Red Sea. The waters were con-
gealed around them; a cloud of fire was over them. Not a word is
said in the account about thunder or rain. After the thunders of Sinai
we read of the rain, not before. There is not the ghost of an argu-
ment for sprinkling. In due time we will show you what the bap-
tism was.

We have now appealed to lexicons, to learned men, and, lastly, to
classical usage. They all say baptism is immersion. We have ap-
pealed to the apostolic fathers, men who were the companions of
Paul, who saw the apostles baptize, who were, doubtless some of them,
baptized by the apostles; men who spoke, the Greek as their native
tongue, or could read and translate it into Latin, and they say they
always immersed; call baptism an immersion. They speak of pour-
ing and sprinkling as not baptism, and excuse it as admissible only in
extreme cases. And not until two hundred years after Christ do we
meet with these excused innovations. In our next we will present the
scriptural argument for immersion.—[Time expired.

MR. HUGHEY'S SEVENTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I am sorry
the time for discussing this proposition is drawing so near to a close,
and so much matter remains yet to be disposed of. | wish to say,
however, in regard to the last remarks of the gentleman, that it is of
no consequence whether the ordinance of Christian baptism is referred
to or not in the examples | have produced from the fathers; sprink-
ling is here called baptism, and this is sufficient to show that baptizo
does not specifically signify to dip.

The gentleman tells us the Israelites were baptized by the cloud
and by the sea; and that the baptism by the cloud and by the sea
were two things. | thank the gentleman for this admission. | stated
this distinctly at the outset. The baptism "by the sea" was while
they were passing through the sea; the baptism "by the cloud" was
while they were under the cloud—but they were not under the cloud
while they were passing through the sea. The cloud poured out
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water upon them and thus baptized them when they were at Sinai; at
the giving of the law, and by which they were baptized or confirmed
unto Moses. The preposition en here, is used in the instrumental
sense, and shows that the clouds and the sea were the instruments of
the baptism spoken of.

The passage from Homer, the "plunging of the sword into the
neck," was not the baptism; the baptism was by the blood that
gushed forth upon the sword. | wish to have you bear this in mind.

I wish, also, to call the gentleman's attention to the fact that in
the example of "the mass of iron drawn out of the fire by the smiths,"
the simple dative or dative of instrument is used, which does not allow
of the idea of dipping. Besides, such a mass of iron as this, "drawn
out of the fire by smiths," is not a thing to be dipped or plunged into
"water. Both the construction and the object baptized forbid the idea
of dipping, and demand that we shall understand the baptism as the
tempering of iron, by throwing water on it.

The gentleman asked, in regard to the baptism of the tow, "if the
dative without the preposition does not indicate place, as well as in-
strument." Suppose it does; yet there is not a man of intelligence who
does not know that place is not the thing intended here. It is not
where the tow was baptized, but how it was baptized that is expressed
by the dative in this example, and it shows that the tow was baptized'
with the oil, and not in it.

But the case of "Bacchus baptized by the sea" troubles my friend.
He wants to know if sea water could not be poured into Bacchus till
he was covered, or if water could not be poured into wine until the
wine is overwhelmed! Most assuredly not. How would you mix sea
water with wine to temper the wine. Is it not by pouring sea water
into it? The wine was tempered by having the sea water poured into
it, and the tempering wine by means of sea water, was called a bap-
tism of Bacchus.

The gentleman told us that learned German scholars are generally
in favor of baptism by immersion, and this is one of the strongest ar-
guments in favor of his position. But why do many learned German
scholars favor immersion? It is not because the philology of the
word baptizo requires it. Professor Stuart tells us why, page 186. It
is because they find it in the third, fourth and following centuries the
ordinary practice, and they have based their views on this, instead of
the philology of the word. It is not because the philology of the
word demands it—not because usage demands it, but because they
find it in the third and fourth centuries the usual practice of the
church to baptize by immersion; therefore they conclude it was the
original mode. But if they favor immersion on this ground, they
should also favor trine immersion, for this was the only immersion prac-
ticed in ancient times, and the candidates, divested of all their clothing,
and as naked as Adam and Eve were on the morning of their creation.

My opponent tells us that in the translation of the "Bible
"Union," the passage in Matthew xx. 22, 23 was dropped out because
there was not sufficient authority in the ancient manuscripts for re-
taining it. It is true Grotius and Mill rejected these words in Matthew,
and Griesbach and Fritz canceled them, but the more modern critics,
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Bloomfield and Alford, consider the authority to reject insufficient, and
consequently they retain them. But there is no shadow of excuse for drop-
ping these words in Mark and Luke,and,consequently, they are retained,
and, without the shadow of authority, the translators of the "Bible
Union" render baptizo "endure” and "undergo" in these passages!
But the gentleman tells me to bring on my examples, and he will
translate baptizo in every one of them immerse. But has he done it?
I would rather a man would do a thing, than say "I can,” or "I will
do it." Let him translate baptizo in this passage immerse, and let it
go upon the record. "Can you be immersed with the immersion | am
immersed with;" let him translate in this way, and see what sense it
will make. Or let him translate it, "Can you be immersed in the im-
mersion | am immersed in?" and see what sense it will make. The
translators of the "Bible Union" had too much sense to put before the
public such a translation. It would look too badly, but | had rather
ten thousand times that they had done it than to see them adopt such
a gross perversion as they have done to sustain a sinking cause.

But | am continually appealed to to bring forward the original for
my friend to translate. He is an exceedingly singular kind of man. I
have brought forward whole sentences in which the word baptizo oc-
curs, showing the construction and the syntax of the passages, but he
has not dared to notice them or touch them. The truth is, to translate
baptizo immerse in these passages would make nonsense of them, and
the gentleman knows it.

But my opponent goes on at some length to give us Luther's opinion
of the meaning of baptizo. But when Luther took an infant in his
arms to baptize, and sprinkled the water on it, he did not say "l dip
you." This settles the matter, as to Luther's understanding of the
force and meaning of baptizo. As to the meaning of taufen, it is per-
fectly certain that it does not signify, specifically, to dip; for when
Luther sprinkled the water on the infant's forehead, he said, "Ich
taufe dich,” and all men know that he did not mean to say, "I dip
thee." When you come to examine German lexicons, and the testi-
mony of German scholars, you will find that taufen is not the German
word which signifies to dip at all; but undertauchen is the German,
word for dip.

We shall not trouble you any further in regard to the Syriac word
amad, for all the lexicons quoted by my opponent tell us that the pri-
mary meaning of the word is "abluit se;" "he washed himself," and,
consequently, it does not signify to immerse.

In regard to the baptism of the hand in blood, it does not matter
how much blood there may have been in the shield; the Roman gene-
ral simply moistened the end of his finger with it. There was no-
dipping of the hand about it. It was simply a moistening of the end
of the finger for the purpose of writing, and this moistening of the
end of the finger was called a baptism of the hand!

We now come to the gentleman's tremendous proposition. But |
shall object to the testimony of Dr. Conant. We can not accept any
such testimony. Dr. Conant is a controversial writer on the side of
immersion. He has written a work in which he has given us a num-
ber of passages from the classics in which the word baptizo occurs,
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where it signifies to dip, immerse, or sink to the bottom and remain
there. But there are many other examples of the use of the word
where it does not signify to dip, immerse, or sink, which Dr. Conant
has not given; but other writers have given them, and | have produced
scores of them here. It matters not how many such examples Dr.
Conant may produce, one clear example of a different use would be
sufficient to prove my position; but | have given many clear examples
where the word signifies to pour, to sprinkle, etc., which really sets
aside Dr. Conant's conclusions.

But it was the desire of my opponent that | should commit my-
self, just as | have done, in regard to kataduoo! He tells us that
kataduoo means to sink. Well, does not baptizo mean to sink, accord-
ing to Dr. Conant and Mr. Braden, also? "But," says Mr. Braden,
"whether the thing or person baptized is to remain in a sunken
condition, depends upon the good sense of the baptizer, and not upon
the force or meaning of baptizo." So | say in regard to that which is
kataduseon, whether it remains in the immersed or sunken condition,
depends upon the good sense of the immerser, and not upon the force
of the word kataduoo. This is like my friend exactly. We stand in
the same relation to these two terms. | am sorry my opponent had to
fall upon such a thing as this to find something with which to fill out
his time. He wishes to learn if the Greeks had not words expressive
of the actions dip, plunge, immerse and overwhelm? In my opening
speech | called his attention to the fact that the Greeks had words ex-
pressing precisely these actions; but | have proved to you a hundred
times over that baptizo is not the Greek word specifically signifying to
dip or immerse. | have given the gentleman the word the Greeks
themselves used to express the action of dip or immerse, and yet he
comes forward, and asks if the Greeks had no word to express the ac-
tion of dip or immerse! He totally ignores what | have proved, and
then learnedly asks if the Greeks had not words to express the action
which he calls baptism, when | have been putting these words at him.
from the beginning of the discussion.

The gentleman tells us, "that if all the Greek language were
translated into English the word baptizo would be translated over-
whelm, dip, etc., often, but it would be translated sprinkle never. |
have also stated to him that in nine cases out of ten, where the word
could be so translated, he would find that it means to go to the bottom
and remain there. This he has not called in question. | have shown
you examples in which the word can not be translated dip or immerse,
as in the example from Origen, where the pouring of the water on the
wood on the altar, is called the baptism of the wood; and numerous
other examples where the word means to pour or sprinkle, and where
it can not be translated immerse. Baptizo is thus proved to be a generic
term which comprises all the various modes of applying water,
whether by pouring, sprinkling or immersion. ,

I must omit, for the present, to notice any other of the gentle-
man's arguments, for | wish to read to you the testimony of some em-
inent biblical critics on the meaning of baptizo. | might here quote
from twenty-five or thirty of the most eminent critics, from the Reform-
ation to the present time, among them Beza, Olshausen, Moses
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Stuart, Dr. Tracy, Bloomfield, Alford, etc., but as | am pressed for
time | will read only from Dr. Dwight and Dr. Clarke. My extract
from Dr. Dwight will be found in the fourth volume of his Theology,
pp. 3-15, 3-46:

" 1. That the body of learned critics and lexicographers declare
that the original meaning of both these words is to tinge, stain, dye or
color; and that when it means immersion, it is only in an occasional
sense, derived from the fact that such things as are dyed, stained, or
colored are often immersed for this end. This interpretation of the
word, also, they support by such a series of quotations as seem unan-
swerably to evince that this was the original classical meaning of these
words."

"2. | have examined almost one hundred instances in which the
word baptizo, and its derivatives, are used in the New Testament, and
four in the Septuagint; these, so far as | have observed, being all the
instances contained in both. By this examination it is to my appre-
hension evident that the following things are true:

"That the primary meaning of these terms is cleansing; the effect,
not the mode, of washing.

"That the mode is usually referred to incidentally, whenever these
words are mentioned, and that this is always the case whenever the
ordinance of baptism is mentioned, and a reference made, at the same
time, to the mode of administration.

"That these words, although often capable of denoting any mode
of washing whether by affusion, sprinkling, or immersion (since
cleansing was familiarly accomplished by the Jews in all these ways),
yet, in many instances, can not, without obvious impropriety, be made
to signify immerse, and in others it can not signify it at all.”

So testifies Dr. Dwight, the greatest critic that America ever pro-
duced.

Dr. A. Clarke, who was one of the most eminent classical scholars that
the English nation has ever produced, in his Commentary on Matthew
iii. 6, says:

"In what form baptism was originally administered, has been
deemed a subject worthy of serious dispute. Were the people dipped
or sprinkled for it; it is certain that bapto and baptizo mean both."”

"John Wesley also says that baptizo means indifferently either to
wash or sprinkle, and that the mode can not be determined by the force
of the term."

I could continue to read from critics whose testimony agrees with
Dwight, Clarke and Wesley, indefinitely. | have them with me, and
could read from them from now until Saturday night; but, | ask again,
what is the use of reading the testimony of the critics, especially
when we have the very examples before us from which they drew their
conclusions? These | have been presenting to my friend, but he has
refused to notice th?m; but he continues reading the opinions of critics
as to the meaning of baptizo, instead of answering my arguments.
This is a question that must be settled by facts, and not by authorities.

I must now proceed with a direct Scripture argument in support
of baptism by pouring or sprinkling, drawn from the examples of the
Christian ordinance in the New Testament Scriptures. But | am sorry
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I have not more time to elaborate this argument. It is claimed by the
advocates of immersion that the places where, and the circumstances
under which the New Testament baptisms were performed, are all fa-
vorable to immersion. And yet, when you examine those places and
circumstances, they give you but three examples: John's baptizing of
the people in the Jordan; John's baptism of the people at Enon; and
Philip's baptism of the eunuch. The other examples of New Testa-
ment baptisms are all against the position of our opponents. Take,
for example, the baptism of the three thousand on the day of Pente-
cost. It was simply impossible that three thousand persons should
have been baptized by immersion on that occasion. All the circum-
stances forbid the supposition—the scarcity of water that was available,
the shortness of time, and everything connected with the whole history
of the case precludes the possibility of immersion. There is the case
of the jailer at Philippi, baptized at night and within the prison.
The whole circumstances of the case prove that he was baptized on the
spot, without going out in search of water.

Then we have the case of Paul who was baptized in a house. The
command to him was "Anastas,"” "Stand up and be baptized." And
he was baptized while standing up in the house. And the other ex-
amples are all of the same character.

The household of Cornelius were baptized on the spot, immedi-
ately after the question of Peter, "Can any man forbid water that
these should not be baptized?" for such is implied in the history of
the case.

I will now take up one of the examples on which immersionists
strongly rely—John's baptism:

In the first place, | deny that John baptized by immersion. John
was a Jewish priest, and his baptism was in some sense a Jewish pu-
rification, and the Jewish purifications were ordinarily done by simple
sprinkling, and no Jewish priest ever did purify any one during the
whole duration of the Jewish dispensation, by immersion. The only
departure from the rule of sprinkling was in the consecration of the
priests, and this was done by washing them at the door of the taber-
nacle. If there was a general washing, in other purifications, it was
done by the persons themselves, and not b"y the priest. There was
not a single personal immersion required by the law of Moses. When
the disciples of John and the Jews got into a dispute about purifying,
they went to John and began to talk about baptism, John iii. 25, 26;
showing that they understood that John's baptism was in some sense a
purification.

Again, it is a fact that John did baptize the majority of the Jewish
people. "Then went out to him Jerusalem and all Judea, and all the re-
gion round about Jordan, and were baptized of John in Jordan, confess-
ing their sins." Now, | ask if it were possible for John to have immersed
such vast multitudes in the short period of his ministry? John's
popularity was so great that a majority of the Jewish people were
baptized by him, and their rulers were afraid to say his baptism was
not from heaven for "they feared the people.” And how was it pos-
sible for him to immerse two millions of people in the short space of ten
months. | say that it was absolutely impossible for him to do it. He
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could not have done it if he had stood in the water ten hours a day,
and baptized ten persons a minute throughout the whole period of his
ministry.

In the next place, John baptized in different places, and in some of
those places the fact is demonstrable that he did not baptize by im-
mersion. John went out to the river Jordan, not because he wished
to immerse the people, but because the river afforded abundant facil-
ities for water for the ordinary purposes of life, to the vast multitudes
who attended his ministry. He may have baptized the people in the
river, and yet not have immersed a single person. All inside of the
banks was in the river. This is admitted even by Carson. But John
did not baptize all the people in the river, for it is said, John i. 28:
"These things were done in Bethabara beyond Jordan, where John
was baptizing." Now Bethabara was a house on the bank of the
river, and the very fact that John baptized in the house, on the bank
of the river, proves, demonstrably, that he was not an immersionist,
for since the world began, no immersionist preacher ever went out of
the river into the house on the bank, to baptize the people. Such a
supposition is impossible.

The next place we find John is "at Enon, because there was much
water there,” or properly, "many waters,” springs or fountains, for
such is the meaning of "hudata polla." These "many waters" were not
necessary for the purpose of immersion, for it is notorious that it does
not require "much, or many waters,” for this purpose. Immersionists
can get a small bath or vat that answers to immerse the jailer in, but
here they tell us it requires "much water" for John to immerse the
people in! John selected Enon as one of the places of his ministry
and baptism, because its many fountains afforded the necessary sup-
ply of water to the multitudes who flocked to his ministry, for the
ordinary purposes of life, and not because he wanted "much water"
to immerse the people in, for "much water" is not necessary for this
purpose. When we come to look soberly at the history of John's
baptism, it is as clear as the noonday's sun that he never dipped a sin-
gle person. This is demonstrated by the symbolical import of his
baptism. John said, "l indeed baptize you with water; He shall
baptize you with the Holy Ghost." John says: "I do something, and
the very same thing that | do Christ shall do; the only difference is
I use water, He shall use the Holy Spirit." How did Christ baptize
with the Holy Spirit? If we can learn this, we shall know how John
baptized with water. Christ baptized with the Holy Spirit by pouring
out the Holy Spirit upon the people; consequently, John must have
baptized the people by pouring or sprinkling the water upon them,
and not by plunging them into it, if there is any agreement at all be-
tween the symbol and the thing symbolized.

There is another example of New Testament baptism | wish to call
your attention to, and there is not a stronger argument against im-
mersion to be found in the New Testament than this case furnishes.
It is the case of the baptism of the eunuch by Philip. I shall here
show the whole circumstances of the case, prove demonstrably that
the eunuch was not baptized by immersion.

Now, the position of my opponent is that all the New Testament
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baptisms were performed by immersion; and the baptism of the
eunuch by Philip is regarded by immersionists, generally, as conclu-
sive proof of this practice. They quote with an air of triumph,
"And they went down both into the water, both Philip and the eunuch,
and he baptized him." "Here," say they, "is demonstrative evidence
that Philip immersed the eunuch." But do you not see at once that
if, in every single instance of New Testament baptism, immersion had
been practiced, it would have been true in every case that "they both
went down into the water, and they both came up out of the water?"
How under such circumstances, | ask, in all the history of baptism in
the New Testament is it that we have this universal circumstance
mentioned but once ? Why, indeed, was it mentioned at all, if every-
one knew that in every instance of baptism "they both went down
into the water, and they both came up out of the water?"

All the circumstances of the case here go to show that this was
not the ordinary way of practicing baptism in the Apostolic Church—
that it was not customary for both parties to go to the water at all.
The eunuch was returning from Jerusalem where he had been to wor-
ship. Philip was directed by the Holy Spirit "to go and join
himself to the chariot." When he came he found him reading the
prophecy concerning Christ's atoning work, in Isaiah liii. 7, 8. Philip
explained the Scriptures to him, and preached Christ unto him from
this prophecy. "And as they journeyed they came to a certain
water, and the eunuch said, ' See here is water ; what doth hinder me
from being baptized? And he commanded the chariot to stand still,
and they went down both to the water (for this is the meaning of
katabainoo) both Philip and the eunuch, and he baptized him." Luke,
who records this history, is a very accurate historian, and you remark
he specially points out the fact, “that they both went down to the
water."

Now, | ask, if such were the practice in every single instance, how
comes Luke to record it in this instance and nowhere else? | tell you
the more you study the history of this case, the more demonstrable it
appears that it was not the ordinary practice for both parties to go to
the water at all. Ordinarily the water was brought, and the persons
were baptized in the house where they were converted; but in this
case there was a deviation from this practice, and it was deemed suf-
ficient to make it a matter of official record that "they both went
down to the water, and both came up from the water.” The more I
look at this passage, the more | am convinced that we have in this ac-
count the clearest possible refutation of the assumption that the
apostles practiced immersion. What would be the use, in writing a
history of baptism, by an immersionist preacher, to say "they both
went down into the water," for everyone knows that this is the case in
every instance. In all the other examples of baptism in the New
Testament, you will find that the converts were baptized on the very
spot where they were converted, and so it was done in the case of the
eunuch.

I will call your attention again to the baptism of the jailer. |
told you | could show that he was baptized in the prison. | will
prove this from the inspired record itself. Paul and Silas were put into
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the prison, and the jailer was charged "to keep them safely."” "He, having
received such a charge, thrust them into the inner prison, and made
their feet fast in the stocks. And at midnight Paul and Silas prayed,
and sang praises unto God: and the prisoners heard them. And sud-
denly there was a great earthquake, so that the foundations of the
prison were shaken: and immediately all the doors were opened, and
every one's bands were loosed. And the keeper of the prison awaking
out of his sleep, and seeing the prison door open, he drew out his
sword, and would have killed himself, supposing that the prisoners
had been fled. But Paul cried with a loud voice, saying, Do thyself
no harm: for we are all here.” This proves that the jailer's house
was a part of the prison, for he could see that the prison doors were
open, and Paul could see him as he was about to commit suicide.
Then the jailer "called for a light, and sprang in,” that is, into the
inner prison into which he had “thrust" Paul and Silas, "and brought
them out" into the outer prison, where they had been put by the
magistrates. Here the preaching and baptism took place, in the outer
prison, and afterward he took them into his own apartments, and "set
meat before them."”

This prison was evidently built like many of our modern jails in
this country, one apartment for the jailer and his family to live in,
and another apartment for the prisoners. To prove this, hear what
Paul said the next morning: "They have beaten us openly uncon-
demned, being Romans, and have cast us into prison; and now do they
thrust us out privily? nay, verily; but let them come themselves and
fetch us out." Showing clearly and undeniably that they had not been
out of the prison, but had remained in the prison all the while. Even
if they had attempted to go out of the prison the Roman law was so
strict that it would have cost the jailer his life. Had they started out,
the guards placed around the prison would have arrested them, or if
they had been found in the streets they would have been arrested, and
the jailer's life would have paid the forfeit. Such a thing is not at
all supposable. The jailer was baptized in the jail. My opponent
may suppose that he was immersed in a bath; but he must remember
this was a prison, not a palace; nor were the ancient family baths suf-
ficiently large to immerse in; or he may suppose, with some immer-
sionists, that Paul let him down into a well by means of a rope, and
thus immersed him. [Laughter.] But | do not think my opponent
will adopt so foolish a theory as this. The truth is this case stands
out clearly against the possibility of immersion, and with the examples
of John's baptism, and that of the eunuch by Philip, proves clearly
to my mind, beyond the possibility of reasonable contradiction, that
the New Testament baptisms were all performed by sprinkling or
pouring, and not by immersion.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S SEVENTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN  MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN.—I  shall
have to ask your close and earnest attention, for this is the last speech
in which | can present new matter; and | find | have numerous argu-
ments yet untouched. | will glance at what the gentleman said. He



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 113

repeats again his stale, oft-refuted assertions concerning the mass of
iron, and the tow. Now the iron could be drawn by a man out of the
fire, and he could dip it into water, if he could handle it in taking it
out of the fire. Common-sense says he plunged it into the water to
cool it. The tow was dipped in the oil, as common-sense says, and the
word demands. The case of the baptizing Bacchus in the sea | have
shown to be a disputed passage, and | could set it aside. But if sea
water was poured into wine in a vessel, would it not cover, overwhelm,
or immerse it, in a certain sense? But this is only one, and a dis-
puted case, out of hundreds. | now give the gentleman fair warning
that 1 will not weary the patience, nor insult the common-sense of this
audience by noticing these oft-exploded quibbles.

I wish my Baptist friends present to remember hereafter that G.|S.
Bailey, once President of Shurtleff College, and also once State Mission-
ary Agent, and now the respected pastor of one of your leading churches
in Chicago, is a dishonest man; one whose word can not be taken. Also,
that his book, one published by your Publication Society, after the
Book Committee had verified his quotations, is not a book to be ac-
cepted by one so immaculate as my opponent here. Surely a man must be
hard driven when he will presume to impeach a man of Bailey's standing,
and the whole Publication Committee of a respectable Christian church.

In reference to the blister-plaster, my friend has not the original,
and Dr. Conant had it before him, and quoted from it; and says it was
a pessary, and must be dipped. He brings up Carson; but Carson re-
fers to a Latin translation, and not to the original. His assertion that
Carson had the original is mere assumption. My offer to place it in
the original settles the matter.

He refers to nude baptisms as immersions. Yes, they were prac-
ticed by Cyprian, the first advocate, or rather apologist, for sprinkling.
Such innovations as nude immersions, sprinkling, celibacy, and pur-
gatory started together.

He brings up the passage in Kings concerning the pouring water
on the wood. The word baptizo does not occur there, but Origen
speaking of it, calls it a baptism or overwhelming. Turning to the
account we read that four barrels of water, three times in succession,
"were poured on the wood. Was it not covered or overwhelmed by the
water? What if the water was poured? Suppose my opponent was
put under the falling torrent of Niagara, would he not be immersed in
the torrent? The wood was overwhelmed or covered; so says
Origen. The overwhelming, and not the pouring, was the baptism.

Dr. Clarke is quoted as against me. He places bapto and baptizo to-
gether, and then gives to both the meanings of bapto, that as are
clearly shown can never apply to baptizo. He again asserts that |
fail to notice his examples. | have disposed of every sentence
quoted from the original Greek. The passages from the fathers |
have already disposed of. They contrasted the purification by heathen
sprinklings with the cleansing of baptism, but did not use baptism as
interchangeable with sprinkling in a single instance. The fathers tell
us how they baptized, and as we have shown, and it was always by
immersion. They call pouring an abridgment, or change of the ordi-
nance, and deny that sprinkling is baptism.
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Now, then, for the gentleman's objections to immersion. He has
failed, utterly failed, to sustain sprinkling; and he attempts now to
impeach God's word by showing that what it says was done, could not
be done. There are two objections to the immersion of three thou-
sand on Pentecost—want of time and want of water- | have a cal-
culation before me that each apostle would have to baptize two-
hundred and fifty, or in four hours they could have baptized all at the
rate of one per minute. If we take the one hundred and twenty
present of all the disciples, they could have immersed all in twenty-
four minutes. A heavy argument to bring up against the positive
declaration of God. Let me ask you how much more time would it
take to have a man come to you in the water and you immerse him,
than it would to take a basin of water and pour or sprinkle water
on him?

Want of water. This is a heavy argument. How could the dis-
ciples find water in a city of many thousand people, and one in which
millions assembled yearly for feasts? Josephus tells that one and
a-half millions were in the city when surrounded by the Romans.
Still a city like this had no water! But it was all in cisterns. Another
contradiction of history. There were eight large pools of water in
and, at the outskirts of Jerusalem, that had names, and several
others that Josephus mentions without names. These pools or ponds
were from half to three and a-half acres in area. Fifteen or twenty
acres of water, and not enough to immerse three thousand persons L
What senseless attempts to impeach God's word.

It is said John baptized all Jerusalem, and the country round
about Jordan. My opponent does not see how he could immerse one
million and a-half of persons. What nonsense! How could he pour
or sprinkle them? We are told that Jesus and his disciples baptized
and made more disciples than John. Yet John baptized all Jerusalem
and the country round about Jordan. Jesus came to his own and they
received him not. He made and baptized more disciples than John,
and yet John baptized the millions of Judea. It is an instance of
strong hyperbole, such as we meet in all languages. We say the whole
nation flocked around the funeral cortege of President Lincoln, though
but a few thousands assembled at any one point, and not a million out
of thirty ever saw it. In the same sense John baptized all Jerusalem,
and all the country round about Jordan. Look at the nature of these
objections.

I have shown baptism is immersion, and immersion only. Now,
the gentleman undertakes to deny that those were immersed that the
Bible says were immersed.

My opponent next assumes that the Philippian jailer was bap-
tized in the jail, right in the face of the account in Acts. The jailer
brought them out of the jail. But that was into the outer jail, his
house, says my opponent, and there he was baptized. No, sir. The
account says after he was baptized he brought them into his house.
So they were out of the jail and his house, too. There was no need
of all this for pouring or sprinkling, but there was for an immersion;
hence they were immersed.

Next comes the baptism of Saul of Tarsus. He was commanded to
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stand up and be baptized, says my opponent, hence he was poured or
sprinkled. 1 think it says arise, and be baptized. Suppose | was to
go to Saul and wish to immerse him. He was lying on his couch. I
would say, "Get up and be baptized." Would that show that |
sprinkled him? Paul tells us he was buried with Christ—was bap-
tized in the likeness of his death. Was he sprinkled in the likeness
of his death? Was he buried in sprinkling?

The baptism of Cornelius is next noticed. We are told that the
language "Who can forbid that these should not be baptized,” means
"Who can forbid bringing water to sprinkle or pour them?" Justin
Martyr, Tertullian, Clemens Alexandrinus, tell us that in apostolic
baptism the candidates were led to the water. And so it was here.
But what a baseless assumption this objection is?

We are told next that John was a Jewish priest, and his baptism
was a Jewish cleansing, and they were all done by sprinkling; there-
fore he sprinkled them. A more baseless assumption was never made.
The Jews asked John only to be baptized. Would they have done so
4f he were a Jewish priest merely practicing a ceremonial cleansing?
He was not a priest, but a prophet, who came to prepare the way of
the Lord. Again, God never commanded water alone to be poured or
sprinkled on any one for any religious or ceremonial purpose whatever.
Again, the cleansing by water in the Jewish law was an immersion, as
we have repeatedly shown.

We are told by most writers that Bethabara was a village at the
ford of the Jordan. The name means “the house of the ford."
John immersing at Bethabara, the same as | would at Vienna, though
it was done in the creek out of the village. Jesus was baptized there,
and he was baptized in Jordan.

"Philip and the eunuch went down into the water, and came up
out of the water." All necessary to an immersion, but nonsense if it were
pouring or sprinkling. My friend admits we have here a case of
apostolic immersion. We shall now show the rest were also.

We shall call your attention now to the following arguments drawn
from the Bible for immersion and against pouring and sprinkling.
But before we call your attention to this we wish to call your attention
to the early practice of the churches, Greek, Latin, German and
English:

Greek Church.—Deylingius, "The Greeks retain the rite of im-
mersion to this day."

Buddeus.—"That the Greeks defend immersion is manifest, and
has been frequently observed by learned men. Ludolphus informs us
such is the practice of the Ethiopians also."”

Venema.—"The Greeks immerse the whole man in the water."”

Dr. Wall (one of the most learned men England ever produced)
"All the Christians in Asia, all in Africa, about one-third part of Eu-
rope, practice immersion; among whom are (here he enumerates all
the nations of the Greek Church.)

Professor Stuart.—"Baptism by immersion the Oriental Church
has always continued to preserve. They call the members of the
Western Church ‘sprinkled Christians,” by way of contempt. They
say baptism by sprinkling is as great a solicism as immersion by
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sprinkling, and claim the honor of having preserved the ancient rite
of the church free from corruption, which would destroy its sig-
nificance."

Latin Church.—After giving the answers to questions required of
the candidate, the rubric says, then let the priest baptize with a trine
immersion.

Anglican Church.—Book of Common Prayer in the time of Edward
VI.: Let the priest, naming the child, dip it thrice.

Same, in the time of Charles Il.: "Naming the child, he shall dip
it discreetly and warily."

Council of Colcutti, A. D. 816: "Let the Preshyters also know that .
they may not pour water over the infant's body, but let them always
be immersed in the font."

Lingard's History of the Anglo-Saxon Church.—"The regular
way of administering baptism was by immersion."

Tyndale, an early translator of the Bible—"The plunging into
water in baptism, signifies that we die, and are buried with Christ."

Brenner (a great Catholic historian), after a laborious examination
of the original authorities, says: "For thirteen hundred years was
baptism regularly an immersion of the person in the water; and only
in extraordinary cases was sprinkling or pouring with water. The
latter (pouring and sprinkling) was disputed, even forbidden."

We have here the summing up of the research in the early churches.
We will now enter into the scriptural argument:

We will first take the figurative use of baptism. We are said to
be baptized in the likeness of His death, buried with Him in baptism,
and to rise in the likeness of His resurrection. Rom. vi. 3. Col. ii. 12.
Which of the three actions are like a burial—are a burial? Can one
be buried in pouring or sprinkling? They are buried in the watery
grave in immersion and rise again. Wesley says, "Buried with him,
alluding to the ancient manner of baptism- by immersion." So we
might read from Macknight, Whitefield, Wall, Archbishop Tillot-
son, Archbishop Seeker, Sam. Clarke, Burkitt, Olshausen, Conybeare,
Howson, Hammond, Hoadly, Storr, Flatt, Luther, R. Newton, Bax-
ter, Bishop Smith, Westminster Assembly, Tyndale, Chalmers, Chrys-
ostom, Ambrose, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory Nyssen, Apostolical Con-
stitution, John Damascenus, Athanasius, Basil, Justin Martyr, Theo-
doret, Dyonisius Areopagus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Council of Toledo,
Photius, Gelasius, Archbishop Cranmer, Scudder, Pictetus, Nicholson,
Manton, Augustine, Bengellius, Goodwin, Doddridge, Wells, Whithy,
Adam Clarke, Edwards, Edinburgh Reviewers, Bloomfield, Suicer,
Bingham, Bishop Sherlock, Warburton, Leighton, Matthies, Rosen-
muller, Jaspis, Frankius, Turretin, Theophylact, Leo, Tholuck,
Winer, Lange, Jortin, Supernille, Burmanus, Peter Martyr, Albert
Barnes, Estius, Braunus, Boys, Rheinhard, Burnett, Cajetan, Cave,
Davanant, Fell, Quenstadt, Starke, Locke, Knapp. In all ninety
bishops, commentators, divines, archbishops, eminent scholars of all
ages, churches, creeds, all say that buried with him means an immer-
sion. Nearly all say because such was the ancient baptism.

Next, the baptism of sufferings. We have already given the opin-
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ion of Wesley and eighteen others, such as Bloomfield, George Camp-
bell, and such eminent scholars.

Baptism of the Holy Spirit next. This was, as we have shown, an
overwhelming or immersion of the powers of the individual in the
power of the Spirit. So say all learned men who have spoken on it.
Let me ask how sprinkled with suffering or Holy Spirit would read?
Nay, it was an immersion or overwhelming. Here all the figurative
uses of baptism require an immersion to make sense of the figure, and
pouring or sprinkling would make sheer nonsense of those portions of
God's word, and are out of the question.

We come next to the baptism of the children of Israel in the
cloud and the sea. We have already shown it can not be a sprinkling
or pouring, for there was neither rain nor water that fell on them.
They were covered, overwhelmed, or submerged in the cloud and the
sea. It was an immersion or submersion. Again the figure demands
an immersion, and pouring and sprinkling are out of the question.

The attempt to get up a plentiful rain on them while crossing is
contradicted by the account which says they passed over "dryshod,"”
and the rain spoken of in the Sixty-eighth Psalm, was at or after the
thunder of Sinai.

We will call your attention next to the places where baptism was
performed. They were such as were required by immersion; but
such as make fools of John, and Jesus, and the apostles, if it were
sprinkling or pouring. John baptized Jesus in the Jordan, and he
went straightway up out of the water. Was our blessed Lord so pre-
posterously foolish as to go into a river to have a few drops of water
poured or sprinkled on his head? John baptized at Bethabara, at the
ford of the Jordan. He baptized at Enon, because there was much
water there. Not many springs, nor much water to drink and to water
asses and camels, as Pedobaptist perversion has it; but he baptized
because there was much water needed for baptism. So says plain
common-sense. Philip went down into the water and came up out of
the water. Sensible, if he were immersed; but preposterous folly, if he
poured or sprinkled. Then the places where scriptural baptism was
performed incontrovertibly prove it to be an immersion.

We call your attention next to the law of convertibility. If pour-
ing and sprinkling are baptism then they can be substituted where it
occurs and make sense. If they can not, they are not baptism. If
immersion can be substituted, it is immersion. If it can be used in-
terchangeably with baptism, and they can not, it is baptism, and they
are not. This is all plain. "I have a sprinkling to be sprinkled
with,” "a pouring to be poured with." Nonsense. "I have an im-
mersion to be immersed with." An immersion of suffering, certainly.
"And they were sprinkled of John in the Jordan; were poured of
John in the Jordan,” What fools to go into a river to have a few
drops of water sprinkled on their heads. Were immersed in the Jor-
dan! Certainly. That is what they went into a river for. Were
sprinkled by the Holy Spirit, or poured. Had their powers sprinkled
or poured in the power of the Holy Spirit. Nonsense. Had their
powers immersed, or overwhelmed in the powers of the Spirit! Cer-
tainly. Buried in sprinkling; buried in pouring! Utter nonsense.



118 DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM.

Buried in immersion? Certainly, and in no other way. Were sprinkled
or poured unto Moses in the cloud and the sea? No, for the account
says they came over dryshod. Were submerged or immersed by cov-
ering in the cloud and the sea? Certainly. Hence the law of conver-
tibility proves, beyond the shadow of a doubt, that baptism can not be
pouring or sprinkling, and as clearly that it is immersion.

We will next call your attention to the prepositions construed with
the word baptizo:

"Come up out of the water." "Baptized in Jordan,” "went down
into the water;" "come up out of the water." Observe the climax:
Come—up—out of—went down—into. "Buried in baptism.". These
prepositions make sense with immerse. They are such as are always
construed with immerse. They make nonsense with pour and sprinkle.
They are never construed with pour or sprinkle in the sense they are in
baptism. Hence immersion is baptism and pouring and sprinkling are not.
We wish next to call your attention to the exactness of the Greek
language, in reference to these actions. It is not so loose a language
that you can construe it as you please, as our opponent would fain
have you believe. There is no language that will express such nice
shades of meaning, and is so exact as the Greek, and this is the reason
why revelation was preserved for man in that language. Is it to be
supposed that this exact and copious language would express a com-
mand so indefinitely as to mean immerse, pour and sprinkle in-
differently? President Shannon says:

"I found in the Greek Testament and Septuagint' dip' used twenty-
one times. In all these it was a translation of bapto or baptizo, except
once where Joseph's brethren smeared or daubed his coat in blood.
Emolunan is here used. Sprinkle is used twenty-seven times. Never
once as a translation of bapto or baptizo. In twenty cases it was a
translation of raino, or some of its derivatives. In three cases where
scattering ashes was meant, | found pao. In three cases where pouring
was really meant, | found proscheo, and in one case spattering blood on
the lintels of the door proschusis. Pour | found one hundred and
nineteen times, but never as a translation of bapto or baptizo, but as a
translation of cheo spuedoo. Wash | found thirty-two times, where
reference was had to a part of the person, and not once as a transla-
tion of bapto or baptizo. | found wash in the sense of bathe twenty-
eight times, every time a translation of luo. In Luke Mary is said
to wash the Saviour's feet with her tears; here breko, moisten, is used."
From all this we see the accuracy of the Greek. Where we find dip
we find bapto or baptizo; but never for pour or sprinkle. Then can a
command given to us by the apostles, in so exact a language, mean in-
differently pour, sprinkle, or immerse, when these actions are so care-
fully separated by the Greek?

Now look at the state of the argument. Here my opponent has
labored for two days, with all his boasted ability, learning, and long
experience in discussions of this Kkind, to sustain his practice of
sprinkling. He has not found a single author who will say the word
our Saviour used meant pour or sprinkle. He can not find a sentence
which he dare so translate. He has not found a passage in the word
of God that will for a moment sustain him. He finds nothing in his-
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tory to sustain him. He can merely attempt to show that the second-
ary meaning of baptizo can, perhaps, be reached by pouring or sprink-
ling, and raise quibbles against immersion. If a man so able, so
skillful as my opponent, can do no more, in controversy, with so small,
so weak a man as he has repeatedly pronounced me, his position must
be as baseless as the fabric of a dream. Let me ask you do you be-
lieve the command was given in any such mystic and mysterious lan-
guage, that so able a disputant, after two days, can only say he "can't
see how it can be always immersion, but has not found it means pour-
ing or sprinkling, yet it means pouring and sprinkling?"

I wish now to reiterate what he has never yet answered. He dare
Dot translate "I pour or sprinkle thee" by "baptizo se." He can and
must, as we have seen, from the way the Greek has been translated, as
collated by Shannon, translate "I immerse thee" "baptizo se,” show-
ing conclusively that when our Saviour said "baptize the nations" he
did not mean pour or sprinkle them, but immerse them.

| repeat, again, if the entire extant Greek literature were trans-
lated into English, dip, etc.,, would occur many hundred times, and
nine cases out of ten as translations of bapto and baptizo. Pour and
sprinkle would occur many hundred times, and never once as a trans-
lation of bapto or baptizo. Hence baptizo can never mean pour or
sprinkle, and it must always express the specific action expressed in
English by the word dip, immerse, etc.

Hence our Saviour used a word which commands the specific ac-
tion of immersion, and never the specific action of pouring or sprink-
ling. He has not noticed this argument, nor the one that positive
ordinances require always one specific act. He has not found a posi-
tive ordinance that can be obeyed by three entirely different specific
acts. He can not name a word that represents three entirely differ-
ent acts. All these are fatal to his argument, and still they have not
been honored with a passing glance.

Are not the arguments we have presented easily understood?
Why has not our opponent presented arguments of the same nature?
If baptism is sprinkling or pouring, why not bring direct argument
from classic or scriptural authority to prove it? Can you, who believe
in pouring and sprinkling, name a single argument he has pro-
duced? Where is the scriptural argument you can refer to? Let
me ask you can you then believe that you have been baptized in being
sprinkled or poured? Take your Bibles and look over the arguments
| have produced. We have gone to the supreme court, and the de-
cisions of that tribunal have been in our favor in every instance, and
in every instance against the gentleman. | have every instance where
the word occurs in the language so far as examined, and the word
means immerse, and never pour or sprinkle.

My opponent, after so many days' labor, has not found a single
passage he dares translate rendering baptizo sprinkle or pour. He
skips over primary meanings, and takes secondary meanings of secon-
dary meanings, and these are only "may be's," and still it means pour
and sprinkle! Will you pin your faith to such a leader as this?
Take your Bible, read it, and common-sense will guide you to the
plain meaning of the ordinance.
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Consider first where the ordinance was practiced, and that pouring
or sprinkling would make fools of John, Jesus and his disciples, but
immersion is in exact accordance with good sense. Secondly, the
figurative use of the word. Pour and sprinkle make utter nonsense
of the figures, but immersion exactly meets the figure given. Thirdly,
the prepositions used with baptism always agree with immersion, but
make nonsense with pouring and sprinkling. Above substitute pour
and sprinkle for baptize, and see what utter nonsense it makes of the
word of God. Substitute immerse, and it alone makes sense by show-
ing clearly that it is the proper word.

If our Saviour left this command in a language which had words to
express every possible action, did he not, could he not, use one that
would exactly express the act he commanded? Would the Father
of Light give so important a command in so ambiguous language that
a learned, able, skillful, and experienced debater would have to hunt
it for days through ways so devious as my opponent has pursued?
Believe it who will, 1 never can. | stand here able to give a reason
for my faith in immersion; | have listened in vain for one for pour-
ing and sprinkling. 1 can read immersion from classics, from history,
and from the word of God. Plain common-sense will enable all to
reach the truth. Take no man's opinion. Learn what God announced.
Do it and all will be well.

Here, according to arrangement, the direct debate should have
closed, but Mr. Hughey requested more time, and it was agreed
to continue the direct debate two hours more before the closing
speeches.

WEDNESDAY, August 19, 1868.—7 P. M.
MR. HUGHEY'S EIGHTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN  MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—IN  my
present speech | will reply to the gentleman's last speech, and in my
next | shall not stop to reply to anything he may say, but shall pro-
ceed with my affirmative argument. Before passing to reply to his
last speech, however, | shall call attention to the exceptions that my
friend takes to Gases. This slipped my mind in my former speech.
Gases' is a native Greek lexicographer, who, with great labor and pains,
compiled a lexicon of the ancient Greek language, at the beginning of
the present century, and his lexicon is deservedly held in high estima-
tion, and is generally used by native Greeks. He gives the following
definition of baptizo: "Breko, lotto, antleo;" which Chapin translates
thus: "To wet, moisten, or bedew; to wash, lave, or bathe; to draw,
pump, or pour out water."—Seiss on Baptism, p. 66.

The idea of immersion is not in any of these words, and he does not
give this as any one of its significations! My opponent attempted to
make the impression that this was a lexicon of the modern Greek lan-
guage! Now, he tells us that Gases was not a scholar, that he simply
copied Bretschneider, and upon this German lexicon he formed his.
Suppose he did avail himself of the labors of Bretschneider, and all
other good lexicons; did not Dr. Webster do the same thing, and does
not every lexicographer avail himself of the labors of his prede-
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cessors? If Gases is simply the copyist of Bretschneider, Webster
is simply the copyist of Dr. Johnson. But Gases does not copy
Bretschneider; for he defines the word baptizo by terms which forbid
the idea of dipping entirely. His is the standard lexicon now in Greece
as | told you, and is a work of high authority.

Now | wish to call your attention to the latter part of the gentle-
man's speech. He told you that the Greek language was a very ac-
curate language, and that the Greeks had words to express every kind
of specific action; and that they had a very accurate manner of con-
structing their sentences, making them so clear and distinct that it was
almost impossible to be mistaken. This is all so; he stated what is
certainly true. And you remember also, that in my opening speech,
| particularly stated this very fact. | showed you also, that the word
baptizo is not a word of mode—that it does not express the specific
action of dip or immerse. The Greeks had a word to express that
specific action; but that word is never applied to the ordinance of
Christian baptism. That word is duoo, in its simple, or compound
forms, and it is the word the Greeks themselves used when they spoke
of immersion. And this | proved to you from those examples where
they speak of the three kaduseis—"the three immersions of baptism."
Now while it is true that the Greek language is a very accurate lan-
guage, it is not true that they use that word which accurately ex-
presses the action of immersion when they speak of Christian baptism.
My friend assumes that baptizo is a specific word expressing specific
action; but | proved by the Greeks themselves that it is not a specific
word; for when they speak of the specific action of dipping they use
another word; but when speaking of the Christian ordinance, whether
by sprinkling, pouring, or dipping, they use baptizo and baptismos.

The accuracy of the Greek language stands squarely against my
opponent. The gentleman stated that the Greek prepositions used
with baptizo shows that it means immerse, that "when Jesus was bap-
tized he went up out of the water,” but it is apo and not ek that is
used here, which signifies from and not out of. And this is the way
the Bible Union has translated this passage: "And Jesus when he was
immersed went up straightway from the water."

Here the preposition apo shows clearly that Jesus walked away from,
and not out of the water, when he was baptized. This is the way we
find it in the Greek.

In the case of the eunuch's baptism by Philip, the verb hatabainoo
is used, which does not signify properly, going down into a place, but
simply going down to a point. On this passage, Professor Stuart
says: "That eis, with the verb katabainoo, often means going down
to a place is quite certain. E. g. John ii. 12, Jesus went down to (eis)
Capernaum. Acts vii. 15, Jacob went down to (eis) Egypt. Acts xvii.
25, they went down to (eis) Attalia. Acts xviii. 22, he went
down to (eis) Antioch. Acts xxv. 6, going down to (eis) Cesarea. So
common indeed is the meaning of eis when it designates direction to a
place or toward it, that Bretschneider has given this as its first and
leading signification. But | have confined my examples to its connec-
tion with katabainoo."

"On the other hand, | find but one passage in the New Testament
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where it seems to mean into when used with the verb katabainoo.
This is Rom. x. 7, Who shall go down eis abusson, into the abyss. Even
here the sense to is good. And, in fact, when one analyzes the idea
of katabainoo, going down, descending, he finds that it indicates the
action performed before reaching the place, the approximation to it
by descent, real or supposed, and not the entering into it. Eiscrcho-
tnai is the appropriate word for entering into, or rather (in distinction
from katabainoo) embainoo is the appropriate word to signify entrance
into any place or thing." (Stuart on Baptism, pp. 95, 96.)

So according to Professor Stuart, eis when used with katabainoo,
means going down to a point, and not into it. Now in the case of the
baptism of the eunuch, there was a difference from the ordinary manner
of proceeding, and my opponent seems to have understood me to say that
Philip immersed the eunuch ! | said no such thing. | said "they both
went down to the water, and Philip baptized him, and they both came
away from the water.” And this very manner of expressing it by
Luke, excludes the idea of going down into the water at all. So the ex-
actness of the Greek language stands squarely against my opponent
again.

He tells me that he has a square issue and he wants me to meet it.
He assumes the point in debate and that point is, "is baptizo a specific
word, or is it a word that expresses of a variety of actions."” He
assumes that it expresses specific action, and calls on me to trans-
late it by a specific term, and because | will not make such a simple-
ton of myself as to attempt to translate a generic term by a specific
one, he says | can not bring forth a single argument in support of my
position!! He wants me to translate baptizo sprinkle. Just let him
translate it uniformly immersed, and see what sense it will make. He
dare not do it. How would it sound to say, "I have an overwhelm-
ing to be overwhelmed with,” or "I have an immersion to be immersed
with!" Even his own translators substitute the word endure and un-
dergo for baptizo in these passages, and send it out to the world! |
brought forward a score of examples for him to translate baptize by
immerse. "These two baptisms he poured forth from his side,” for in-
stance, and because | have not the original works from which my ex-
amples are taken, which he knows are not to be found except in the
largest college or city libraries, he says he will not do it! But should
I bring the original, would he translate it in that way? He would do
no such thing, and there is not a schoolboy ten years old, who knows
anything about the Greek language, but knows the thing can not be
done. And yet, because | will not do what he knows neither of us
can do in this Western country (produce the original work from
which these quotations are taken), he says | do not meet the issue !
I have met the issue fully and clearly; but I can not get him to meet
the issue. It is impossible to get him to it. It has rarely been my
lot to meet a man who pursued the course my opponent does. Indeed,
I never knew a man to make a popular appeal to the congregation to
decide the question in debate, as he did this afternoon, and | do hope
we will have no more exhibitions of this kind. The argument is to
go before the world, and those who read it can form their own conclu-
sions from it, and | shall never stoop to anything of that kind in order
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to bolster up a bad cause, when | know the sand is slipping from
under me and the rock of eternal truth is not there to catch me. |
compliment the good sense of the gentleman's friends for not respond-
ing to his call, and the good sense of my friends for pursuing the
same course. Doubtless there are persons present who agree with the
gentleman, and suppose with him, that | have entirely failed with my
proposition, and there are others who agree with me, and who are per-
fectly satisfied that | have fully proved my proposition, but both par-
ties had too much good sense to get up when the gentleman asked
them to. | hope that he will take this as a sufficient rebuke, and at-
tempt nothing of the kind in the future.

In the case from Origen where pouring is called baptism, there was
no overwhelming. The altar, the wood, and the sacrifice had the
water poured on them; but they were neither immersed nor over-
whelmed. There was one thing done, however, the wood was bap-
tized; how was it done? It was done by pouring. The baptism here
was a pouring. Immersion or overwhelming is out of the question. If
the wetting of the wood was the effect, the pouring was the thing
done, and my opponent may take which horn of the dilemma he
pleases; for baptizo in this example means either to pour or to wet with-
out reference to mode. My examples from the fathers were given to
show that baptizo expresses the action of pouring or sprinkling, and that
the fathers use baptizo to express the act of pouring or sprinkling, and
we will let that matter rest for the present. | will leave you to judge
if 1 have not brought forward thirty or forty of the clearest ex-
amples that could be produced to show that the fathers used baptizo in
the sense of pour or sprinkle.

That in regard to the baptism on the day of Pentecost | said that
the number baptized and the scarcity of water available, precluded the
idea of their having been immersed. Now | happen to have in my
hands Dr. Schaff's History of the Apostolic Church, and he is a strong
believer in the original mode of baptism by immersion. He says on

page 509:
"The improbability of three thousand persons during the feasts of
Pentecost (Acts ii. 41), and soon after five thousand (Acts vii.

4) having been baptized by immersion at Jerusalem in one day, since
there is no water in the neighborhood of the city in summer but the
springs, and the brook Siloam, and the houses are supplied from cis-
terns and public reservoirs, so that there as in all Palestine private
baths in dwelling houses, are very rare. In these cases we must give
up the idea at least of a total immersion and substitute perhaps that of
a copious affusion upon the head."

So Dr. Schaff tells us that the idea of immersion must be given up
in this case; that those large pools so frequently spoken of by im-
mersionists, were in the hands of their enemies, and that private baths
in dwelling houses are very rare in all Palestine.

The gentleman tells us that Christ baptized more persons than
John. | am sorry to hear a man make such a statement as this. Do
the scriptures say that Christ baptized more persons than John? No,
they say, "When therefore the Lord knew how the Pharisees had heard
that Jesus made and baptized more disciples than John (though Jesus
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himself baptized not but his disciples). When did this occur? It was
after John had been baptizing for eight or ten months. At that time the
people were coming in larger crowds to hear Jesus, than they were to
hear John. Then John was waning and Christ was increasing. This
passage can not mean that Jesus made and baptized more disciples than
John did during his entire ministry; but it states what was then
taking place, as is illustrated in John iii. 26. The history of John's
baptism shows that he baptized the majority of the Jewish people, for
they as a people received him, and they would have stoned those who
would have questioned the fact of John's baptism being from heaven.

In regard to the baptism of the jailer, the whole history shows
that it was performed in the prison. The jailer first brought Paul
and Silas out of the inner prison, into the outer prison, where they
were put by the magistrates; here the preaching and baptism took
place. Then he took them into his own apartments, and set meat be-
fore them, but they were still in the prison, and remained there until
the magistrates brought them out the next day.

I was surprised, and a little amused, at the gentleman saying that
Bethabara was at or on the bank of the river, and that en in this place
means at. | used to hear immersionists dwell largely on the meaning
of en, contending that it proved that John immersed the people in
Jordan; but now the thing is changed! | say that en, when it signi-
fies place, primarily means in; but Mr. B. says in this place it means
at or about! Bethabara was a house on the bank of the river, and
when the people were baptized en Bethabara, they were baptized in
the house, not at or about the house, that is, down in the river, near
by where the house stood, as my friend imagines. This, | say, demon-
strably proves that John was not an immersionist.

There is one other point to which | will call your attention, and
then | think 1 shall be through with the gentleman's speech. It is in
reference to the baptism of the Israelites. He says | dropped out a part
of the passage in the Sixty-eighth Psalm, which | know 1 did not. |
told you the children of Israel were baptized by the cloud while they
were under the cloud; but that they were not under the cloud while
passing through the sea, for the cloud passed from before them, and
came behind them, before they went into the sea, and remained be-
tween them and the Egyptians during their passage through the sea.
They were baptized by the cloud before Sinai, at the giving of the
law. The Psalmist says, Psalm Ixviii. 7-10:

"O God, when thou wentest forth before thy people, when thou
didst march through the wilderness; Selah: The earth shook, the
heavens also dropped at the presence of God: even Sinai itself was
moved at the presence of God, the God of lIsrael. Thou, O God, didst
send a plentiful rain whereby thou didst confirm thine inheritance,
when it was weary. Thy congregation hath dwelt therein."”

That is, in that state of confirmation into which they were brought
by this plentiful rain, which Paul calls baptism. Did God ever send
a rain to supply the natural wants of the Israelites during their jour-
ney through the wilderness? Paul calls this a baptism by the cloud
and the manner of the baptism was by sending the rain upon them, as
they stood at the foot of Mt. Sinai. The baptism by the sea was re-
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newed and confirmed by the baptism by the cloud at Mt. Sinai, when
God sent the “plentiful rain." Thus they were baptized unto Moses
by the cloud and by the sea.

We come now to the figurative use of the term baptizo, in Rom. vi.
1-6, and Col. ii. 12. If the gentleman will turn to his Greek Testa-
ment, he will see the genitive of instrument is used with baptizo in
Romans, and the dative in Colossians. We are not said to be buried
in, but by baptism, in both these passages. Baptism is the agent by
which the burial is effected, and is not the burial at all. Buried by
baptism into what? Why into death—into the benefits of Christ's
death; and not into water. It is not the mode of baptism which is here
alluded to, but the symbolical import of baptism. The burial which is
here said to be accomplished by baptism, is also called a "planting in
the likeness of Christ's death."”

What resemblance is there between the death of Christ upon the
cross, and an immersion in water? | happen to have Prof. Stuart on
my side on this passage, and he is good authority with my friend, and
I will read you what he says on the symbolical import of baptism in
these passages.

Professor Stuart says, Commentary on Romans, pp. 252, 253 and
254:

"Most commentators have maintained, that sunetaphemen (buried
with him) has here a necessary reference to the mode of literal bap-
tism, which, they say, was by immersion; and this, they think, affords
ground for the employment of the image used by the apostles because
immersion (under water) may be compared to a burial (under the
earth). It is difficult, perhaps, to procure a patient rehearing for this
subject, so long regarded by some as being out of fair dispute. Nev-
ertheless, as my own conviction is not, after protracted and repeated
examination, accordant here with that of commentators in general, |
feel constrained, briefly, to state my reasons.

"The first is, that in the verse before us, there is a plain antithe-
sis; and so plain that it is impossible to overlook it. If now sune-
taphemen is to be understood in a physical way, i. e., as meaning bap-
tism in a physical sense, where is the corresponding physical idea, in
the opposite part of the antithesis or comparison? Plainly there is
no such physical idea or reference in the other part of the antithesis.
The resurrection there spoken of is entirely a moral, spiritual one; for
it is one which Christians have already experienced, during the present
life; as may be fully seen comparing vs. 5 and 11, below. | take it
for granted that after hemeis in v. 4, egerthentes is implied; since the
nature of the comparison, the preceding hoosper hegerthe Christos, and
v. 5, make this entirely plain.

"If we turn now to the passage in Col. ii. 12 (which is altogether
parallel with the verse under examination, and has very often been
agitated by polemic writers on the subject of baptism), we shall there
find more conclusive reason still, to argue as above, respecting the na-
ture of the antithesis presented. We have been buried with him
(Christ) by baptism. What now is the opposite of this? What is
the kind of resurrection from this grave, in which Christians have
been buried? The apostle tells us: 'We have risen with him
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(Christ) by faith wrought by the power of God (tees energeias tou,
theou), who raised him (Christ) from the dead." Here there is a.
resurrection by faith, i. e., a spiritual, moral one. Why then should
we look for a physical meaning in the antithesis? If one part of the
antithesis is to be construed in a manner entirely moral or spiritual,
why should we not construe the other in like manner! To understand
sunetaphemen, then, of a literal burial under water, is to understand it

in a manner which the laws of interpretation appear to forbid.
*

* * * * * * * * *

"But my principal difficulty in respect to the usual exegesis of sune-
taphemen is, that the image or figure of immersion, baptism, is, so far
as | know, nowhere else in scripture employed as a symbol of burial
in the grave. Nor can | think that it is a very natural symbol of bur-
ial. The obvious import of washing with water, or immersing in
water, is, that it is symbolical of purity, cleansing, purification. But
how will this aptly signify burying in the grave, the place of corrup-
tion, loathsomeness, and destruction?

"For these reasons, | feel inclined to doubt the usual exegesis of
the passage before us, and to believe that the apostle had in view only
a burying which is moral and spiritual; for the same reasons that he
had a moral and spiritual (not a physical) resurrection in view, in the
corresponding part of the antithesis.

"Indeed what else but a moral burying can be meant, when the
apostle goes on to say: 'We are buried with him (not by baptism,
only) by baptism into his death? ' Of course it will not be contended
that a literal physical burying is meant here, but only a moral one.
And although the words, into his death, are not inserted in Col. ii. 12;
yet, as the following verse there shows, they are plainly implied. In
fact it is plain that reference is here made to baptism, because, when
that rite was performed, the Christian promised to renounce sin and to
mortify all his evil desires, and thus die unto sin that he might live
unto God. | can not see, therefore, that there is any more necessary
reference here to the modus of baptism, than there is to the modus of
the resurrection. The one may as well be maintained as the other."”

So says Prof. Stuart. This argument to my mind is clear and
conclusive; and | have long since been fully satisfied that there is no
allusion whatever in these passages to the mode of baptism; but only
to its symbolical import, as setting forth our death to sin, and resur-
rection to newness of life, through faith in the death of Christ. This
is made demonstrable by the fact that baptism is the agent by which
the burial is effected, and not the burial at all.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S EIGHTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN  MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—When |
set aside the lexicon that bears the name of Gases, | did not say that
he was not a Greek, nor that there was no lexicon bearing his name.
| said he was not an ancient Greek and did not speak the classic
Greek—the language in which we have commission given by Christ
to his apostles. He spoke the Romaic, a language that bears about
as much resemblance to the classic Greek as does the gibberish of
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our Southern negroes to the classic English of Irving or Prescott.
He did not write the lexicon that bears his name—he merely trans-
lated the dictionary of Schneider, who based his dictionary on Passow.
Passow, his mister, gives baptizo as follows: "To dip repeatedly of
ships, to sink them." We will take master before the pupil.

We made these remarks because a play was made on the word
Greek, and left you to draw the inference that he was a learned man
who spoke the classic Greek. He did not speak the classic Greek,
and did not even write a book about it, but copied another man's
work. | give this on the authority of Dr. Hall, who quotes Gases in
his book defending the same position taken by my opponent.

Next my opponent claims because the fathers sometimes used
katadusis to express the action of immersion, therefore baptizo can
not be a specific word to represent immersion, but katadusis is the
word." | say of a man when he is immersed that he is dipped; that
he is plunged; that he is submerged; that he is overwhelmed. Do |
thereby deny that immersion is a word of specific action? Do |
make immerse a generic word representing a result that may be
reached by several different actions? No. | rather show that these
words are nearly synonymous; so nearly so that they express the
same specific act in the case before me.

Does it controvert the idea that the act of baptism was regarded
by the Greeks as a specific action and only one specific action, because
they used two or more nearly synonymous words to represent it?
Our Baptist brethren often call their baptism dipping. Do they deny
that immersion is a specific word, representing one specific act, the
same as they express by dip? Certainly not. In like manner when
the Greek fathers call baptism katadusis do they deny that baptizo is
a specific word? That baptism can be anything else than a sinking
under the water or an immersion? Certainly not. They, in passages
| have already quoted, call baptism an immersion, and a sinking down
in the same passage.

My opponent to avoid the force of the argument on prepositions,
says Christ went away from the water. But he was in the Jordan, and
he must have went out of the water. The translators say he went up
out of the water, and rightly too, for such is the original meaning of
apo. En means in, unless we are compelled by the context to give
some other meaning, and there is no such necessity; hence the Bible
is right. He was in the water, and went up out of it. It is asserted
that eis construed with baino means "To come to" (the water). But if
we take the account we read "they came to the water." Elthon and
epi brings them to the water. For what purpose was katabainoo and
eis used here? To show that they descended or went down from the
chariot into the water, where the eunuch was immersed; for common
sense says they would go down into the water for no other purpose.
Then they went up out of the water, as we always do after an immer-
sion.

But eis means to or at. Bullion, one of the first grammarians of
our day, gives into, in reference to, in order to, as its leading ideas,
and never to or at. It means into, and is always so translated, unless
the passage demands a variation of the meaning, and these variations
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are always in accordance with the primary meaning into. There is no
necessity for varying the primary meaning here, for elthon and epi
brings them to or at the water. Let us try at in a few instances:
"The righteous shall enter at life eternal. Shall go away at life eter-
nal. The wicked shall be cast at hell. Jesus went, not into, but at
heaven." You certainly have had enough of such nonsensical per-
versions of God's word. It is strange that it always means into in
the Pedobaptist vocabulary except in connection with baptism. Eis
will take a Pedobaptist into anything in the universe but into the
water.

We will next examine the passage from Origen. He is speaking
of the water poured on the altar on Mt. Carmel, when Elijah and the
priests of Baal worshiped and sacrificed there. (1 Kings xviii. 33.)
He calls something done here a baptism. My friend says it was the
pouring of water. | claim it was the covering or overwhelming of the
wood by the quantity of water poured on it. There were twelve bar-
rels, or over three hundred gallons of water poured on it, till it was
overwhelmed. This added to the grandeur of the miracle, when the
fire from God licked up the water, wood and sacrifice. It was not
the pouring that was the baptism, but the overwhelming. | wonder
if my opponent were to be placed in a vat, and water poured on him
till he was covered, if he would not say he was immersed? Again
we find no contradiction.

We come now to his quotations from the fathers. We have
repeatedly shown you that the fathers do not call pouring or sprink-
ling baptism. They contrast Jewish and heathen rites with the ordi-
nance of baptism. They do not say that the actions are the same.
There is no necessity to infer it any more than to infer we inaugurate
our President by crowning, because the British people do their Sov-
ereign. We call both inauguration, though the acts are different.
So the fathers call both heathen rites and baptism a cleansing,
though the acts were different. We produced the direct testimony of
the fathers that they always immersed, went down into the water,
that the candidates sank into the water. Such is their direct testi-
mony. Is not that better than inferences drawn from indirect allu-
sions? My friend has not had time to notice this testimony.

I have offered to translate every passage where baptizo occurs by
immerse, or words of Kkindred meaning. My friend asserts | have
failed to translate some he has produced. | have already exposed
that petty trick. | have translated and can translate all of them
where the original Greek is given. He thrusts out toward me books,
and challenges me to translate passages. | take the book and find
not a word of Greek given, but a translation of some Pedobaptist. |
am asked to translate what | have never seen. | hope we have done
with such unfair pettifogging tricks.

It is again urged that there was not water enough to baptize three
thousand. | met one Methodist preacher who affirmed that there was
not water enough in Jordan to immerse! What a notable miracle our
God performed when be parted the waters of such a rivulet, and led
over the children into the promised land! We have already said
that there were pools covering from a quarter to three and a half
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acres, eight that had names; and others unnamed, covering over
fifteen acres in all—and yet there was not water enough! Over two
millions of people could assemble, for Josephus tells that one and a
half millions perished in the siege of Jerusalem by Titus; on just
such an occasion as this baptism was performed, as they could not
find water enough for the immersion of three thousand.

We read of the following pools: Bethesda, twenty-two rods long
and eight rods wide; Solomon's pool, fifteen rods long and six rods
wide; pool of Siloam, fifty-three feet long and eighteen feet wide,
with a smaller pool; old pool, twenty rods long and thirteen rods wide;
pool of Hezekiah, fifteen rods long and nine rods wide ; lower pool of
Gihon, thirty-six rods long and sixteen rods wide now; in the days of
the apostles it covered over four acres. Here we have acres of water,
and not water enough to immerse three thousand! On a certain
occasion a great multitude of diseased used to rush into the pool of
Bethesda; still the apostles could not immerse such multitude a few
at a time.

But the water was in the hands of the enemies of the Christian
movement, or of the apostles? What next? The water was in no
one's hands any more than the streets of the city, or the air around
Jerusalem. The Jews had crucified Jesus, and supposed that his
effort was dead. Now we are told they were holding the pools from
the apostles, when they did not know that the apostles were preach-
ing or immersing; not even dreaming of it. Verily a Pedobaptist
has a fertile imagination. | hope to hear no more of such consum-
mate nonsense as this.

My opponent is still troubled about Bethabara. It was a city, and
not on the Jordan. Hence there was not water enough to immerse.
A city and not water enough to immerse ! What next? But we will
prove from the Bible where Bethabara was. We read in Judges
vii. 24: "And Gideon sent messengers throughout all Mount
Ephraim, saying, Come down against the Midianites, and take the
waters unto Bethabara and Jordan. Then all the men of Ephraim
gathered themselves together, and took the waters unto Beth-
abara and the Jordan." The children of Israel here took possession
of the fords of the Jordan. The lower ford was at Bethabara.
Bethabara was a city on the east bank of the river, at one end of the
ford. Its name means "house of the ford." John was baptizing in
the Jordan, and at Bethabara, or in the Jordan in Bethabara.

Next comes the baptism into Moses by the cloud on the sea, or in
the cloud and sea. It is urged it was a sprinkling, and the Sixty-
eighth Psalm is quoted where it says: "Thou didst send down a plen-
tiful rain." My opponent, when he first read it, omitted one verse,
because that would place the rain at or after Sinai. | turn to the
account in Exodus, and | read that the waters were congealed, stood
as a wall on either hand, that a cloud of fire was over them. No rain
out of that cloud; and finally we are told that they passed through
dryshod, or dry. Not a particle of pouring or sprinkling. How were
they immersed? They were covered by the cloud and sea, or immersed
by them. | have some authority to quote here on the burial by bap-
tism. My opponent quoted authority. | suppose | may. | gave you
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the names of over ninety commentators, theologians, divines, scholars
and paraphrasts, who with one accord say it has reference to immersion,
and that we are buried by immersion, that baptism is called a burial
because it was then a burial in the water. My opponent claims that
he has a special inspiration as to what it means, and that common-sense
and these great men were all deceived till his day. Baptism is a figure.
Granted. But the burial is also a figure Of what? The putting
away the old man who is dead. Who is the old man? Our sinful
nature, now figuratively dead. Baptism is a figure of a burial which
is a figure of putting away the dead old man, which is a figure of the
end of our sinful life! Here we have a figure of a figure of a figure
of a figure. If that is not figuring all sense out of God's word, and
figuring it into gross nonsense, it can not be done! All to avoid the
plain, common-sense conclusion that baptism, literal baptism, is like
a burial, as is our immersion.

But, says my opponent, Christ was never buried. How these men
will give the lie direct to the word of God. Paul says he preached
as one of the great facts of the gospel, by believing which they were
saved, that Christ was buried. He preached a lie, and they believed
a lie, and were saved by believing a lie! What must be the nature of
a position which requires such gross perversions of God's plain word,
and such contradictions of its greatest truths, to sustain it. Now take
your Bibles and read, we are buried with him in baptism; baptism is a
likeness of his death, his burial. What is it then? An immersion.

We call your attention now to another most conclusive argument.
There have been, or was before this controversy began, eighteen
important translations of the Bible into other languages. Some were
made in the times of the apostles or their converts, and by their con-
verts. Four have transferred the word and have not translated it.
Fourteen have translated it immerse. Fifty-nine important transla-
tions have been made in all. In ten it is transferred, because a sacred
word, or because sprinklers could not translate it without using
immerse. Seven have rendered to make the sign of the cross, because
they falsely make the sign of the cross the most important part of the
ceremony. But they always immerse. Four render it bathe, or wash,
which is done by immersion. Twenty-nine render it by dip or im-
merse. Did not these learned men know what the word meant? Here
is an argument that can not be set aside.

My opponent is still troubled about the baptism of sufferings.
Wesley says: "Our Lord was filled with sufferings within, and covered
with them without,” immersed, in other words. So say Doddridge,
Hervey, Trelawney, Bloomfield, Poole, Geo. Campbell, and Professor
Stuart. They say he was immersed. The figure requires it. Sprink-
led- with sufferings! Nonsense. We do now speak of a man as
immersed in cares, business, grief, afflictions, sufferings and sorrow.
We never say sprinkled. Hence the baptism was an immersion, and
Christ used baptizo because it means dip or plunge or immerse.

How are we buried with Christ in baptism? He was buried in the
grave, we are buried in the water. We are with him in the resem-
blance of the two acts. This resemblance is found in immersion, and
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not in sprinkling or pouring; hence immersion is baptism, they are
not.

There are several arguments | presented in my last afternoon's
speech, that | hurried over, as | supposed that was the last speech
before the closing speeches. | will recall and amplify them to-night.
‘I will call your attention again to the argument based on the convert-
ibility of terms. It is a rule in lexicography, that a perfect definition
of a word will make sense when substituted for it. All can see that
this must be so. Now if pouring and sprinkling are baptism, they will
make sense when substituted for it. Let us try: "They sprinkled
themselves after coining home from market?" No they did not. The
law required no such ceremony. Jewish writers say they did not.
Pour “"themselves?" No, they did not. The law never required, nor
did they do it, say all Jewish writers. "Immerse themselves?" Cer-
tainly; for the law commanded them to bathe or immerse their whole
person. Jewish writers say they always did this. "Pouring or sprink-
ling pots, tables, couches, vessels?" No, for the law did not require,
and they did not do it, say Jewish writers. But they did put them
in water, or immerse them, thus rinsing them; so the law commands,
and so Jewish writers say they did. Then pouring and sprinkling are
out of the question, for they contradict the word of God and Jewish
history. Immersion is the action, for that accords with God's law
and Jewish history. "Baptism of sufferings?" Pouring of sufferings?
A sprinkling of sufferings? How flat! Immersion of sufferings? A
bold and beautiful figure. "Were sprinkled of him in Jordan, poured
of him in Jordan?" Nonsense, both as to place and action. "Go
into the water to pour or sprinkle a few drops of water?" Did John
pour or sprinkle the people in Jordan? Immersed of John in Jordan?
Certainly. Sensible in place and action. "John was pouring and
sprinkling at Enon because there was much water?" Nonsense. Im-
mersing because there was much water. In exact accordance with the
action. "Went down into the water,” to sprinkle or pour? "Came
up out of the water" after sprinkling or pouring? Nonsense. "Went
down into the water" to immerse? "Came up out of the water" after
immersion? Certainly. "Sprinkled or poured by the Holy Spirit?"
How? The powers of the individual sprinkled or poured by the
power of the Holy Spirit? Absurd. Immersed by the power of the
Holy Spirit? Certainly, for their powers were overwhelmed by the
power of the Spirit. "Be sprinkled and wash away thy sins?" No,
immersed, as our souls are in the blood of Christ. "Buried with him.
in sprinkling or pouring? Sprinkled in the likeness of his death?"
Sheer nonsense. Buried by immersion? Immersed in the likeness or
resemblance of his burial? Certainly. Now look at this argument.
You can hunt it up in your English Bibles, and can understand it. If
pouring and sprinkling can never be used where we find baptism, are
they meanings of baptism; are they baptism? If immersion and
immersion alone can be used, is not immersion alone baptism?

Let me again remove a little fog about the prepositions construed
with baptism. We again repeat, that their plain and common-sense
meaning is in, not at, out of, not away from, down into, not down at, up
out of, not up away from. We will take them in this meaning, for
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there is nothing in the context that requires any other; and when we
do so, it makes nonsense of the conduct of Christ and his apostles in
baptism, if it were pouring or sprinkling. Went down into the water
to pour or sprinkle a little on their heads? Came up out of the water
after such a farce? But we do go down into the water to immerse,
and come up out of the water.

Contrast these plain, palpable arguments, drawn directly from the
word of God, with the far-fetched assumptions and analogies of my
opponent. Where is the argument, drawn from the word of God, that
is not based merely on weak objections, seeming difficulties in the way
of immersion, as if even if immersion is not the baptism, sprinkling
and pouring must be.

MR. HUGHEY'S NINTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I am ex-
ceedingly sorry that circumstances are such that I can not reply to
the gentleman's speech to-night. | like amusement in debate some-
times, and the review of his speech would furnish us a good evening's
entertainment. But leaving the review, which | can go through
with in about ten minutes in the morning, | will proceed with my
affirmative argument.

I have given up the hope of making my opponent understand—he
is such a poor learner—that we do not look upon sprinkle as equiva-
lent to baptizo, and | can not get him to see that immerse is not equiv-
alent to baptizo. , | can not get him for the life of me to translate the
passage "These two baptisms he poured forth from the wound of his
pierced side.” He does not think it would read well to say, "Thes,e
two immersions he poured .forth from the wound of his pierced side.”
For immersion will not pour very well. [Laughter.] Neither can |
get him to translate the other examples which | have produced from
the fathers again and again. And still he contends that these two
terms are convertible! 1 have shown demonstrably that they are not
convertible, and if he would translate baptizo immerse, in a great por-
tion of the Greek language, he would make the most unpardonable
nonsense.

However, | must proceed with my final argument, which is: The
history of baptism shows that pouring and sprinkling were in com-
mon use in the earliest ages of the church—from the very days of the
apostles.

Immersion was never regarded as essential to baptism in the early
ages of the church; this all ecclesiastical history shows. It was
never considered necessary to baptism by any sect of Christians
until after the Reformation of the sixteenth century. And the further
back wo go, the nearer we get to the age of the apostles, the clearer
the evidence becomes that the original mode of baptism was sprink-
ling or pouring. And when in after ages, in the third, fourth and
following centuries, trine immersion became general, the validity of
pouring and sprinkling was never called in question.

I have a few facts to present concerning the practice of the early
church, which do not consist in the opinions of modern ecclesiastical



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 133

historians, such as Mosheim and Neander, but they are evidences
furnished by those who lived in the early ages of the church, and
who testify concerning the things which transpired in their day, and
came under their own observation.

My first historical testimony is taken from the "Apostolic Fathers.”
I will quote from Hernias, and though he is supposed to have lived in
the second century, still his testimony is good concerning the practice
of the church in his day. In the similitudes of Hernias he represents
the church as a tower built upon the water. He tells us how the
tower was cleansed:

"Then these virgins [the builders] took besoms, and cleansed all
the place around, and took away all the rubbish and threw on water:
which being done, the place became delightful and the tower became
beauteous."—Similitude ix. Apostolic Fathers, p. 399.

Here is a plain and manifest allusion to baptism by pouring or
sprinkling.

In Similitude xi. of Hermas there is a supposed allusion to the
mode of immersion; but this supposition is founded in a misappre-
hension of the similitude. Speaking of the apostles baptizing the
spirits of the righteous who died before the coming of Christ he says:

"They, therefore, being dead, were nevertheless sealed with the
seal of the Son of God, and so entered into the kingdom of God. For
before a man receives the name of the Son of God, he is ordained
unto death; but when he receives that seal he is freed from death,
and assigned unto life. Now that seal is the water of baptism, into
which men go down under the obligation unto death, but come up
appointed unto life."—Ibid p. 408.

The stones coming up out of the water and entering into the build-
ing, were the righteous men who died before the coming of Christ;
and their receiving the seal (baptism) in the water represents them as
being baptized in the spirit world, where the apostles had gone for
this purpose. There is no allusion here to immersion at all.

There is manifest allusion also to the mode of baptism by sprink-
ling in the epistle of Barnabas, when he compares the ministers of the
gospel to the young men who sprinkled the water of separation upon
the unclean. He says:

"But the young men that performed the sprinkling, signified those
who preach to us the forgiveness of sin, and the purification of the
heart, to whom the Lord gave authority to preach his gospel; being
at the beginning twelve, to signify the tribes, because there were
twelve tribes in Israel."—Ibid p. 244.

Now, in this passage the ministers of the gospel are compared to the
young men who sprinkled the water of separation which Barnabas
understood was a type of baptism. If this were a type of baptism,
then baptism in Barnabas' days must have been by sprinkling.

I have already given you the testimony of Justin Martyr who
calls baptism "the sprinkling with water" of Irenaeus, who calls it
"the rain from heaven;" and Clement of Alexandria, who calls the
hand-washings of the Jews baptism. All these date anterior to the
first mention we have of immersion.

Tertullian, A. D. 200, is the first to mention immersion, and then
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it is trine immersion; and he states it is "fulfilling somewhat more
than our Lord has decreed in his gospel." TRADITION is the first au-
thority for immersion!

The next fact | shall present to you | find in Schaff's Apostolic
Church, taken from Robinson's Researches in Palestine. Schaff, p. 509.
He says:

"Dr. Robinson further adduces s. ¢, and in his Biblical Researches
in Palestine ii. 182; iii. 78, that the baptismal fonts found among the
ruins of the oldest Greek churches in Palestine, as at Tekoa and
Cophna, are not large enough for the .immersion of adults, and were
evidently not intended for that purpose."

And these are the oldest that have yet been found, according to
Robinson.

There is another fact which | wish to call your attention to in this
connection and that is: There have been numerous pictures and en-
gravings of baptism found in ancient baptisteries and churches,
dating from the second to the tenth centuries, and every one of them
represents baptism as performed by pouring—not one by immersion.
How could an immersionist represent baptism by pouring? When
the early Christians drew a painting or an engraving of baptism,
they always represented it by pouring and not by dipping. Look at
this picture [holding it up]. It is an engraving representing the
baptism of the Saviour. Jesus is represented as standing in the
water, and John the Baptist is pouring the water on his head. This
picture was found in the baptistery in the catacomb of Pontianus, out-
side of the Portese gate at Rome, and dates back to the latter part
of the first, or beginning of the second century, according to Taylor.
The baptismal font in the chapel in the catacombs, where this repre-
sentation of the Saviour's baptism was found, was a place dug out of
the rock one foot deep and two feet long, while the engraving shows
how the baptisms were performed in this subterranean retreat in the
days of the early persecutions of the church.—See Capman, p. 125.

Here is another [holding it up before the audience™). This is also
a representation of the baptism of the Saviour, and John is pouring
the water on his head.

"On the door at the church at Beneventum, one of the first cities
of Italy where the gospel was preached, and Christianity was intro-
duced, the original of this was beheld by all who entered. There it
stood, continually teaching the old and the young how John bap-
tized the Saviour. * % % % It is, says Taylor, ex-
tremely ancient."—Ibid. 127.

Here is another T[holding it before the audience]. "This is a
representation in mosaic of the baptism of Christ in Jordan, pre-
served in the church in Cosmodin, at Ravenna, which was erected A.
D.401. Taylor. (lbid. 129.) "Christ is in the water of Jordan.
John stands on a rock, pouring water out of a patera (shell) on his
head. The Holy Ghost, in the form of a dove, is emitting rays of
glory and of grace."—Ibid. p. 129.

Here is another [holding it up]. This representation is the cen-
ter-piece of the dome of the baptistery at Ravenna, which building
was erected and decorated in 451. John the Baptist is drawn as
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standing on the bank of the river, holding in his right hand a shell
from which he pours water on the head of Christ, who is standing in
the water. Over the Lord is a crown of glory, and the figure of a
dove symbolizing the Holy Spirit.—Ibid. 131.

Here is another [holding it up]. Here Christ is not represented
as standing in the water at all, but John is simply pouring the water
on him, and the Holy Spirit is descending in the form of the dove.
"This picture is taken from the church on the Ostiensis at Rome.
The outside is a plate of brass covering a substance of wood. The
figures are partly in relief, partly engraved. Some of the letters are
inlaid with silver. The inscriptions are in Greek, with the motto,
"BAHTICHC."

The door which it covers is dated 1070; but the plate is much
older than the door; and from the letters, it is manifestly of Greek
origin, and very ancient workmanship.—Taylor. (Ibid. 133.)

These pictures could easily be multiplied indefinitely. Charles
Taylor furnishes us with thirteen of them, and he had seen over fifty
of them; yet not one has been produced from antiquity representing
the Saviour as baptized by immersion!

How, | ask in the name of reason, if immersion was the ancient
and exclusive mode of baptism, did these ancient immersionists come
to always represent the Saviour's baptism by pouring? The very
fact that every picture or engraving of the Saviour's baptism which
comes down to us from antiquity represents it as done by pouring,
shows that in the early ages of the church it was the unanimous
opinion of Christians that he was baptized by pouring. If this is
not the case, on what ground can you account for this fact? For
since the world began, no one holding the views of modern immer-
sionists concerning the baptism of the Saviour, would ever repre-
sent it as done by pouring. Here we have the testimony of persons
whom my opponent tells us were all immersionists, and they lived at a
time when he tells us the whole church practiced immersion; yet
when they give us a representation of baptism they always represent it
as done by pouring! Here are admissions from immersionists that
amount to something.

The enemies of baptism by affusion have never dared to meet this
argument. They attempt to ridicule it, calling it the "picture argu-
ment,” etc. | expect my opponent will pursue the same course, just
as though a great part of the history of the world was not written in
pictures. Now, these are things which can not be argued against, for
they show us what the views of the early Christians were on the
original mode of baptism.

There is one other fact to which | wish to call your attention. It
is the fact that in the second and third centuries, during the heathen
persecutions of the church, Eusebius, and other ecclesiastical writers
of those early times, speak of the baptism of catechumens in prison
and at the stake, sometimes expressly saying that they were baptized
by pouring, and at other times speaking simply of their being bap-
tized in prison, where immersion was wholly out of the question. Eu-
sebius, speaking of one Bassilides, says:

"On this, the brethren gave him the seal in the Lord (that is
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baptized him), and he bearing a distinguished testimony to the Lord
was beheaded."—Eusebius' Ecclesiastical History, p. 224.

Bassilides was in the prison when he was baptized, and Eusebius
narrates this as a common occurrence.

Professor Stuart gives us two examples taken from the acts of St.
Lawrence, showing that this custom was common.—See Stuart on Bap-
tism p. 149.

Again, Eusebius, quoting from Clement of Alexandria, who in
speaking of a certain backslider who was reclaimed by the Apostle
John says:—"As if baptized a second time with his own tears."—Eu-
sebius, p. 107.

Here the tears trickling down the backslider's face is called a
baptism.

Eusebius, in his Panygeric on the Church of Tyre, while describ-
ing the various outer stations for the catechumens, and those who
were not permitted to enter the church, and take part in the full wor-
ship of the sanctuary, in describing the arrangements for baptism,
says:

"Here, too, he has placed the symbols of the sacred purification,
by providing fountains, built opposite the temple (nave), which by the
abundant effusion of its water, affords the means of cleansing to those
that proceed to the inner parts of the sanctuary.—Eusebius' Eccle-
siastical History, pp. 416, 417.

Again he says, speaking of the same thing:

"Which buildings were erected by this our most peaceful Solomon,
the founder of the temple, for those who require yet the purification
and the sprinkling of water and the Holy Spirit."—Ibid. 418.

Here we find that in Eusebius' day, A. D. 315, baptism by affu-
sion, baptism by sprinkling, was common in the church. This testi-
mony is decisive as to the mode of baptism in Eusebius' time.

I wish now to read a number of passages from the early fathers,
showing that pouring and sprinkling were commonly practiced in
baptism:

Ambrose, A. D. 385, addressing persons baptized observes: "Ye
received white garments that they might be an indication that ye have
laid aside the garments of sin, and put on the chaste robe of inno-
cence, concerning which the prophet said thou shalt sprinkle me with
hyssop, and | shall be cleansed. Thou shalt wash me, and | shall be
whiter than snow. For he who is baptized, both according to the law
and according to the gospel, is made clean. According to the law, be-
cause Moses, with a bunch of hyssop, sprinkled the blood of a lamb."
Chapman on Baptism, p. 233.

Here sprinkling with blood is called the baptism according to the
law.

Lactantius, A. D. 320, says: "So also he—Christ—might save the
Gentiles by baptism, that is, by the pouring on of the purifying dew."
Ibid.

Nicephorus, speaking of the baptizer, and the person baptized,
declares: "And he baptized him even upon his couch upon which he
lay."—Ibid. 234.

Aurelius Prudentius, A. D. 390, some date 405, speaks thus: "Wor-
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shiper of God, remember that thou didst go under the holy dews of
the font and laver, in other words that thou wast sprinkled in bap-
tism."—Ibid.

Aurelius Prudentius also represents John as baptizing by pouring,
"perfundit fluvio."

Paulinus, Bishop of Nola, says: "He [John Baptist] washes
away the sins of believers (infusis lymphis) by the pouring of water."
Ibid. 235.

Augustine, A. D. 400, says: "Unless wheat be ground and sprink-
led with water, it can not come to that form which is called bread.
So you also were first ground as it were by mystic exorcisms. Then
was added baptism; ye were as it were sprinkled, that you might come
to the form of bread."—Ibid.

Sulpicius Severus, A. D. 403, says: "Worshiper of God, re-
member that thou hast under the hallowed dew of the font and of the
laver, being signed with the chrism." Baptism, by affusion, is here
presented by the idea of descending dew.—Ibid. pp. 243, 244.

St. Cyril of Alexander, A. D. 424, says: ™And he will make the
early and the latter rain come down upon you as of old, and the floors
shall be filled with wheat and the presses shall overflow with wine and
oil." Joel ii. 24. There has been given to us as in rain that living water
of holy baptism."—Ibid. 242.

"The Centuriators (quoting from Socrates, Lib. vii. chap. 17) tell
us of a celebrated font, out of which (baptizato aqua superfusa) the
water is poured from above on the baptized person."—Ibid. Socrates
is dated A. D. 429.

Genadius, A. D. 495, says: "The person to be baptized makes con-
fession of his faith before the priest; and when the interrogatories are
put to him makes his answer. The same does a martyr before a heathen
judge; he also makes confession of his faith, and when the question is
put to him makes answer. The one. after confession is either wetted
with water or else plunged into it; and the other is either wetted with
his own blood, etc.

In the year 499, Clodovius, King of the Franks, was baptized by
Remigius. Archbishop of Rheins, not by immersion but by pouring of
water.—Ibid. 243.

The great Constantine was baptized by pouring and not by im-
mersion.

St. Bernard, who was born 1091 A. D., thus speaks of the baptism
of Christ: "The King of glory, the brightness of the light, and form
of the substance of God is divested of his garments. The flesh which
was taken from the virgin, and derived from a purer source, is made
naked in the river, to be affused by the hands of the happy Baptist.
The angels descend, and all the host of heaven hasten in reverence to
their Creator. The ruling powers surround the baptizer and the
baptized. A creature of a superior kind pours water on the head of
the Creator, and a mortal right hand touches and moistens the head of
God."—Ibid. 138, 9.

Here are testimonies that clearly set aside the idea of exclusive im-
mersion, and although immersion was ordinarily practiced in many
places, it was never considered essential to baptism. And all through
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this long period of the prevalence of trine immersion, we find pouring
and sprinkling spoken of and recognized as true apostolic baptism.
And not only so, but all through this period the baptism of Christ is
represented as having been done by pouring. There are other testi-
monies of the same character, but | have produced sufficient to establish
my proposition. From the second down to the twelfth century we find
these evidences scattered through every century, confirming my posi-
tion. The gentleman tells us that the Greek Church practices immer-
sion, and that they know what the word baptizo means. This is a
great mistake. The Greek Church does not practice immersion; nor do
those who now compose the Greek Church know any more about the
meaning of baptizo than do those who compose the Latin and the Prot-
estant churches. | will read the testimony of Dr. Nast, one of the
most learned German scholars of the present time, and though he is a
Methodist, his character as a scholar will not be questioned. | will
read from his dissertation on baptism, found at the end of his com-
mentary on Matthew, p. 651. He says:

"There is no historical testimony on record to prove that in the
first centuries of the Christian era, baptism was administered exclusive-
ly by immersion. It is, on the contrary, very remarkable that a paint-
ing from the fourth or fifth century, when immersion was still the
order of the day, represents Christ as standing in the water, while
John pours water ou his head from a bowl. In the same way, a paint-
ing of the baptism of Constantine the Great does not represent the
emperor as being immersed, but as sitting in a basin while water is
being poured upon his head. To this very day, baptism is adminis-
tered by pouring, not only in the whole Greek Church, but also in the
churches of Asia Minor."

Will you call this testimony in question? If so, | will read you the
testimony of an eye-witness to the administration of baptism in the
Greek Church, in Constantinople. Chapman on baptism, pp. 2t62, 263:

"I resided upward of three years in the capital of the Grand Seig-
nor's dominions, in a. Greek family of the first respectability. During
that time | was present at four baptisms—two in the family and two
in the immediate neighborhood. It is the custom among the Greeks,
either to have their children baptized publicly in the churches or else
in their homes; in which latter case, the parents invite the nearest
relatives and neighbors; and after the ceremony, while refreshments
are passed round, the father gives to each person present a token of
witness-ship, consisting of a small piece of Turkish money, either of
one para or five paras, through which a hole is pierced and a piece of
narrow ribbon is inserted. | was thus invited to attend the four above-
mentioned baptisms, and | still have in my possession two tokens. The
other two may be seen in Mr. McDowell's Museum, in Danville, Ky.

"The company were all seated on the sofas round the room. A table
stood in the middle of the room with a basin of water on it. The papa
or priest was then sent for, who upon entering the room was received
by the father of the infant, and led to the baptismal water, which he
consecrated with a short prayer and the sign of the cross; then the
mother presented to him her babe, which he laid on his left arm, and
in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, he thrice dipped his
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hand into the water, and dropped some of it on the child's forehead,
giving it a name. | may here remark that | never heard, during my
stay in Constantinople, of adult baptism, nor of the ordinance being
performed by immersion, in a single instance. Most generally infants
are baptized in the churches. Before the altar stands a tripod holding
a basin of consecrated water for baptism." This witness was a man
of great learning and veracity.

"Rev. Mr. Bert, a Waldensian minister, informed Rev. J. E. Dwight,
in 1825, that the Waldenses had always baptized their infants and had
always done it by affusion."—Ibid.

So by going to the very sources of information we became convinc-
ed of the fact that baptism was anciently performed by affusion and not
exclusively by immersion. Here we have all these testimonies, and
they are but a tithe of what might be produced. | have given you ex-
amples from Justin Martyr of the second century, to St. Bernard in
the twelfth, and we find perfect harmony running throughout the whole
testimony of all these witnesses. | might have confined myself to the
opinions of learned men, but | know that the value of their opinions
would depend upon the evidences upon which they predicated their
opinions. | have therefore gone to the sources of authority themselves,
the testimony of the fathers; and the writers who lived in the very
times concerning which they testify. | have given you numerous ex-
amples where immersion is absolutely excluded, where pouring or
sprinkling must be the meaning of baptizo, and then | have presented
the evidence of history, showing that pouring or sprinkling has ever
been the practice of the church, and that immersion was never consid-
ered essential to Christian baptism until after the reformation of the
sixteenth century by any body of Christians, Greek or Latin. These
facts and evidences | have presented to you, so that you can form your
own conclusion from them. It is not authority we want, but it is facts.
Hum in authorities are worthless unless the opinions they express are
founded upon facts. | have but little use for that kind of argument in
debate. | want to have the facts presented, and then | can draw my
own conclusions from these facts. | was surprised at my friend's
speech, when he brought forward eighty-six learned men, who gave it
as their opinion, that to "be buried by baptism" (Rom. vi. 4) meant
immersion. Did my opponent answer my critical argument on that
passage? No, he did not attempt it, but simply quoted the names of
eighty-six men, who gave it as their opinion that the passage referred
to the practice of immersion! Let him answer my argument and not
give us human opinions.—(Time expired.)

MR. BRADEN'S NINTH SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN  MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I  will
first notice what the gentleman has presented in his last speech. Not-
withstanding | have often exposed it, he repeats the stale assertion
that 1 have not translated all the passages he has brought forward, in
which baptizo occurs. | have translated all that have been presented
in the original Greek. He persists in thrusting at me passages already
translated, and which have not a word of the original, and asks me to
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translate them, endeavoring to deceive you into the supposition that
the original is offered to me, and | decline to translate. There is not
a word of the original given in the passage about the three immersions.
It is a translation he is using, and doubtless one doctored to suit his
purposes; just as he tampered with and perverted the passages where
he represented the general as baptizing the shield, instead of baptizing
or dipping his hand; and where he represented the soldiers as bap-
tizing themselves from wine casks, instead of dipping with cups from
wine casks. Here we had the original, and we exposed his perversions.

The gentleman is now ready to cry eureka, | have found it! Here
is an argument in favor of pouring. He has twelve pictures showing
how certain Roman Catholic painters, who lived one thousand years
after Christ, painted his baptism. Yes, and | might bring pictures of
saints, and of purgatory, and pieces of the true cross, and thousands
of such shams. | could bring in pictures of immersion, but what does
that amount to? But, says the gentleman, they are pictures painted
in the days of the early church. One is from the door of a church on
the Via Ostiensis, near Home. This church was founded in the days
of the apostles. Suppose we grant all that. The door on which this
was painted is dated A. D. 1070, and the picture can not be older than
the door. This is his oldest picture. We all know, too, that five or
six hundred years is as long as any picture can be kept with the best
of care. Indeed, the paintings of Raphael, and the Italian masters,
are preserved now only by continual restoration. In all his pictures
we have merely the opinion of painters who were raised in the Catho-
lic Church, after her corruption, and none of them within one thousand
years of Christ. So much for his picture book. He might as well
have introduced pictures from the nursery book—Mother Goose.

Next the case of the soldier. He was sealed in prison. There was
a washing there, and the giving of the Lord's Supper. He assumes
that baptism was the seal, and was called a washing, and as there was
not water enough for immersion, it must have been sprinkling or
pouring. Let us take the assumptions. It is assumed there was not
in the prison or about it water enough for an immersion, a thing by
no means certain. It is assumed that the washing was a baptism,
another thing that no one but a Pedobaptist hunter of sprinkling
would ever have thought. It is assumed that the seal of the soldier's
confirmation was baptism, which | deny. It was the eucharist. Here
we have a proof of sprinkling or pouring on these baseless assumptions?

He reads from Clement of certain persons being perfused, or poured
upon, and after awhile in the same author of others being washed,
and assumes that the acts are the same, and assumes that they refer to
baptism. If he can find pouring, no matter for what purpose, and
then baptism in another place in the same author, he assumes they are
the same. Even were the passages right in the same context, it would
not prove that perfusion and washing were the same, and were baptism.
But the washing was an immersion, and while the perfusion had no
reference to baptism, even if it had it would be no argument, for at
that time pouring persons on sick beds was struggling for recognition
as baptism; though if they recovered they had to be baptized or im-
mersed.
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He next assumes that the three immersions spoken of by Tertullian
are one act, in violation of all common-sense. Why does he make
such a gross assumption? For the purpose of claiming that when
Tertullian speaks of performing somewhat more than the Lord com-
manded, he meant that immersion was more than the Lord commanded.
I am sorry to have to say so, but the gentleman knew better when he
was making the assertion. Tertullian says, "We immerse the candi-
date three times.” How can that be one immersion? "We perform
in so doing,” that is in immersing three times, "somewhat more than
the Lord commanded."

He next brings up the Waldenses, and attempts to impeach Jones'
Church History. Rice did the same. It has since been clearly shown
that the Waldenses in their confession presented to the French Kking,
did say they practiced immersion as did the apostles. The circum-
stance brought up by Rice, was the act of a set of persons who had
attempted a reformation of the Romish Church, and like many other
Protestants they retained sprinkling. The confession of the Walden-
ses was just as Jones stated it, showing that the only pure church left
at the time of the great apostasy retained immersion as the apostolic
baptism.

My opponent reiterates his opinion in regard to the burial by bap-
tism. We have already shown its gross absurdity. The baptism was
a figure, not literal. A figure of the burial, which was a figure of the
death of the old man—our sins, which was a figure of our ceasing to
sin. A figure of a figure of a figure of a figure! But how are we
buried with Christ? We are buried by baptism. "Buried with
Christ. Then Christ is baptized with us, for we are buried with him
or together." O perverseness! We are buried with him when we are
baptized, just as Paul says we are crucified with him, just as we die
with him when we throw off our sinful life. We have shown you that
the common-sense of the church in all ages has understood the baptism
here to be the ordinance, and a burial, and an immersion, because we
are immersed when we are baptized as were the early Christians.

But the gentleman now appeals to history to sustain pouring and
sprinkling. But the earliest allusion he finds to pouring, the first of
these innovations, is no nearer than one hundred and fifty years to
the times of the apostles, or nearly double the time the American
people have been a nation. Go back one hundred and fifty years from
this time. Generation after generation has passed away. What
changes of government, laws, customs, and state of society. Great
discoveries have been made, and were a man of those times to return
now, ho would scarcely recognize the earth as his former place of
abode.

In like manner great changes had begun in the Christian Church
at the period he finds his first references to pouring. Celibacy, purga-
tory, priestly power, and all the abominations of the Papal apostasy
began then, and pouring and sprinkling were among them. | will now
show you again that the early fathers immersed, and next that when
pouring was introduced it was regarded as a change of the apostolic
ordinance, and excused only on grounds of necessity.

Barnabas, the companion of Paul, says, "Blessed are they who put
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their trust in the cross and descend into the prater. We go down into
the water full of sins, but come up again bringing forth fruit." They
went into the water in the days of Paul. They were immersed.

Hernias, also contemporary with Paul, Rom. xvi. 14: "The apostles
went therefore into the water with them and again came up."

Justin Martyr: "They (the candidates) are led by us where there
is water, and are born again in that kind of new birth, in which we
ourselves were born again. For upon the name of (rod the Father
and Lord of all, and of Jesus Christ our Saviour, and of the Holy
Spirit, the immersion in water is performed."”

Mr. Hughey—Does not the gentleman know that baptizo does not
occur in that passage?

Mr. Braden—He is describing a baptism, and he calls it an immer-
sion. That is the point 1 am making now. He says it is a katadusis,
the very word the gentleman says means immersion.

Clement of Alexandria: "You are led to a bath as Christ was led
to a sepulcher, and were thrice immersed to signify his three days'
burial."

Cyprian, Bishop of Carthage, about the year 257, or two hundred
years after Christ, gives the first mention of pouring. Magnus asks
him whether those who were only poured could be called baptized.
Now how easy to say, "Yes, for the apostles poured." But he answers:
"You ask, dear son, what | think of those who in sickness receive
the sacred ordinance, whether, since they were not washed (loti) in
the saving water, but only have it poured upon them, they are to
be considered right Christians. In the saving sacraments, when
necessity obliges and God grants his indulgence, abridgments of divine
things will confer the whole on believers."

Now observe he calls pouring an abridgment of the ordinance, and
only tolerated when sickness compelled it as a necessity. Thus does
the gentleman's first authority speak of pouring. Now for the first
recorded case of sprinkling. Cornelius, Bishop of Home, 250, or two
hundred years after Christ, says: "Novatian fell into a grievous dis-
temper, and it being supposed he would die immediately, he received
baptism, being sprinkled with water on the bed whereon he lay, if that
can be called baptism." Again a case of necessity, and Cornelius
plainly denies that it was baptism. Such persons were denied office
because their baptism was not valid.

Look now at the evidence. | have shown you how the fathers
baptized. | might have quoted over forty more, ranging from the
time of Paul to the fifth century, all positively declaring they im-
mersed. | gave you in a former speech their names and declarations,
I will now give you the declarations of our best historians on the
origin of pouring and sprinkling. They are Pedobaptists in practice
and belief, and can have no motive for misrepresentation in my "favor.
Candor compelled them to speak the truth and against pouring and
sprinkling. My opponent attempts to set them aside as mere opinions,
but he owes all he knows of church history to these men. Take
them out of his hands and he would be as ignorant of church history
as a Hottentot.

We begin with Mosheim, the highest authority in ecclesiastical
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history, and a book now published and indorsed by the Methodist
Book Concern: "Jesus himself established but two rites, which it is
not lawful for man to alter or abrogate, Baptism and the Lord's Supper.
In the first century baptism was administered in the most convenient
places, by immersing the candidate in water. In the second century
the candidates were immersed wholly in water. In the fourth century
baptisteries were erected in the porches of the temples, and the candi-
dates were baptized by immersion."

Neander—"In respect to the form of baptism, it was in comport
with the original institution and the original import of the symbol, by
immersion."

Robinson.—"The administration of baptism by sprinkling was first
invented in Africa in favor of clinics, or bedridden people."

Venema.—"Immersion was one of those acts that were considered
essential to baptism, nevertheless sprinkling was used in the last
moments of life on such as were clinics."

Edinburgh Encyclopedia.—"The first law for sprinkling was ob-
tained in the following manner: The Monks of Cressy in France asked
Pope Stephen whether baptism performed by pouring or sprinkling
would be lawful. He declared it would. But it was not till A. D.
1311 that the Council at Ravenna declared immersion to be indifferent.”

We might go on and read pages of such statements had we time,
but will merely sum up our conclusions and name our authorities.

I. Immersion alone was the apostolic and primitive custom. No
other was established and sanctioned by divine authority. So say
Mosheim, Knapp, Cyprian, Venema, Calvin, American Encyclopedia,
Salmasius, Valesius, Wall, Petronius, Cheyne, Floyer, Chamierius.

Il. Pedobaptists say men have changed the ordinance from immer-
sion to pouring and sprinkling without authority from God. So say
Robinson, Knapp, Cyprian, Calvin, Stillingfleet, Prof. Stuart, Fritsche,
Geiseler, Wall, Bishop Smith, Grotius, Turretin, Storer, Matthies, Dr.
Johnson, Wetham, Petronius, Burnett, Floyer and Chamierius.

IIl. Pouring was first permitted in Africa by Cyprian, as a substi-
tution for immersion in case of clinics, or those who were on beds at
the point of death, but as an abridgment, or change of the ordinance.
So say Cyprian, Venema, Monks of Cressy, and Pope Stephen, Salma-
sius, Valesius and Petronius.

IV. Sprinkling was after this adopted as a more convenient action,
and pouring and sprinkling were used for a long time only for the
sick. So say Knapp, Robinson, Venema, Edinburgh Encyclopedia,
Monks of Cressy and Pope Stephen, Encyclopedia Britannica, Amer-
ican Encyclopedia, Salmesius, Valesius, Baronius, Rheinwald, Neander,
Winer, Von Coln, Eusebius, Geiseler, Du Fresne, Wall, Smith, Hame-
lius, Burnett.

V. Pouring and sprinkling came into use very slowly, and not till
the Council of Ravenna, in A. D. 1311 were they placed equal to im-
mersion. So say Brenner, Edinburgh Encyclopedia, Venema, Basnage,
Prof. Stuart and Wall.

Look at this tremendous array of authority,—all Pedobaptist
authority, too. Do they not tell the truth? If these men with their
Pedobaptist prejudices, have, by examining history, reached such
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conclusions, are they not correct? They are the teachers of this man.
He owes all he knows about this subject, historically to them. Con-
sider also that these men in writing histories and encyclopedias had
no motive to misrepresent, and had they done so would have been
easily detected. Are pouring and sprinkling then apostolic baptism?

We will not take up the Greek Church practice. My opponent
appeals to a few cases of churches which have been corrupted by con-
tact with the Catholic and Protestant churches. We will offset to
them universal practice and early history.

Deylingius—who spoke from observation—says: "The Greeks
retain the rite of immersion till this day."

Buddeus.—"That the Greeks defend immersion is manifest, which
Ludolphus tells us, is the practice of the Ethiopian Church."”

Venema.—"The Greeks immerse the whole man in water."

Wall—"All the Christians of Asia and Africa and the Greek
Church of Europe practice immersion."

Prof. Stuart—"The Oriental Church has continued to preserve
the mode of baptism by immersion down to this day. They call the
members of the Western Church “sprinkled Christians,” in ridicule
and contempt. They say baptism by sprinkling is as great a sole-
cism as immersion by sprinkling. They claim the honor of having
preserved the ancient rite free from corruption which would destroy
its significance."”

I think the testimony of these men will settle the matter as well
and far better than the letters of men who have seen only a few
churches corrupted by contact with sprinkling churches.

As the practice of the early Latin Church has been questioned, |
will read from their rubric:

"Then let the priest baptize with a trine immersion,'invoking the
name of the Holy Trinity, once only saying—

"l baptize thee in the name of the Father' (and let him immerse
him once), '‘and of the Son' (and let him immerse him the second
time), '‘and of the Holy Spirit' (and let him immerse him the third
time)."

This settles the practice of the old Latin Church. Tertullian, the
great father in this church, says of the commission given to the
apostles: "And last of all commanding that they should immerse
them into the Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit."

Now let me ask you to weigh well all these things. We can give
the first instance in which pouring was mentioned, and show it was
challenged as not being baptism; and was acknowledged by its
apologist to be an abridgment or a change of the ordinance. We
have given you the first instance of sprinkling, and read and shown
you that it was denied to be baptism by the bishop who mentions it.
We have quoted from the fathers, my friend's greatest refuge, and
shown you that they declared themselves they immersed, went down
into the water, and came up out of the water, in imitation of the
burial and resurrection of our Saviour and of his example.

We will now call your attention to the last argument we shall
present against pouring and sprinkling, viz: the absurd objections
offered against immersion. The attempt is made to urge difficulties
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that seem to be in the way of immersion, and then conclude that
because some objections can be urged against immersion, of course
pouring and sprinkling must be baptism; like the man who at-
tempted to rebut the positive testimony of five witnesses who saw
him commit the crime, by the testimony of a thousand that they did
not see him do it. One tells you that it is too cold in this country;
another that it is not decent. The Son of God commanded an inde-
cency! Another that so many persons could not be immersed;
another "don't see how John could immerse so many." About as
easily as he could pour or sprinkle them. But then he had a bush
and flirted water on them, or a squirt and squirted water on the
multitudes! A poet thus hits off this idea:

"The Jews in Jordan were baptized,
Ergo ingenious John devised

A scoop or squirt, or some such thing,
With which some water he might fling
Upon the long extended rank

Of candidates that lined the bank.

Be careful, John, some drops may fall,
From your rare instrument on all.

But point your engine, nevertheless,
To those who first their sins confess,
Let no revilers in the crowd,

The holy sprinkling be allowed.

'Die Baptist had not time, we dream,
To dip the people in the stream!"

Again, there was not water enough to immerse three thousand.
A city with ten or twelve large pools or ponds covering in the aggre-
gate fifteen or sixteen acres; a city where often two millions and over
of people lived for days, and there was not water enough to immerse
three thousand! There is not a sensible person in the house who for
a moment believes such stuff.

My opponent has labored for five mortal hours to prove pouring
and sprinkling. What author or lexicon has he quoted who dares to
say baptizo can mean sprinkle or pour? What sentence has be found
where it can be so rendered? What passage of scripture has he
guoted that you can now name that supports such position? What
history has he quoted to prove that apostolic baptism was either
pouring and sprinkling? Not one that he can now name or you can
mention.

His argument is all to show that baptism can not be always
immersion. It perhaps may be something else, therefore it is pour-
ing and sprinkling. He has in no instance brought up an argument
that fairly met the issue. After granting his premises, his conclu-
sion was a mere inference, or may-be-so. His favorite quotations are
such as the soldier in jail. It is assumed that the seal and washing
were baptism, when there was not a scrap of evidence. It is assumed
there was not water enough in the jail to immerse the soldier. All
mere assumptions. What can not be found in that way? Where he
finds baptism contrasted with heathen sprinklings he assumes the act
must have been the same. By such inferences, far-fetched analogies,
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and such barefaced assumptions does he attempt to determine the
meaning of a plain, positive command of God.

Now | would, for my own benefit like to know of any one who
can name a passage of scripture adduced by my opponent that clearly
and plainly sustains pouring and sprinkling?

[A voice near the door—"Name one for immersion."]

Mr. Braden—Yes, sir, | have shown that the word means immerse,
and when baptism is spoken of it can only mean immersion. Again,
Rom. vi. 4, and Col. ii. 12, we are said to be buried in baptism.
We are buried in immersion. We are not in pouring and sprink-
ling. Hence it means immersion, and not pouring and sprinkling.
Again we go down into the water to immerse. We come up out
of the water after immersion. We never go down to the water to
pour, or sprinkle or pour. The Saviour and his disciples went
down into the water and came up out of the water. Hence they
immersed; they never poured or sprinkled. There are several such
passages. Again, immersion can be substituted for baptism. Hence
it is a meaning or rendering of baptism. Pouring and sprinkling can
not be substituted. Hence they are not baptism. Contrast these
plain, palpable arguments with the far-fetched assumptions, infer-
ences, and quibbles of my opponent, and judge in which the truth
lies.

Now | hope my friend will give us one plain scripture, one
positive "thus saith the Lord,” on which you can rest your faith.
Certainly if pouring and sprinkling are baptism—scriptural baptism
it must be found in the scriptures. Again, | will make this offer:
if half the passages where baptizo occurs can have the rendering
pour and sprinkle—can by any means have such a rendering—I will
admit the validity of such baptisms. But on the contrary there is not
one where it can have such a rendering. | can render it by immerse,
and in nine cases out of ten it must have such rendering. In the
balance the action must be immersion. Hence baptism is immersion.
If it makes nonsense of the word of God to translate baptizo by pour
and sprinkle, baptizo can not be pour and sprinkle. That is plain.
If it makes sense and is demanded by the context to translate baptize
immerse, it must mean immerse.

Now if a man so able, so learned, and so experienced in discussing
this very question has had to work so hard, and not get beyond mere
inference; if he has had to ask for more time, when he had already
spent two days, what must be the nature of his position? If so small
a man as he considers me, so weak a disputant as he has for months
and repeatedly called me, has been able to bring up so much that with
all his ability, skill and experience he has been unable to shake,—
then is not my position right? Why, we were assured | could not
stand before this Ajax two days. At the expiration of two days he
calls for more time, and leaves the matter worse to-night than it was
this afternoon. I am glad he did so. It gave me an opportunity to
elaborate into crushing proportions what | had to merely state this
afternoon. Think of these things, and come back to-morrow morning
ready to weigh the summary of arguments, and decide, as sensible
men and women, where the truth of God's word stands.
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THURSDAY MORNING, August 20.—10 A. M.
MR. HUGHEY'S CLOSING SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—I arise be-
fore you this morning to close the discussion on my part on the first
proposition. | shall first give a brief review of the gentleman's
speeches last evening, and then, in the little time that will be left, |
will sum up, as well as | can, my arguments as | have presented them.
There are some points which | wish to notice in the gentleman's first
speech, which | think | can dispose of in ten minutes; his second
speech | can review in ten minutes more, and there will then remain
forty minutes for summing up my own argument.

You will remember that | proved to you that the Greeks, when
they wished to express the specific action of immersion, used not bap-
tizo, but duoo or kataduoo (which is only a compound formed of the same
word), or some word of that family. When they speak of baptism as
accomplished, whether by immersion or by sprinkling, they use the
word baptizo. The point | here proved was, that baptizo does not ex-
press the specific action of putting into water or immersion; and why?
-Because when the Greeks wished to express that specific action they
used another word, kataduoo; and when they speak of the thing done,
whether by sprinkling or immersion, they called it baptism. | thus
showed that baptizo does not express the specific action of dip; and if
the Greeks are to be judges of their own language, it is not the specific
word to express that specific action in their language.

But he tells us in regard to Christ "going away from the water,"
which | quoted from his own translation, that "he went out of the
Jordan; that he was baptized in the Jordan." Suppose | admit that
he was baptized in the Jordan; does this prove that he was immersed
in the Jordan! Certainly not. It simply gives us the place where
he was baptized. | have baptized persons in the river and baptized
them by pouring. | have given you some examples from the practice
of the ancient church, and | will give you others, where persons were
baptized in the water and yet baptized by pouring. It is uniform
when the manner of John's baptism is spoken of, that it is with and
not in water. In Jordan, gives you the place, and with water gives
you the manner or mode of John's baptism. It will not do to say that the
preposition en is not used in the sense of locality, simply in the one in-
stance, and of instrument in the other; for every scholar knows that
such is the case. John baptized with, not in water, it matters not
where the baptism was performed.

But he told us that "en Bethabara” meant "at Bethabara."
It does not mean in the house; it means at or near by the
house! Now if "en Bathabara" means "at or near by Bathabara,"
"en Jordan" means "at or near by Jordan." If to be baptized "en
Bethabara" means to be baptized "at Bethabara,” then to be "bap-
tized "en Jordan" means to be “baptized at Jordan." Christ was
then baptized at or near by the Jordan, and then the gentleman's own
translation informs us "he walked away straightway from the water."”

But then | told you that the preposition eis in connection with
katabainoo signifies descent to a point, and that this was the exact
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form of expression the Greeks used to express descent to a point and
not into it. This position | abundantly demonstrated from Prof. Stuart
whose authority as a critical scholar Mr. Braden will not call in ques-
tion.

I did not say that eis always signifies to or at, but | was speaking
of the accuracy of the Greek language in this construction. They
went down to the water, they descended from the chariot, and while
they were at the water, Philip baptized the eunuch. But all the cir-
cumstances of this baptism show that it was not the custom for both
parties to go to the water at all. The peculiar circumstances attending
this case, and the minuteness which it is related, prove this to be true;
for if it were the universal custom for both parties to go down to the
water, as is the case in immersion, why mention it at all in this case?
Can the gentleman give any reason for it?

But the gentleman tells us he takes it as it reads. Well, so do I
when it reads right. But in a critical investigation of the word of
God, | am not going to stand by any translation, when | am able to go to
the original. When we are making a critical examination of the word
of God we have a right to go the standard itself—the original. This is
what the gentleman does and | intend to do the same. | will "take it as
it reads," when it reads right, and that is just what my opponent proposes
to do, and that is just what any man ought to do when he is making
a critical examination of the scriptures and trying to find out the real
meaning of the word of God.

My opponent reiterates the assertion that in my examples of
the usage of baptizo, taken from the fathers, no reference is made to
Christian baptism. You will remember that | told you that many of
these examples did not refer to Christian baptism; but many of them
do; and that my intention was simply to show the use the fathers
made of the word baptizo. | showed by numerous examples from thorn
that they used the word to express acts of sprinkling; that they called
sprinkling baptism; and, therefore, according to the usage of the
fathers baptizo does not express the specific action of dipping. Does
not my friend see the point now? Of course he can not fail to see it.
I brought these examples to show the use of the word. It does not
matter whether they refer to the Christian ordinance or not. They give
the use the fathers made of the word. My friend's course in regard to
these examples reminds me of the ostrich when it is about to be captured.
It runs its head into the sand, and thinks by this means it hides its whole
body. [Laughter.] So my friend when he gets pressed says that | have
not brought forward any passages which allude to Christian baptism, and
he thinks he hides his whole system by thus sticking his head in the
sand! [Laughter.] But it is a fatal delusion in both instances.

All the circumstances connected with the baptism on the day of
Pentecost are against immersion. This | have shown you from Dr.
Schaff, an author whom my opponent will not call in question. It is
notorious that all the water fit for the purpose of immersion in Jerusalem
was in the hands of the enemies of the apostles. The pools and res-
ervoirs, the place where water could be obtained, were appropriated to
supply the ordinary wants of the people, and how, under these circum-
stances, could it have been possible to have immersed three thousand
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persons on the day of Pentecost? In this, and other instances that |
have named, all the circumstances and probabilities are against the
idea of immersion and not in favor of it; while in some of them, im-
mersion is wholly out of the question.

I wish, in this place, to say one word more in regard to the bap-
tism of the Israelites. The gentleman now tells us, that the baptism
by the cloud and by the sea were one and the same thing. He tells
us that the cloud was over the people and that the wall of water stood
upon either side of them, and they were thus figuratively immersed.
But | showed from the history of the passage of the Israelites
through the Red Sea, that "the cloud went behind them before they
entered the sea, and remained there during the passage of the sea."
I showed you that the cloud was not over them at all while they were
in the Red Sea. And yet they were under the cloud when they were
baptized by the cloud. The preposition en is not here used in the
sense of locality, but as expressing the instrument as my friend very
well knows. The cloud was the instrument by which the baptism was
performed. The baptism by the cloud was not at the same time of the
baptism by the sea. They were under the cloud at the foot of Sinai when
they were baptized by it. But the baptism by the sea was not an immer-
sion. It was merely a deliverance of the children of lIsrael by their pas-
sage through the sea from the power of their enemies. Paul declares
that they were thus "baptized into Moses by the cloud, and by the sea."
I will now notice the argument drawn from Bom. vi. 4,
and Col. ii. 12. You will remember that in presenting this ar-
gument, | read to you from Prof. Moses Stuart, because he expressed
my own views and is also good authority with my friend. Now bear in
mind, that in Romans the genitive of instrument is used. Baptism is
not the burial. The baptism is one thing and the burial is another
thing. The baptism is the agent by which the burial is effected. In
Colossians it is the dative of instrument that is used. Into what is
the individual buried? Buried with him by baptism into water? Is
that the language? Buried with him into baptism into death? What
death? Into the death of Christ. We are buried by baptism into his
death. The antithesis of this burial is a resurrection unto newness of
life, and the antithesis shows the burial is a spiritual one, and not a
physical one at all.

Again, we are told we are planted (by baptism) in the likeness of
Christ's death, not in the likeness of his burial, but in the likeness of
his death. What likeness is there between the death of Christ on the
cross, and the plunging of a man into the water? Just none at all.
Again, we are said to be crucified with Christ (all by or through bap-
tism). What resemblance is there between crucifixion and immersion?
The burial here is not a physical, but a moral or spiritual one. The
resurrection standing in antithesis to the burial, proves that the pas-
sage has no reference to immersion whatever; that modal action
was not in the mind of the apostle. Baptism imports a death to sin;
it imports newness of life, and baptism is here said, instrumentally
and symbolically, to bury us into the benefits of Christ's death. The
burial and resurrection here are not two states, but are different figures
to represent the same state. The burial and resurrection are coexistent.
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The burial into Christ is the resurrection to newness of life; there is
no raising of the buried person out of the element into which he is
buried; he remains in that state. What was the gentleman's reply to
this argument which | conceive to be wholly unanswerable? Did he
attempt to meet it at all? No! but he proceeded to read the names of
some eighty-six persons, who were of the opinion the passage re-
ferred to immersion! But it is merely the opinion of these individ-

uals after all. 1 could, if I wished to, produce as many names to sus-
tain my interpretation of the scripture, as he can; what would they
all be worth? Nothing at all. 1 do not know that all the names the

gentleman has read agree with him in the interpretation of these
passages of scripture. He read Dr. A.Clarke's name; but Dr. Clarke
does not agree with my friend on Rom. vi. 4. He says: "l say it is
probable that the apostle alludes to the mode of immersion; but it is
not absolutely certain that he does so, as some do imagine;" etc.
But Dr. Clarke, in his comment on Titus iii. C, says: "Which he
poured out on us; as the water was poured out on them in bap-
tism, to which there is here a manifest allusion." Perhaps many of
the names read by my opponent, if we had their testimony here, would
testify as Dr. Clarke does on these passages. But then the opinion of
these men amounts to nothing. So far as the point in controversy is
concerned, the appeal is to the word of the Lord and not the opinions
of men. When | asked my friend for his authority for immersion,
he could not find it in the word baptizo, for it is not there. He then
gave this passage of scripture, Rom. vi. 1—6 as his authority; and I
venture to assert that if you were to ask nine-tenths of those who
practice immersion, for their authority for this practice, they would
refer you to this passage. The figurative or symbolical import of bap-
tism in this passage is their authority, after all, for their practice of im-
mersion. They may attempt to base it on the specific meaning of
the word baptizo. but | have shown clearly and demonstrably it has no
such specific meaning. | have also showed demonstrably that the
passages in Rom. vi. 1—6, and Col. ii. 12, have no reference what-
ever to immersion, but only to the symbolical import of baptism.
Where then, | ask, is the authority for immersion?

The gentleman next brought forward his "table of versions.”
That was not anything new to me. | have it right here in Alexander
Campbell on Baptism, p. 137. He gives us thirty-seven different ver-
sions, ancient and modern; five of these translate baptizo by amad or
amada, which we have seen signifies "to wash" in a general sense. Nine
of them simply transfer the word baptizo which | have demonstrated
does not have the specific meaning of immerse. Seven of them trans-
late it by a word which signifies to cross, and the remainder translate
it by a general term, a word which signifies to wash or cleanse without
reference to mode. Not a single one of these "versions,” translate
the word baptizo, by the word specifically signifying to clip or im-
merse. Every one of them that translate it at all, translate it by a gen-
eral term, signifying to wash in a general sense, or by a word signifying
to cross. Mr. Chapman, whose work | hold in my hand, traces out the
meaning of these various terms employed to translate baptizo in these
different "versions,” and shows that in every single instance they trans-
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late it by a general term, which expresses the thing done, without speci-
fying the manner of doing it. The "versions™ all agree with me.

I come now to "the picture-argument.” Mr. Braden told us that
these pictures—the oldest of them—only date back to the tenth cen-
tury. | am astonished, | must confess, that any one should mike such
a reckless assertion. It has rarely been my lot to debate with a man
so reckless in his assertions. The gentleman told us that the oldest of
these was taken from the church on the Ostiensis at Rome, and that it
was on a door bearing the date 1070. The picture is upon a plate of
brass on the door but is much older than the door. | have that pic-
ture here. [The speaker showed the picture.] Some of the pictures
I showed you date many centuries earlier than this. Here is one
[holding it up] which was taken from the dome of the Baptistery at
Revenna, which building was erected and decorated in 454. That is a lit-
tle older than 1070! You will see that John is represented as adminis-
tering the baptism by pouring, while Christ is standing in the water.
Here is another [showing it] taken from a church in Ravenna which
was erected in 401, and said by Mr. Taylor to be extremely ancient.
Here is another still more ancient which is taken from the door of a
church at Beneventum, one of the first cities in Italy, where the gos-
pel was preached and Christianity introduced. The original was beheld
by all who entered the church. Look at it, if you please. Taylor
says it is extremely ancient also. Now | turn back again to the oldest
representation of the Saviour's baptism that has yet been found, and
it dates back to the early part of the second century. It was found
in the "Chapel of the Baptistery in the catacomb of Pontianus, out-
side the Portese gate at Rome." It was exhumed by Ciampini, at
the beginning of the present century, after a burial of centuries. The
Baptistery in which it was found was used for the purpose of baptism
in the days of the heathen persecutions of the church, and it conse-
quently takes us back to the earliest ages of the church. Christ is
represented as standing in the water, you see, while John is standing on
the bank, pouring water on his head. "But how do you know," says one,
"that these pictures or engravings are of such ancient date?" The anti-
quarian can tell you the very century in which a painting or engraving
was made, from the character of the workmanship. The state of the art
in the different ages is perfectly understood by those who have made it a
study, and by this means the true date of all these engravings and paint-
ings can be determined as accurately as the date of manuscripts in the
ancient languages can, by the state of the language at the time the manu-
script was written. These paintings and engravings form an important
part of the history of the church, by illustrating the customs and man-
ners of the early ages. And yet my. opponent would have you believe
that the universal practice of the early church was immersion! How un-
der heaven did it happen that these immersionists always represented
Christ as being baptized by pouring? When men picture a thing,
they always picture it according to their idea of the thing. Why did
not these ancient Christians, whom my friend tells always practiced
immersion, represent Christ as being baptized by immersion? Sim-
ply from the fact that they understood that Christ was baptized not
by dipping, but that he was baptized by pouring, as | showed you by
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indubitable evidence from the fathers last night, harmonizing ex-
actly with the representations of the Saviour's baptism.

But the gentleman told us that the soldier baptized in prison, as
related by Eusebius, was only sealed and not baptized! | ask the
gentleman, if in the ancient church baptism was not called "a seal,"
or "the seal in the Lord?" In the passage we both read from
Hernias, baptism is called the "seal of the Son of God." This seal
was the seal of baptism. Mr. B. knows that by the seal baptism is
meant here, and that the person had no chance of being immersed in
the prison. He knows it was the custom of the ancient church
to baptize persons thus when there was no opportunity of im-
mersing them as was sometimes the case with catechumens at the
stake, and that numerous examples of this character can be found.

The gentleman asserted that | misrepresented Tertullian. Tertul-
lian says: "We are immersed three times, fulfilling somewhat more
than our Lord in the gospel commands.” Mr. Braden says that Ter-
tullian meant that the two extra dips were more than "our Lord in the
gospel commands;" but what authority has he for this statement?
| say Tertullian meant "the three extra dips,” that he meant immer-
sion was "fulfilling somewhat more than our Lord in the gospel com-
mands." | challenge the gentleman to show a single case of immer-
sion before the time of Tertullian, A. D. 200; and with the first mention
of immersion we have the acknowledgment, it is "more than our Lord
requires in the gospel! "Tertullian never heard of the single dip in
baptism. All the immersion he knew anything about was trine im-
mersion, or three dips and the candidate naked as Adam and Eve be-
fore the fall. Yet Tertullian was acquainted with sprinkling in bap-
tism, for he calls sprinkling baptism.

The gentleman tells us the first account we have of sprinkling was
two hundred years after the birth of Christ. The first account the
gentleman can find of immersion is in the age of Tertullian, A. D. 200.
Mr. Fanning, President of the Franklin Institute, Tenn., in his debate
with Mr. Chapman, in Lebanon, Tenn., in 1850, admitted that "out-
side of the New Testament there was not a case of immersion to be
found inside of the first two hundred years of the Christian era!"
And A. Campbell, in his "Christian System," p. 220, states that the
passages, which my friend has brought forward from Barnabas and
Hermas, and which | have shown have no reference to immersion, are
the only passages where immersion is spoken of in the writings of the
apostolic fathers; and he finds no case of immersion until the days of
Tertullian, when we have three dips, "fulfilling somewhat more than
our Lord in the gospel requires." The truth is, there is no such
thing as immersion to be found inside of the first two hundred years
of the Christian era. The nearest he cap come to immersion is the
passage in the epistle of Barnabas (which is a spurious document,
written in the second century, not by the companion of the apostle of
the Gentiles, but by some converted Jew who wished to give currency
to his writings. This fact Mr. Braden knows), where the person is
said to "go down to the water (katabainomen eis to hudoor) full of
sin and filth; but ascend (ana bainomen) with fruit and benefit in
their hearts.” But | proved by Prof. Stuart that eis with katabainoo
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does not signify into, but simply to the place; so this passage fails
him, while Barnabas, as | showed you, gives us, in another place,
unmistakable allusion to sprinkling in baptism.

The gentleman tells us that where we first find sprinkling men-
tioned, we find all the mummeries of the Church of Rome. Is not
this, too, where we first find immersion? Read Tertullian's account
of baptism, and you will find all these Catholic mummeries connected
with immersion. | have read a passage from Justin, who wrote
seventy years before Tertullian, in which he calls baptism "the
sprinkling with water." This passage from Justin, Mr. Braden has
not noticed at all; he undertook to prove immersion by Justin, in the
passage where he is describing baptism, and calls it "a washing with
water,"” using the term louo, which the gentleman knows does not
mean to immerse, but to wash in any manner. | now call his attention
to the passage from Justin, where he calls baptism "the sprinkling
with water."

The gentleman told us last night that the Waldenses were immer-
sionists. | read to you the statement of one of their own ministers,
that they always baptized by sprinkling. How does he prove that they
were immersionists? Why he says they were Anabaptists! What does
anabaptist mean? It means "one who baptizes again." The Walden-
ses were no more immersionists than the Catholics; but when they
received any one into their communion from the Catholic Church they
baptized them again, not because they differed in the mode of admin-
istration, but because they held the Catholic Church to be the "Mys-
tic Babylon," and because of her apostasy from the truth, they held
she had no right to administer the sacraments of the church. This
was the ground upon which they held Catholic baptisms invalid, and
not because they reckoned nothing lawful baptism but immersion;
and my friend Mr. B. knows it perfectly well. The word anabaptist,
does not mean one who immerses, but one who baptizes again.

The gentleman tells us that sprinkling was unlawful, and not only
that it was unlawful, but in the ancient church persons who were
baptized by sprinkling when sick, were baptized again when they
recovered.

Mr. Braden—The gentleman is mistaken. | was speaking of pour-
ing in the case of Novatus.

Mr. Hughey—My understanding of the gentleman's remarks was
that sprinkling and pouring were not considered lawful baptism,
and that those who were baptized in this way when sick were im-
mersed if they recovered. | am astonished that a man should make
such an assertion with the facts of history before him!

Now, sir, | happen to have the epistle of Cyprian, to which Mr.
Braden alluded in Lord King's Account of the Primitive Church,
both in the Latin and the translation of King. After the passage
which the gentleman read last night concerning the appeal of Magnus
to Cyprian, in the same epistle Cyprian argues the validity of baptism
by sprinkling, because such as had been baptized in this way when
sick, were never baptized again if they recovered. He says:

"If any shall think that such have not obtained the grace of
God, but are void and empty thereof, because they have been only
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perfused with the saving laver, let not such then as have been so bap-
tized deceive themselves; but if they recover their health, let them
be baptized; but if they can not be baptized, as having been already
sanctified with the ecclesiastical baptism, why then are they scanda-
lized in their faith and in the mercy of God."—Lord King's Primitive
Church, p. 222.

Here the fact that persons baptized by sprinkling when sick, were
never rebaptized after their recovery, is plainly declared. This is
here in the original, and the gentleman can read it if ho desires. But
the gentleman told us that Novatus was baptized again. | have the
evidence to prove that he was not.

Mr. Braden—I said they refused to ordain him to the office of
the priesthood.

Mr. Hughey—I can prove that this is also a mistake. You re-
member how the gentleman read: "If, indeed, it be proper to say
that one like him did receive baptism,” making the impression the
manner of the baptism was the point of the objection. | will
read you the paragraph from the epistle of Cornelius, Bishop of
Rome, which the gentleman quoted from, which is found in Eusebius'
Ecclesiastical History, p. 266. He says:

" To him (Novatus), indeed, the author and instigator of his
faith was Satan, who entered into and dwelt in him a long time. Who,
aided by the exorcists, when attacked with an obstinate disease, and
being supposed at the point of death, was baptized by aspersion in
the bed on which he lay, if, indeed, it be proper to say that one like
him did receive baptism. But neither when he recovered from dis-
ease, did he partake of other things, which the rules of the church
prescribe as duty, nor was he sealed (in confirmation) by the
bishop. But as he did not obtain this, how could he obtain the
Holy Spirit?"

You see that the objection was not to the manner of the baptism,
pbut to the character of the man. "If it be proper to say that one
like him," not "one baptized like him."

Mr. Braden tells us they refused to ordain him to the priesthood;
but they did ordain him to the priesthood. The point of objection
was not the fact that he was sprinkled; but the suspicious character
of sick-bed conversions, as | will prove to you by the twelfth canon of
the Council of Neocesarea, held A. D. 314. That was the point of
objection running through the entire passage. Novatian or Novatus
was ordained, and afterward became the head of a sect. And though
they objected on account of the suspiciousness of his faith, being
baptized when he was sick, the point was not on the fact of his bap-
tism "by aspersion,” but the suspiciousness of sick-bed conversions.
To prove this | will read you the canon referred to. It is found in
Campbell and Rice's Debate, p. 266:

"He that is baptized when he is sick ought not to be made a
priest (for his coming to the faith is not voluntary, but from necessity),
unless his diligence and faith do prove commendable, or the scarcity
of men fit for the office do require it."

You will see from this that the only objection was the suspicious
character of sick-bed conversions, for if his diligence and faith after
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his recovery, proved his conversion genuine, the objection was ob-
viated.

I come next to consider the practice of the Greek Church. Mr.
Braden tells us still that the Greek Church practices immersion.
His remarks make it necessary for me to turn again, and read to you
the testimony of some witnesses, who are probably as competent to
testify in regard to the practice of the Greek Church as any persons
that can be found. | will read to you a description of the mode of
baptism, as practiced by the Greek Church in the year 513, by Sev-
erus, Patriarch of Alexandria at that time. He says:

"The priest lets the person to be baptized down into the baptistery,
looking to the east, and puts his right hand on his head, and with his
left hand raises up the water thrice from the water in the font, be-
hind, and at either of his sides, and says these words: "N. is baptized
in the name of the Father, amen; and of the Son. amen; and of the
Holy Ghost, amen, for life eternal."—Chapman on Baptism, p. 245.

You will see that the individual is in the baptistery, and is bap-
tized by pouring, while he is in the baptistery.

Now | will turn to Seiss on Baptism, pp. 266, 267, and read to you the
testimony of two more eye-witnesses in regard to the practice of the Greek
Church: "The Rev. Pliny Fisk, missionary to Palestine some years
ago, says: 'l went one morning to the Syrian church to witness a bap-
tism. * * * * When ready for the baptism, the
font was uncovered, and a small quantity, first of warm water, then of
cold was poured into it. The child, in a state of perfect nudity, was
then taken by the bishop, who held it in one hand, while with the
other he anointed the body with oil. He then held the child in the
font, its feet and legs being in the water, and with his right hand he
took up water and poured it on the child, in the name of the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost."—Memoirs of Fisk, p. 357.

The Russian wing of the Greek Church practices baptism in the
same way:

"Dr. B. Kurtz, in his first tour through Europe, in 1825, says:
'We ourselves once witnessed the baptism of an infant in the great
cathedral of St. Petersburg, by pouring.™

And so Deylingius, as quoted in Booth's Pedobaptism Examined,
says: "The Greeks at this day practice a kind of affusion."—"lbid.

Such is the practice of the Greek Church, and such was the prac-
tice in A. D. 513. Indeed, | regard this testimony, and the argu-
ment concerning the practice of the Greek Church as perfectly con-
clusive.

I will now proceed to a brief recapitulation of my argument. |
started out to prove the proposition: "The scriptures teach that
pouring or sprinkling water upon proper persons in the name of the
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost is scriptural baptism."

During this discussion | have labored under the difficulty of hav-
ing to occupy both the affirmative and the negative. This has given
me a great deal more labor, and consumed a great deal more time
than would otherwise have been necessary; as it was absolutely
necessary that | should remove the rubbish of error before | pro-
ceeded to build the superstructure of truth.
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| started out with the statement that our Saviour and his apostles
used the word baptizo in the sense in which it was used by the Jews,
who spoke the Greek language in the time of their ministry.

I showed you that this is the rule by which we are to determine
the meaning of words, by Dr. Carson and Dr. George Campbell;
that present use is the sole arbiter of the meaning of language at the
present time, and in determining the meaning of a word used in the
time of our Saviour, we must find out what was the meaning of that
word, as used by the Jews, for two or three' hundred years before, and
by the Christians for two or three hundred years after, the Christian
era. | took this usage, and gave you a great many examples to show
that baptizo did not have the specific meaning to dip, because the
whole system of immersion rests upon this single position—that bap-
tizo specifically and only signifies to dip or immerse. You might
talk to an immersionist till doomsday about the mode of baptism, but
until you prove to him that baptizo has not the specific meaning
of to dip or immerse, it would all be a waste of time. They have
been so accustomed to look upon these terms as synonymous, that it
is absolutely necessary to remove this false impression from their
minds, before you can make any impression upon them whatever. In
carrying out my argument, | first took up the scripture's usage of bap-
tizo, where the Christian ordinance of baptism is not spoken of.

My first example was the passages in Mark vii. 3, and Luke xi. 38,
where washing before eating is spoken of. In Mark nipto is used,
and in Luke baptizo is used, showing that these words are inter-
changeable. In the one instance the Pharisees "murmured that the
disciples had not washed their hands (nipsontai) before eating." In the
other they "marveled that he (Christ) had not first washed (ebaptisthe)
before dinner." This washing before eating, here called baptism, was
performed by simply washing the hands. This | proved by a quota-
tion from Clement of Alexandria, who testifies that "this was the cus-
tom of the Jews, to be baptized often in this way (by washing their
hands) upon their couches." That is before and after eating.

2. | showed you that the baptism of beds, or klinoon (Mark
vii. 4), precludes the possibility of immersion. While it was
possible to immerse cups and pots, to immerse the beds, as these beds
were often made, was impossible. | proved that these klinoon were
often a kind of elevation of the floor or platform around the sides of
the room, and therefore they could not be immersed. Bear in mind
these klinoon were the bedsteads, not the beds or mats upon the steads,
and, while it was often impossible to immerse them, yet they were
baptized! Here immersion is wholly out of the question.

3. | showed you that all the Jewish purifications were called
by Paul (Heb. ix. 10) baptisms, and that most of these purifica-
tions, or baptisms, were simple sprinklings. If there was a general
washing required, in connection with the sprinkling, as in some cases,
it was not an immersion, and that not one single personal immersion
was required by the law of Moses. | showed you also that the usage
of the Septuagint and the Apochrypha was the same as in these
examples That when a man was "baptized from a dead body," or
purified from a dead body, it was done by sprinkling, and probably a
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general washing, also; but the sprinkling was the principal, the essen-
tial part of the baptism or purification. | showed you from these
Jewish baptisms, or lustrations, that baptizo can not have the specific
meaning of to dip. Here the argument was conclusive.

4. | took up the case of the baptism of the Israelites "by
the cloud and by the sea,” and | showed you they were not immersed
in the sea. | showed you that they were not immersed by the cloud; but
I showed you that they were baptized by the cloud, by the rain failing
upon them, and confirming them unto Moses, which Paul calls a baptism
unto Moses. These examples show the import of the term baptizo in
scripture usage where the Christian ordinance is not spoken of.

5. | then took up the figurative meaning of the word baptizo, as
used in the New Testament, and | showed that in every single instance
where the mode of the Spirit's baptism is spoken of, it is represented
as being "poured out, or "falling on,” or "shed forth," etc., and
never as an “immersion into." | further showed that water baptism
should conform in mode to the baptism of the Holy Spirit, because
water baptism is the type or symbol of the Spirit's baptism; for John
says, "l indeed baptize you with water, but he shall baptize you with
the Holy Ghost and with fire, ' plainly showing that his baptism was
typical of the baptism of the Holy Ghost. As the baptism of the
Holy Ghost is always performed by pouring, the symbolical import of
baptism absolutely requires that we are to understand that water
baptism must be by pouring also. | showed here that if baptizo be a
specific term, then its specific sense is to pour, and not to dip; that
the only specific action here was pouring, and the baptism must be
either the pouring out of the Spirit, or the effect of that outpouring.
I showed that either horn of the dilemma here destroyed my opponent;
for if baptizo expresses specific action, then that action is pouring,
and my proposition is proved. But if the gentleman tells us the
baptism was the effect of the pouring, then modality is not in it at all,
and my proposition is proved also. My proposition is, that pouring
or sprinkling is scriptural baptism; and | have proved that every
baptism spoken of in the scriptures, the mode of which is specified,
was performed either by pouring or sprinkling. If this does not prove
my proposition, then it can not be proved that two and two make four.
When | prove that all the baptisms spoken of in the scriptures, the
mode of which is specified at all, were performed by pouring or sprink-
ling, | prove that pouring or sprinkling is scriptural baptism.

6. | presented the testimony of the early Christian fathers, and
showed by numerous examples from patristic usage that they call
sprinkling and pouring baptism. The various sprinklings of the Jew-
ish law; the sprinklings of the heathen; the pouring water on the
head of Christ by John; and the various instances where they speak
of the Christian ordinance as performed by sprinkling or pouring, are
all called baptism; and thus | showed you from the usage of the
fathers—whether speaking of the Christian ordinance or not—that the
term baptizo expresses acts of pouring and sprinkling, and therefore
can not specifically signify to dip or immerse. Then | showed by a
number of examples from the classics, that classical usage agrees with
scripture and patristic usage.
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7. 1 then brought forward the examples of baptism in the New
Testament. | showed, first, the improbability of John's baptizing the
people by immersion. John was a Jewish priest, and his baptism was
in some sense a Jewish purification; and, since the world began, no
Jewish priest ever immersed any man for the purpose of purifying
him. If John had gone to immersing the people, he would have been
introducing a new and unheard of custom among the Jews. When
John's disciples and the Jews got into a dispute about purifying, they
came to John, and went to talking about baptism, showing plainly
that they understood that John's baptism had something in common
with their purification. Secondly, | showed from the history of John's
baptism that it was absolutely impossible for him to have immersed
the vast multitudes which he baptized. John did baptize the great
mass of the Jewish people. This can not be disputed; but this he
could not have done by immersion in the short space of his ministry.
Great multitudes flocked to hear the preaching of John, much after
the manner of our modern camp meetings, only in vastly larger crowds,
and it required a large amount of water to supply their natural wants.
Hence he chose those stations for his ministry where the supply was
abundant. Water enough for the purpose of immersion might have
been found in many places, for this does not require much; but water
for the supply of such vast multitudes could not easily be found in
Palestine, only at such places as John fixed his stations. John did
not baptize all the time in the river when at Jordan; but he went out
of the river into a house on the bank, and baptized the people in the
house, which no immersionist would ever have thought of doing. He
also tells us himself, and it is always said of him in the scriptures,
that he baptized with water, and that his baptism was typical of the
baptism of the Holy Spirit. Thus | showed that John's baptism was
not performed by immersion.

8. | showed you that all the other examples of baptism in the New
Testament scriptures were diametrically opposed to immersion. |
proved that the jailer was baptized in the prison, and my friend can
not get him out of it. Paul was put into the prison, and then by the
jailer confined in the inner prison. It is stated that he was brought
out, that is from the inner prison into the outer prison, and after the
baptism was taken into the jailer's apartments. The prison was so
situated that the jailer could see into the inner prison, and Paul could
see out into the jailer's house, or apartments.

9. | next showed that Paul was baptized in the house where he was
commanded to "stand up and be baptized." Thus when we come to
the examples of baptism in the New Testament, we find clear and pos-
itive evidences against the practice of immersion, and conclusive evi-
dences in favor of baptism by affusion. | do not wish to reiterate
what | have already said in regard to the baptism, of the eunuch by
Philip. The case is clear. They went to the water, both of them.
This fact is not stated in any other case, and it would not have been
stated here if it had been always the custom for both parties to go to
the water.

10. My last argument was drawn from the fact that the validity of
baptism by pouring or sprinkling was never called in question by the
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church, and this | have proved beyond the possibility of cavil. How
has my opponent answered all these arguments? Has he followed me
step by step, and showed that my positions were not well taken, or
that my arguments were not conclusive? You can answer for your-
selves, ladies and gentlemen, what he has done. When | have brought
forward argument after argument, instead of meeting the issue he has
erected a man of straw and proceeded to beat him down with an air of
triumph. When | have brought forward numerous examples from the
usage of the word baptizo, to show that it is not a specific term, and
can not be translated by a specific term without making nonsense, he
has replied: "Will Mr. Hughey translate baptizo sprinkle or pour?"
and has uttered such nonsense as "Can you sprinkle a man into the
Jordan?" When 1| have shown you that while the Greek language
has a word expressing the specific action of dipping, baptizo is not
that word, and | proved this by the usages of the Greeks themselves.
And while the Greek language is very accurate in the usage of terms,
I showed that the accuracy of the Greek language was squarely
against him every time. But when | have done this he has replied
by saying: "l can translate baptizo by immerse wherever it occurs in
the Greek language." But has he attempted to do it? | called on
him to translate the passage in the New Testament where his own
translators have rendered the word "endure" and "undergo,” and he
refused to do it. He says he can do it, but did he come forward and
so translate it and let it go upon the record? When | called upon
him to translate baptizo immerse in numerous other examples which |
produced, he said he would if | would produce the original works
from which the examples were taken. But he knows that neither he
nor | can get the original documents. He has used extracts furnished
by writers on this subject, and so have I. These original works can
only be found in the largest college libraries, and he knows it. In
this way he tried to stick his head in the sand again, like the ostrich,
and suppose he would be safe. This has been the course | have hon-
estly endeavored to pursue. | never have and never will, so long as
God gives me power to speak, stoop to the arts of the demagogue, or
the tricks of the pettifogger, when | am discussing questions of such
vast and infinite moment. If | can not sustain my proposition by
sound argument and an appeal to the word of God, | will let it go;
for | have no interest in sustaining error, and truth requires no such
defense. Whenever | stoop to such a course | will give you the lib-
erty to say that | feel that | am beaten, and that | am doing this to
cover up the disgrace of my defeat.

Now, | expect my opponent, when he arises again to speak, will
pursue the same course which he been pursuing. He will give us a
rehash of his old "square issue,” ask me to translate "baptizo by
sprinkle and pour,” and tell us that he can translate it by immerse
everywhere it occurs; and then wind up with a thundering exhortation,
such as he has been in the habit of giving. | must say that | think
my opponent is a much better exhorter than debater.

I have now, ladies and gentlemen, presented to you the arguments
in favor of my proposition, fairly, logically, and, as | think, conclu-
sively. | am satisfied that nothing which my opponent can bring
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forward will change the result in the least, and yet he has labored
hard throughout the entire discussion. | close with the remark, that
when | have proved, as | have all along through this discussion, that
every baptism of which we have any account in the scriptures, the
mode of which has been specified at all, was by pouring or sprinkling,
I have proved my proposition.

I now leave the subject for your consideration, hoping that God
Almighty, in his mercy, will give every one of you a proper under-
standing of his truth, and that we may all be led in the way of eternal
life through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.—[Time expired.

MR. BRADEN'S CLOSING SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—ATfter notic-
ing briefly what new matter my opponent has presented in his last
speech, | shall give a general review of his entire course of argument
and then give a resume of our own.

First, my opponent speaks of the action of baptism being some-
times expressed by kataduoo, and claims that this was when it was an
immersion, because the act of immersing was appropriately expressed
in Greek by kataduoo. If baptism itself meant immersion this word
would not be used. Suppose we speak of dipping a man in immersion.
Does it prove that the two words are essentially different? Our
Tunker friends say they dip a man three times when they immerse
him. Does that prove that the acts expressed by the words are different,
or that immersion is any more generic in its meaning than dipping?
No, both are alike specific, and express the same specific act.

Duoo, kataduoo, duno. katadunoo, duptoo, all express nearly the
same idea, the same specific act. They are like the English words dip,
plunge, submerge, immerse, immerge, overwhelm, in this respect. When
applied to the ordinance they express the same act. What essential
difference does it make, whether one dip, or plunge, or submerge, or
immerse, or immerge, or overwhelm a man in water, in the ordinance?
We use dip and immerse both to express the action. So the Greeks
sometimes used different words.

We wish here to remove some more mist raised in reference to
words of specific action. My opponent finds such meanings as wash,
cleanse, purify, bathe, given as meanings of baptizo. He claims that it
can not express a specific act. | ask what word in Greek expresses
the specific action of dipping or immersion? He replies, duoo, dunoo,
kataduoo, katadunoo, and duptoo. Now we,can find figurative meanings,
secondary meanings, or results given as renderings of each of these, and
we can, by his course, prove that this specific action can not be repre-
sented by any verb in the Greek language. Nay, we will take the
English words, dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, immerge, overwhelm,
and set each of them aside in the same way, and remove every word
until we have not a word to express this specific physical act left in
our language. Then, common-sense says let us take the primary meanings
as the real meanings, especially when the secondary meanings are
results reached by the act expressed by the primary, and given because
they are accomplished by that specific action.
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You may believe, if you will, that our Saviour was such a fool as to
go down into a river to have a little water poured or sprinkled on his
head; but | will not so impeach the common-sense of my Lord. He
went down into the water, just as we do when we immerse, because he
was immersed. John immersed him in the water, and straightway he
came up out of the water. The gentleman claims en hudati may mean
with water. En, means in unless we are compelled by the context to
give some other meaning. My brother knows it occurs several times
in the previous account, and he must render always in, till he reaches
that expression, and then to suit his argument he renders it with.

Mr. Hughey—Is it not primarily used to represent the dative of
instrument?

Mr. Braden—No sir, it primarily means in, and we so render it,
unless the context compels us to give a different meaning. "With
water,” and "at water" are utterly unsanctioned by proper construc-
tion here. We might as well say "with those days," "with the wilder-
ness" as "with water." So it should be "in the Holy Spirit and fire."
So "he went up away from," is a perversion utterly unwarranted and
made only to mystify and avoid a crushing argument.

Next, we have the case of Philip tortured till it means "they came
to or at the water," and "went up away from the water." Now a more
barefaced perversion never was made. Kato with baino does not
merely bring them to the water, nor does eis leave them at the water's
brink. Elthon with epi brings them to the water. Then Kkatabaino
with eis takes them down into the water, and anabaino with apo takes
them up out of the water. Observe the climax, down into and up out
of. It is clearly immersion. No wonder my brother endeavors to befog
the plain language by perversion. It is strange that eis will take a
Pedobaptist every where but into the water.

Allusion has been made again to the baptism of the children of
Israel in the cloud and sea. Defeated in his attempt to have them
sprinkled in the passage of the Red Sea, he now attempts to show that
the baptism was commenced at the sea, and completed afterward at
Sinai or some other place. It was a sprinkling he says. If they were
sprinkled at all it was at Sinai, and there was the baptism, and the sea
had nothing to do with it, and Paul talked nonsense when he mentioned
the sea as a part of what they were baptized by. Verily, these Pedo-
baptists can make patch-work of the word of God. Take up a single
act performed at the Red Sea, and stretch it out some sixty miles, and
over three or four months. He denies that the waters were so they
could not be dashed by the spray of the sea. He denies the word of
God, which says they were congealed, and the people came over dry-
shod or dry.

He has the assurance to go back again to repeat Rice's stale non-
sense about taufen and amad. | read you several standard lexicons,
which stand in German and Syriac as Webster and Worcester stand in
English, declaring that both words meant dip or immerse. But this
man that does not know a word of either language, presumes to challenge
the decisions of these great standards. But amad is rendered wash..
Indeed! Is that sprinkle or pour? Do we ever wash persons by
sprinkling or pouring water on them? My opponent has on a linen
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coat, somewhat soiled like my own. He goes home to-day noon and gives
it to his wife to be washed. Sister Hughey reasons. Husband says
baptize is to wash, and washing can be done by sprinkling, for he says
sprinkling is baptism. So she sprinkles a drop or two of water on the
collar of the coat and hands it to him as washed! Would he be
consistent with his position here to-day and accept it? No, he would
say, "dip or plunge it in water, that is the way we wash things."”

He reasserted just as confidently as though it were a new argument,
and one that has some weight, that the soldier was sealed by baptism
in the jail. We have repeatedly shown that there is not a scrap of
argument to show that the sealing was baptism, but rather the eucha-
rist was the confirmation or seal. And even if he could show that the
soldier was baptized, how does he know that there was not, as was the
case often with large houses and public buildings, a pool of water
attached to the jail. It is all assumption.

Justin Martyr calls baptism a washing. Is it then a sprinkling?
Do you wash by sprinkling or by immersion? Which? Verily these
are weighty arguments.

The Waldenses were Anabaptists. So they proclaimed in their
declaration to the French Kking. A great deal was said about this
matter by Rice in his debate with Campbell. He attempted to im-
peach Jones by reading what he said was their declaration. It has
since been clearly shown that Jones was right, and what Rice read was
a confession of the followers of John Huss, persons who attempted to
reform the Catholic Church, and retained some of its errors, sprinkling
among the rest. The Waldenses declared themselves Anabaptists and
said they retained the apostolic usage in so doing.

The gentleman attempts to avoid the case of Novatian by raising
issues | never made. | said he was the first recorded case of sprink-
ling. The gentleman found none earlier. | said, also, Cornelius, the
Bishop of Rome, denied that he was baptized, because he was sprinkled.
These are undeniable facts.

His point about baptisteries is of no force. Baptism was performed
by going into the baptistery or water. Why? Because people always
go into the water to- be immersed, but never to be sprinkled or poured.
No, the water is brought to them. After a while, persons assuming,
as people do now, that mode is of no consequence, and to gratify
mothers when infant baptism was introduced, pouring and sprinkling
were introduced. | have read a clear explanation of the matter from
the standards in ecclesiastical history, which most accurately describe
the whole matter.

| have read to you what several eminent historians have said about
the Greek Church and their exclusive practice of immersion. Prof.
Stuart is very clear and to the point. | will prefer what he says to
the letters of one or two insignificant persons who saw only the prac-
tice of one or two churches corrupted by contact with sprinkling
churches.

The potent picture-argument is next brought up. We have suffi-
ciently ventilated that, by showing these pictures were none of them
nearer than one thousand years to the time of Christ, for the door on
which they were painted was dated A. D. 1070, and there is no telling
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how much later the picture was painted, and that they were painted in
the dark ages of the Catholic Church. Why does not he regale us with
pictures of the Virgin Mary, purgatory, and angels of the same period?
Candidly the whole thing is not worthy of a moment's sober thought.

My opponent still persists in his perversion of the burial mentioned
in Rom. vi. 4 and Col. ii. 12. "Know ye not that so many of us as were
baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into his death? Therefore
we are buried with him by baptism into his death, that like as Christ
was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, so we should walk
in newness of life." "Buried with him in baptism wherein also ye are
risen with him."

This baptism is literal baptism. It buries us. Does sprinkling?
Does pouring? No. Immersion does. It is baptism. That is all
we need as an argument. It needs no such long obscure argument as
my friend resorted to, to talk immersion out of the passage, and all sense
with it. | take the plain meaning. Baptism buries us, pouring and
sprinkling will not, therefore they are not baptism. Immersion will
bury us, therefore immersion is baptism. It would be an insult to
your common-sense to elaborate so plain a matter further.

My opponent thinks | dare not translate the passage concerning the
baptism of sufferings by immerse. Now just to gratify him we will
do so. "I have an immersion to be immersed with, and how am |
Straitened till it be accomplished.” How? Immersed in the suffer-
ings and calamities of death. Try pouring or sprinkling. A mere
sprinkle of sufferings! No, an overwhelming.

We will now take up the review of the gentleman's argument.
Before doing so. we will make a remark. As baptism is a positive com-
mand of our Saviour, and one of the two great ordinances of his gospel,
we would reasonably expect it to be very clear and plain. There
should be no ambiguity about it. Also, as we have here a man of
great research and ability and much experience, we would expect
him to readily and easily find out what baptism is, and place it so
plainly before us that "a wayfaring man, though a fool, shall not err
therein." We would expect him to go to the law and the testimony,
and give a plain and tangible reason for his faith in his practice.
With this thought in our minds, let us examine his course of argument.

The gentleman started with an attempt to show discrepancy in
Baptist authors, a matter that had no bearing on the question, for how
could that affect the validity of pouring or sprinkling ? But he utterly
failed in this, for they all agreed as to the act; the difference, if any,
was in reference to the mere point of the length of the act, or its
frequentative meaning. He next assumed that dye was its original
meaning, thus placing the effect before the cause, for dyeing is the
effect of dipping. He could not and did not find a single lexicon in
his favor. He found sectarian arguers for sprinkling, who assert this
assumption. We quote Stuart and Carson, who say baptizo never
takes the meaning dye, which is a secondary meaning of bapto, its
primitive, but retains only the original meaning, dip—a position they
sustain by abundant authorities.

He here misrepresents Carson, representing him as saying all the
lexicons are against him, in rendering baptizo dip, when Carson says
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no such thing. He says they are against him in making it a verb of
mode, an entirely different matter.

He quotes Porson on bapto, thus trying to confound bapto and
baptizo. We show that baptizo, the word applied to the ordinance, is a
word of much more limited meaning than bapto, and that it never takes
the meanings of bapto, to which Porson refers. This we do by an
appeal to Carson and Stuart, who prove it by a long list of examples.
We show also that Porson says "baptizo clearly means dip, and not
pour and sprinkle."

He next quotes one or two meanings given by Liddell and Scott,
taken from Heysichius, Suidas and Gases. We show that Liddell and
Scott have rejected these, and that Gases did not know enough of
Greek to write a lexicon of the language, and the meaning “draw
water” was merely a metonymy, by which the effect drawing water was
put for the act dipping, and was hardly allowable any more than draw
water would be a meaning of our word dip, because we dip the bucket
to draw water.

He next asserts that baptizo is a verb of result, and not of action,
but utterly fails to support his assertion by any authority or passage
taken from classic usage. He does adduce one or two theological
dictionaries, but we set them aside as sectarian and partisan, and also
disprove their position.

He next gives duoo, dunoo, duptoo, kataduoo, and katadunoo, as the
Greek words to express dip. We show him that dip, and Kkindred
words, occur nine cases out of ten as translations of bapto and baptizo,
and that those other words have as primary meanings, to go down, to
sink, to sink down, etc.

We challenge him to translate "l immerse thee" by "dunoo, duoo,
kataduoo, katadunoo, or duptoo se. After many challenges he at last
translates it "katadunoo se,” or, "l sink thee down into the name of

the Father," etc. This evasion, when sore pressed, shows for itself.

He attempts to show that baptizo is not a verb of specific action,
but one expressing a result that may be reached by several specific
acts, by quoting such renderings as wash, cleanse, purify. We show
that these are secondary meanings, and to reach them he has to skip
over the primary and real meanings. We then give the rule given by
Blackstone, Hedges, Webster, and all great canons of interpretation:
"That a word must be taken in its primary and most common mean-
ing, unless the context compels us to change it, and then it must
conform as far as possible to its common meaning." He has never
attempted to show any such necessity for taking secondary meanings
of baptizo.

We show also that these secondary meanings are given because
they are the results of the primary meaning or action he wishes to
avoid, and given by metonymy because they are so produced; thus
clearly proving that the specific act he is so anxious to avoid, is
always implied in these secondary meanings.

We show also that by the same course of reasoning, by which he
proves baptizo to be a verb of result, and not a verb of specific action,
we can set aside duoo, dunoo, duptoo, katadunoo, and kataduoo and every
word in the Greek language, and not leave one to express this specific
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act—dip. In like manner we can set aside dip, immerse, submerge,
plunge, immerge, overwhelm, and have not a word in the English
language to express this specific act. His argument, then, against the
position that baptizo expresses specific action is an absurdity.

He still has not pour or sprinkle as meanings, nor as the actions
by which the results or secondary meanings of baptizo are reached;
for they are always invariably the results of the act of dipping.

He next takes instances in which these results may be figuratively
reached by pouring and sprinkling, and by such a circuitous route
does he reach pouring and sprinkling! We show its absurdity apply-
ing to the same word. Baptism is called a purification, because we
baptize or dip things to purify them. We fumigate a room to purify
it; hence fumigation is baptism. We purify by baptism, or baptism
is a purification. We purify our system by taking pills; hence taking
pills is baptism. Let us argue in the same way in regard to the
Lord's Supper. Our Saviour said, "Eat the bread." Eating is con-
suming. We sometimes consume things by burning; therefore burning
would be the Lord's Supper. Enough of such nonsense.

We again raised the objection that this taking possible acts that
accomplish figuratively the secondary meanings of baptizo is too non-
sensical and foolish to suppose that God would leave a very important
positive command to be ascertained in so circuitous and unsatisfactory
a manner.

He next expatiated on literal and figurative meanings, showing
that words often lost the primary and retained the secondary or figu-
rative meaning; no doubt hoping you infer that such was the case
with baptizo. We challenged him to show that baptizo ever had
secondary meanings that changed the act from what was expressed in
the primary. He utterly failed; indeed never attempted this. Next
to show, even were this the case, that pour or sprinkle could possibly
be brought in among the most distant figurative meaning. He
never attempted this. Next were both these positions true, that it
had these meanings in the ordinance? He never attempted this, but
dropped all talk about literal and tropical meanings.

We then concluded it had its proper meaning in the ordinance.

He next expatiated on sacred and classical meanings, showing that
some words had in the scriptures a sacred meaning, different from the
heathen or classical meaning. We showed that such words were those
expressing moral qualities or attributes. We asked him to show that
a word expressing physical action, as the word expressing the ordi-
nance, could ever be changed. This he did not attempt. Next to
show that baptizo had a sacred and classic sense. That these were
different, or that the sacred meaning changed the act in the classic
rendering. That it was used in a sacred sense in the ordinance. He
attempted none of these. Hence we concluded that baptizo was used
in its usual or classic sense in the command of our Saviour.

He then reaffirmed that baptizo was a word expressing result that
could be reached by several acts, and not a verb of specific action;
but produced no lexicon or classic quotation to sustain him in this
position.

He then quotes passages, not to prove that pouring and sprink-



166 DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM.

ling are baptism, but that immersion in a few cases may not be. He
quotes iniquity baptizes me. We show that it means overwhelms, or
immerses me. Also, the baptism of sufferings. We show that it
means an overwhelming or immersion in sufferings. Also, the absur-
dity of iniquity or sufferings pouring or sprinkling any one. They
would make nonsense of what immersion makes a bold and beautiful
figure.

He next quotes the case of Naaman, asserting because the trans-
lators of the Hebrew scriptures into the Greek version, known as the
Septuagint, rendered the prophet's command, "wash thyself" by louo,
and then said "he baptized himself in the Jordan," that they regarded
louo and baptizo as interchangeable. He also attempted to show that
Naaman did not dip himself, for the act was for the cleansing of a
leper, and that was done by sprinkling. He also affirmed, that because
the bathings of the Jewish law were expressed by rahaats, wash,
instead of tubal, immerse, they were not immersions.

We replied that the prophet commanded a result, washing, and
that the translators say he dipped himself as the act by which it was
reached; and do not assume that the words are interchangeable, any
more than the words wash and dip are interchangeable, by which our
translators render the Greek words into English. That the final act
of the cleansing of a leper was bathing of the whole person, or an
immersion in the water. That God never commanded water to be
sprinkled on any one for a ceremonial or religious purpose. That
Naaman's healing was a miraculous healing, not a ceremonial cleans-
ing of a leper. That cleansing, the result, was the important thing in
the Jewish law, hence it was expressed by rahaats to cleanse or wash,
but that the context required them to bathe the whole person in water,
as an immersion. This we showed by the law and Jewish authority.

He next quotes the baptism of the children of Israel in the cloud
and sea to show that it was not an immersion. We reply that they
were covered in the cloud and sea, or overwhelmed and baptized by
the cloud and sea.

He then appeals to Psalms Ixvii. and Ixxvii. to show that they
were sprinkled by rain. We show that the sea was congealed, hence
they were not sprinkled by its spray; that the cloud was one of fire,
and they are said to have gone through dry. Also, that the events
mentioned by the Psalmist in speaking of the thunder and earth-
quaking and the rain, were at Sinai.

'He then attempts to hive the baptism part at the Red Sea and part
at Sinai. We reply that the sprinkling with rain—which claims to
be the baptism—took place entirely at Sinai, and show the gross non-
sense of a baptism that stretches over three months' time and sixty
miles of journey.

He next quotes Judith's case as an instance of a baptism, that
was a partial washing, not an immersion. We show that the circum-
stances of her leaving the camp in the dead of night, and going away
down into the defile, or ravine, of Bethuliah, alone, being attended
only by her maid, favored an immersion; for she could have washed
her hands and face in the tent. Next that the law demanded an
immersion. The Jewish rabbins said they did immerse scrupulously



DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 167

the whole person. That the oldest Greek version said she baptized
herself in the fountain or pool, and two of the oldest versions, the
Latin and Syriac, say she immersed herself in the fountain.

He next quotes Sirach's expression of sprinkling from a dead
body, and wants to know how we can immerse from a dead body. We
reply as easily as we can pour or sprinkle from a dead body. We
show that it means cleanse ourselves from the pollution of a dead body,
as "sprinkling from an evil conscience” means being cleansed from
the quilt of sin by the sprinkling of the blood of Christ. From the
law we learn that the last act of cleansing from the pollution of a dead
body was an immersion, hence they did immerse themselves from the
pollution of a dead body.

He next quotes Mark vii. 4, Luke xi. 43. Claim3 that nipsontai
and baptizo are wused interchangeably. That the cleansing was a
sprinkling. Lastly that the beds could not be dipped.

We reply that nipsontai is used in reference to the hands, and bap-
tizo in reference to the body or whole person. That it is in the middle
voice, and means baptize themselves. That the law requires an im-
mersion of the whole person. That the Jews did thus wash them-
selves. That sprinklings were never called washings. That the bed
or table was usually a small article, easily dipped. That the Jews
declared they did dip them, and large articles a part at a time. That
the law positively required them to be put into water and rinsed.
Here then was no sprinkling or pouring, but an immersion.

He next brought up the baptism of the Holy Spirit, admitting
that it was the spirit of man that was baptized with or in the Holy
Spirit. We showed that the powers of the individual were baptized
in the power of the Spirit; they were overwhelmed by the power of
the Spirit of God. Hence, it was an overwhelming. That was not a
pouring nor a sprinkling, for the pouring out the Spirit could not be
the baptism, but the overwhelming the spirit of man by the Spirit of
God.

In no case has Mr. Hughey attempted to show directly that pour-
ing and sprinkling are baptism, but only that baptizo expresses a
result that may be reached by pouring and sprinkling.

We show that all these results, in every instance, have been
reached by immersion. He admits that immersion is baptism, but he
utterly fails to show that pour or sprinkle are meanings of baptizo, or
that pouring or sprinkling is baptism. Hence, he has failed to sus-
tain his position, and left immersion as the only action of baptism.

We have urged that our Saviour used a well-known Greek word
which had a clear and well-defined meaning. Mr. Hughey, while
unable to deny this, has utterly failed to tell us what that clearly-
defined meaning was, but has endeavored to make it as indefinite and
obscure as he could.

We have argued that he commanded a physical action to be done,
for baptism is not a mental internal act. Not denying this, Mr.
Hughey has failed to tell what action our Saviour commanded. He
performs an act to obey the command. He immerses men. Is not
that the act, or did our Saviour leave three commands. He must



168 DEBATE ON THE MODE OF BAPTISM.

have done so to express that such distinct acts, as pour, sprinkle, or
immerse

We have urged that all positive ordinances require some specific
act, and can be obeyed by but one act, for that act is the ordinance.
That no positive command can be obeyed by three entirely different
acts. Mr. Hughey utterly failed to meet this. Hence it is proved,
and as he admits immersion to be an act of obedience to the positive
ordinance, it is the only act.

We next ask Mr. Hughey if the Greek language has not verbs
which express the specific action expressed in English by the words
dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, and immerge? He admits
this. Is not baptizo a principal one? He dare not deny it. Then
can it mean also pour and sprinkle? Can he name any verb which
represents three entirely distinct acts, like pour, sprinkle, and im-
merse?

We ask him if it has not verbs for pour and sprinkle? He admits
it has. Is baptizo one? He can not claim that such is the case; but
insists that rantizo and cheo are the verbs for pour and sprinkle. We
ask him to translate pour and sprinkle into Greek. He dare not use
baptizo, but must use raino, or rantizo and cheo.

We ask him to translate "I pour thee" into Greek. He dare not
say "baptizo se,” but "cheo se." We ask him to translate "I sprinkle
thee" into Greek. He dare not say "baptizo se" but "raino se;"

hence, conversely, "baptizo se.” can not mean "I pour thee,” or "I
sprinkle thee," or pouring and sprinkling are not baptism.
He can and must translate "I immerse thee,” by "baptizo se" if

he follows the analogy and usage of the Greek language.

Mr. Hughey claimed that baptizo was a verb of result, and not of
specific action, but utterly failed to sustain his position. We then
showed that in the three hundred and eighty-three times in which the
word had occurred in the Greek literature that has been examined in
reference to this question, that it is applied to the ordinance eighty
times in the New Testament and is only transferred into English. In
over two hundred and eighty of the remaining instances it is rendered
dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, and immerge. In the
remaining few instances it is rendered by wash, or some such word, and
the action was undeniably an immersion, and the word could be so
rendered and should be.

Hence we urged on him that the word was one that peculiarly
expressed the specific action expressed in English by dip, plunge,
immerge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, and its few secondary mean-
ings are always accomplished by this specific act, and can be rendered
by words which express it. He fails to set this aside.

We next call his attention to this great fact, subversive of his whole
position, that if the entire extant Greek were to be translated into
English, we would have the words dip, plunge, immerse, submerge,
immerge, overwhelm, many hundred times. They would occur in
over nine cases out of ten as translations of baptizo and bapto.
Hence baptizo and bapto are pre-eminently the words, which, in Greek,
expressed the specific action which is expressed in English by three
nearly synonymous words.
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We would have pour and sprinkle many hundred times also, but
never once as a translation of bapto or baptizo. Hence they never
mean pour or sprinkle, and our Saviour, when he used baptizo, used a
word which expressed the specific action dip or immerse, and excluded
the actions pour or sprinkle.

As a rebutting argument Mr. Hughey assumes that if baptizo means
any thing, it means go to the bottom and stay there. Wants to know
how we get the person out. Also claims if | do not admit this | deny
specific action. | reply that we do not accept any such meaning, for
no authority or classic quotation will sustain it. We get our im-
mersed persons out just as he does. The force that takes them out is
not in the word, but in the arms of the administrator. Common sense
answers all such quibbles, or rather would treat them as too absurd to
be met. But Mr. Hughey here very clearly admits that baptizo ex-
presses an act that places one under water.

He then appeals to the divers washings or baptisms mentioned in
Hebrews, claiming that they mean the sprinklings as well as the bath-
ings of the law. We deny it, because a sprinkling in no case can be
a wishing. It refers to the washings of the person or bathing of the
whole person, or divers immersions.

He then quotes the fathers, not to show that pouring and sprinkling
are baptism, or that they called them such, or described baptism as a
pouring or sprinkling, but to show that they used the word baptizo in
places where it may mean something else than immerse.

We offer to translate every passage by immerse if the original is
given. He attempts to evade the force of this by thrusting out to me
the passages already translated, without a word of the original, and
asks me to translate the sentences from the English translation.

He quotes the passages contrasting baptism with heathen and Jew-
ish sprinklings, and assumes that because both are spoken of as puri-
fications, that the action is the same in each—as they were sprinklings
the Christian purification or baptism must be also. We show the
fallacy of any such forced analogy, by showing in the same way that
action in inaugurating our President, according to such reasoning,
must be crowning. We and the British people both call the induction
of our chief ruler into office an inauguration. We both inaugurate.
They crown their Sovereign, hence we must crown our President.

We then quote the fathers when they describe the ordinance of
baptism and tell us what they do, beginning with Barnabas, the com-
panion of Paul, and they all say they immerse, that baptism is an
immersion—say they go down into the water—imitate the burial of
our Saviour—are born of the water, thus both directly and figuratively
describing baptism as an immersion in every case.

Mr. Hughey finally appeals to the classics. He brings up the
case of the sword plunged into the neck of Echiclus, and endeavors, not
to show that it was poured or sprinkled, but that it could not be im-
mersed. We show it was plunged into his neck, and baptizo has just
that meaning in the passage.

Next he quotes Rice's famous blister-plaster. We show that it was
not a blister-plaster, but a pessary, and must be dipped in oil before
insertion. He next quotes the tow baptized with oil. We show that
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common-sense would saturate the tow by dipping it in the oil. Next
the mass of iron baptized with or in water, assuming (to make his point)
that the mass was too large to be dipped in water. We show that it
could be handled, for a man drew it out of the fire, and common-sense
knows a blacksmith plunges or dips iron to cool it.

Next we had the pouring of sea water on wine, called baptizing
Bacchus or wine in the sea. We show that this does not mean pour
or sprinkle, but mix, for the pouring was done to the sea water, not to
the wine—that the wine was covered or overwhelmed by the sea water.
Lastly, that the use of baptizo here is rejected by Greek critics, who
place in aliduein or alibduein. Finally, were it correct, he at last has
a place where baptizo means mix, one case in several hundreds, and on
this he predicates pouring and sprinkling.

He next brings up Origen's expression, "be baptized as to your
souls from anger,” or have your souls baptized from anger, and wants
to know how we are baptized from anger or immersed from anger.
We reply, we are cleansed from the guilt and sin of anger by immer-
sion, according to Origen, just as we are sprinkled from our evil con-
science by the blood of Christ, by sprinkling.

He then appeals to the overwhelming of the wood and altar on
Mount Carmel, recorded in 1 Kings xxix., which Origen calls a bap-
tism. We show that twelve barrels, or several hundred gallons of
water were poured on the wood, till it was overwhelmed or covered
with water, and this overwhelming, and not the pouring, is called a
baptism, and that overwhelming or covering was what added to the
greatness of the miracle, when the fire from heaven licked up the
sacrifice, the wood and the water.

He next appeals to the case of the general dipping his hand in
blood, and grossly perverts it, quoting it that he baptized the shield
in blood, and wants to know if he could dip the shield? We, from
the original, show that it was his hand and not the shield, for he took
away the shield and dipped his hand in blood for the purpose of
writing on the trophy he erected.

He next quoted a passage from Plutarch, grossly perverting it also,
and making his point against immersion by means of his perversion.
He represented the soldiers as baptizing themselves from wine casks,
and asks how they could dip themselves from wine casks. We
showed from the original that they dipped with cups from the wine
casks and drank to each other. He next read from one of the fathers
of a soldier being sealed in jail, and where there was a washing and
the Lord's Supper spoken of. We showed that the washing was not
necessarily a baptism, any more than it would be in a similar expres-
sion in English. That he had not shown that were it baptism, the sol-
dier could not be immersed. That not baptism, but the eucharist,
was regarded a seal, hence there was no baptism in the account.

Evidently beaten in his appeal to the classics, for every passage he
brought forward was a clear case of dipping or immersion, he next
appealed to the Scriptures, not to show that pouring and sprinkling
are baptism, but to find petty difficulties in the way of immersion.
He don't see how three thousand could be immersed. We show that
they could be immersed as fast as poured or sprinkled. That the
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twelve apostles could immerse them in four hours, at the rate of one
per minute; or the eighty apostles and disciples in forty minutes.
Next, "John baptized all Judea in Jordan." The objection is not
against immersion, but against their being baptized at all, and falsifies
the word of God. The language is highly figurative, a strong hyper-
bole. No water at Pentecostt We show the utter absurdity of sup-
posing millions could be assembled where there was not water enough
to immerse three thousand. We show also that there were eight large
pools open to all Jerusalem, covering in the aggregate fifteen or
twenty acres of ground, and that once a year a great multitude, per-
haps as many as were at Pentecost, rushed en masse into one of these
pools, Bethesda. He then perverted the case of the jailer, asserting
he was baptized in his house. We showed this to be false, for after
he was baptized he brought them into the house. He also perverted
the account of the baptism at the house of Cornelius, representing
Peter as saying, "Why can not water be brought that these may be
baptized?" We show that the companions of the apostles say they
were led to the water, and not the water brought to them.

He next perverted the account of Saul of Tarsus, representing
Ananias as saying, "Stand up and be baptized." We quoted Paul
when he said he was buried in baptism, or immersed. Next John was
represented as baptizing in Bethabara, a house, and of course did not
immerse. We showed from Judges vii. that Bethabara was a city on
the Jordan, at the lower ford, as its name indicated, house of the ford,
and that John was baptizing in Jordan, at or in Bethabara.

He next attempted to pervert the prepositions construed with
baptizo. John was baptizing at the Jordan. Why not preach at
those days, preach at the wilderness, baptize at the Holy Spirit and
fire? Such nonsense does he make of the word. Christ came up
from the water? No, for he was in the water. He went up out of it.

Philip and the eunuch went down to or at a certain water. We
showed that the words elthon and epi brought them to the water, and
they went down into the water and came up out of the water. We
showed that in every case he rejected the almost invariable meaning
of the words, and assumed far-fetched meanings entirely unwarranted
by the context. If these words do not place Christ and the eunuch in
the water, there are no words in the Greek language that can do it.

He then produced his great picture-book argument. We showed
that they were painted amid the darkness of the Romish Church, at
least one thousand years after Christ, and probably much later, and
were merely the opinions of Romish painters, probably little acquainted
with the Bible or history.

He next appealed to early writers. We showed that he assumed
baptism to be meant, when there was no such idea in the passage.
Assumed that it could not be immersion, when he was not able to
show that it could not easily be performed.

We showed also that he came no nearer the time of Christ and his
apostles than nearly two hundred years, or more than double the time
we have been a people, and what mighty changes have taken place in
that time! That celibacy, purgatory, worship of saints, began at the
same time with sprinkling, a kindred abomination of the Man of Sin.
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We showed also that the fathers all immersed. That they regarded
pouring and sprinkling as changes of the ordinance. Denied sprink-
ling to be baptism, (lave the first recorded case of sprinkling, and
first mention of pouring, and showed both were denied to be apostolic
baptism.

We showed when and where and how sprinkling and pouring were
gradually introduced, and were resisted for hundreds of years as inno-
vations.

We now ask attention to the following defects in Mr. Hughey's
argument: He does not commence, as he should, by showing that
pour and sprinkle are meanings of the word baptizo, the word our
Saviour used in the command, but he skips over all its primary and
real meanings, and attempts to show that in a few instances, out of
four hundred, that it may mean something else besides immerse. He
then attempts to determine the ordinance from these few figurative
meanings, instead of the hundreds of primary renderings.

He places dyeing, washing, and cleansing, the effect, before dipping,
the cause of these effects, thus violating every rule of language, which
places the act or cause as the real and primary meaning, and the effect
as the secondary meaning, because produced by that action or cause.

He then attempts to show that these few secondary meanings or
results may be accomplished also figuratively by pouring and sprink-
ling, and though he knows they are almost invariably produced by
immersion, he assumes that pouring and sprinkling are therefore
baptism.

He next asserts that because baptizo, as he says, means wash, it
can be used interchangeably with it, therefore pouring and sprinkling
are baptism. A most illogical assumption, for washing is always done
by immersion.

He then asserts baptizo is a verb of result and not of specific action,
but utterly fails to sustain his assertion by a single lexicon, classical
quotation, or any authority.

His argument against its being a verb of specific action, because
it has a few figurative meanings, which however are given because
invariably accomplished by one specific act, would set aside every verb
in the Greek and English languages, and leave us not a word in either
to express any specific action.

H,s attempts to befog the question with figurative and sacred
meanings, and utterly failing to show that baptizo ever had any fig-
urative or sacred meaning which changed its common and classical
meaning, and especially to show that pour or sprinkle were among
these meanings.

His quotations from the fathers, assuming baptism to be spoken of,
where it was never mentioned, and that contrasted things are inter-
changeable.

His shallow picture-argument. What must be the condition of a
man who will clutch at such straws as that?

His utter failure to find pouring and sprinkling, nearer than about
two hundred vyears after Christ, and amid the abominations of the
Man of Sin, and then under protest and condemnation, as a change of
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the ordinance, foisted in by false doctrines of the importance of bap-
tism, and administered only in necessity.

His attempts to evade plain scriptural arguments, virtually falsi-
fying the Scriptures by quibbles about the want of water, the want of
time, etc.

His gross perversions and distortions of the Scripture language,
in torturing the prepositions and other plain Greek words, to evade
the force of the argument in favor of immersion, and his false ver-
sion of the jailer's baptism.

His utter failure to meet our argument on the nature of positive
ordinances, and also on verbs of special physical action. .

His utter failure to meet our argument that bapto and baptizo are
pre-eminently the words, which, in Greek, mean immerse.

His utter failure to meet our argument on the convertibility of the
words baptizo and immerse.

His sophistry on the figurative references to baptism, spending
nearly a whole speech to argue immersion out of a passage, arguing all
sense out of it to do so, evidently being lather willing to make non-
sense of God's word, than to admit immersion.

His roundabout far-fetched way of reaching his conclusion, and
when he has reached it, it is not the proposition.

His utter failure to sustain his position by classical author-
ity, such as lexicons, learned men, and classical quotations, or by his-
tory.

His utter failure to give you one passage of Scripture that you can
repeat, and rest his position on it.

Such are some of the many failures and errors in the gentleman's
argument. Want of time compels me to omit many that | might
specify.

We will now review our argument, and we may have to repeat in
our review, to make it complete, some things that we have already
advanced. We used them in our review of Mr. Hughey's arguments
to show their force in refuting his position. We now repeat them to
show their force in sustaining mine.

We began by reminding you of the fact that Christ, when giving
the commission or organic law of his church, commanded three dis-
tinct things to be done. There is no dispute about the first and last,
but we see men performing three entirely different and distinct actions,
as acts of obedience to the second. | accept only one. Pie accepts
this and two more, and as he is to establish the validity of two I deny,
he is properly on the affirmative.

As it is asked why we are so tenacious about the act per-
formed, we reply that Christ gave it as one of the two ordinances he
enjoined on his people, when he gave the organic law of his kingdom,
and it can be performed only once. Hence, an act that was thought
by the great Lawgiver of sufficient importance to be placed in the or-
ganic law of his kingdom, as one of the two great ordinances he gave
his subjects, and stands as the crowning act of man's assuming the
most important relation he ever assumes, that of a son and heir of
God, and joint heir with Christ, and can be performed but once for
all time and eternity, must be of paramount importance in design and
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action, and we can not be too tenacious of the very act commanded.
Ail governments are very tenacious in requiring the performance of
just what they command in such ordinances.

Baptism is a positive ordinance or command. Positive commands
enjoin some specific act, not before meritorious, for some end, usually
ceremonial or disciplinary. The merit is not in the act, abstractly
considered, but in the act as performed in obedience to proper au-
thority.

As they enjoin a specific act, they can be obeyed only in that act.
This action is essential to obedience to the command, for the act per-
formed in the way commanded, is the command or ordinance.

Hare we lay down this great truth: No positive command can be
obeyed by three entirely distinct and different physical acts.

Since positive ordinances are designed by God to secure obedience
—as tests of obedience—to exhibit our loyalty to him, to distinguish
his loyal subjects from those who are not, to cultivate a proper spirit
of veneration and submission to him, and keep alive our zeal
and devotion to his government; God has been very tenacious in
exacting obedience to his positive commands, requiring the very
things he commanded, for without this obedience, without this
act, these great ends would not be accomplished. Every govern-
ment, society, and organization has its positive ordinances, and regards
them as of vital importance, and could not exist without them, and ex-
act obedience to them.

We enforced this thought by referring to the cases of Cain and
Abel, Lot's wife, Moses at the rock of Horeb, Korah, Dathan and Abi-
ram, Nadab and Abihu, Phineas and Hophni, Saul's disobedience in
the war with Amelek, the men of Bethshemesh, Uzziah, and the con-
demnation of the Israelites for their sacrifice of lean and fatted calves.
God wants obedience—wants what he commanded, especially when
he has now but two positive commands, and this one at the entrance
into his kingdom, can be obeyed but once, and he will require the act
he commanded, for that alone is obedience.

A drop is not as good as an ocean, if God commanded the ocean
instead of the drop. Nor will the sophistry about the mode being in-
different if the heart be right do, for if the heart be right it will in-
quire for, and do just what God commanded.

The query is, what was the specific act God commanded in this
command? God used human language to convey his commands to men,
and he used words in them of a common and ordinarily accepted
meaning. This is always especially true of his positive commands.
He does not enjoin a new act in this command, but he takes a well-
known act, requiring it to be done in a certain manner, and when thus
performed, it constitutes an ordinance in his church. He gives no
new meaning to the word expressing the act to be performed that
changes the act.

The act, and the way it is performed, constitutes the ordinance, and
not a new act.

In recording the three things commanded in the commission the
Holy Spirit uses three common and well-known Greek words; words
that had then a clearly-defined and well-accepted meaning, and uses
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them in that meaning. As there is no dispute about the first and last
we will inquire what does the second mean? The Holy Spirit used
baptizo, a well-known and very common Greek word, with a clearly-
defined and well-accepted meaning, and he uses it in that meaning.

We have already set aside all mystification about literal and figu-
rative meanings, and about sacred and classical meanings, and no at-
tempt has even been made to show that baptizo has a sacred or figu-
rative meaning that changes its classical or literal meaning. It is
merely mentioned to mystify and throw dust.

We confine the inquiry to baptizo and reject all allusion to bapto,
because baptizo is the word used alone in the ordinance, and does not
take one class of the meanings of bapto; and these meanings we re-
ject are the very ones our opponents use to muystify the subject. This
we sustain by an appeal to Stuart and Carson, who sustain it by many
pages of quotations.

Then the question is, "What does the Greek word baptizo mean?
As the language is no longer spoken, we appeal to lexicons, classical
usage, learned men, history, and other authorities. We affirm that
baptizo is a verb which, in Greek, represents one clearly-defined, spe-
cific physical act, or has, as secondary meanings, results that are
accomplished by that act, and it is always implied in the results when
they are used as secondary meanings of baptizo. That our Saviour
made this act, performed in a certain way, an ordinance in his church,
but did not change the action expressed by the word, or the meaning of
the word, and that this act alone is obedience to the ordinance, for
the act is the ordinance.

To sustain this we appeal—

1. To lexicons. These are compiled by learned men, who have made
the language a life-study. They compare all passages where the
word occurs—appeal to history—to translations made into other lan-
guages—to the context, and from all these determine the meaning of
the word. We have quoted thirty-three standard lexicons, compiled
by learned men, speaking as scholars and impartial men, and they say
baptizo means dip, plunge, immerse, submerge, overwhelm, immerge,
as results reached by the spec fie act expressed by these words. A
large number, and the best of them, and all who have spoken of the
point, say that it has these meanings, because these results are all ac-
complished by this one specific action. Many of the best say it can
have no other meaning but this specific act and such results. Hence,
as not one gives any meaning that conflicts with this specific act, and
all give meanings that are this specific act, or necessarily imply it, we
claim that we prove by the lexicons it is a word which invariably ex-
presses or implies this specific act. A large number of the best tes-
tify that pouring and sprinkling are utterly out of the question.

2. We appealed to seventeen authors of lexicons of other lan-
guages, who had translated baptizo, and to encyclopedists, and they
all gave the same testimony.

3. We appealed to fifty-eight eminent scholars, divines, commen-
tators, theologians and historians, who were deeply versed in the
Greek language, and literature, and the Scriptures, and they all gave
the same testimony.
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4. We appealed to nearly seventy learned men, historians, scholars,
divines, commentators, and encyclopedists, for the usage of the apos-
tolic church, and they said it was invariably immersion.

These lexicographers, historians, scholars, divines, commentators
and encyclopedists were members of churches who poured and
sprinkled; hence their prejudices, when they began the investigation,
were against exclusive immersion, but as scholars and honest men,
and as writers of books which were to fix their reputation, they testify
uniformly and unitedly for immersion. They extend throughout all
ages of the church, in all churches, and through all learned nations.

5. We verify these decisions by an appeal to classic usage. In 3C3
times that the word occurs in the Greek | have before me, it is in the
New Testament transferred 80 times. In the remaining 283 times it
is translated directly by immerse as an equivalent word 280 times. In
the two or three times it is translated wash, it implies immersion, and
should be so translated. In the 80 times it is transferred it can and
should be translated immerse. Hence classic usage triumphantly sus-
tains the lexicons, and our position.

6. We next appealed to over thirty fathers and early writers, some
of whom were fellow-laborers of Paul and the apostles, some of whom
had doubtless seen them baptize, and been baptized by them, and they
all give baptism as immersion, and give that alone.

7. We next give the history of sprinkling and pouring, as given by
the fathers, and learned men, historians, divines, commentators, and
encyclopedists, and over seventy of these men, extending through all
ages of the church, and through all civilized nations, and through all
prominent pouring and sprinkling churches, and they all say that
these acts were introduced by false ideas of baptism, and were re-
garded as changes and perversions of the ordinance, and were resisted
by the churches for thirteen hundred years as innovations.

8. We next appeal to the usage of the Greek, OIld Latin, Anglican,
Ethiopic and Waldensian churches. These all testify in favor of im-
mersion, and have practiced it alone, they say, from the days of the
apostles, from whom they have received it.

9. We next appeal to our argument based on the nature of positive
ordinances. They enjoin one specific act, and all admit immersion to
be a specific act of baptism, and as there can be but one specific act
which is obedience to the command, that specific act is immersion
alone.

10. We next appeal to the law concerning verbs expressing physical
action, which no one can deny. No verb can represent two, much less
three, entirely different specific physical acts. All obey the command
baptize by a physical act. All admit immersion to be a physical act
that will obey the command, hence the command can be obeyed by no
other, and immersion alone is the act which obeys the command.

11. We next appeal to this great fact—were all extant Greek lit-
erature translated into English, the words dip, plunge, immerse, sub-
merge, overwhelm, immerge, would occur several hundred times. In
more than nine cases out of ten they would occur as translations of
bapto and baptizo. Hence these words pre-eminently represent in
Greek the specific action expressed in English by the words dip,
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plunge, immerse, etc.; and our Saviour, in using the most restricted
word baptizo, did, in the plainest manner that human language would
permit, command that specific act.

12. We next appeal to the fact that "I pour or sprinkle thee" can not
be translated by "baptizo se,” hence it can not be baptism; but "I
immerse thee," can be so translated, and must be if we follow the
analogy of the language; hence immersion is baptism, and pouring
and sprinkling are not, or immersion alone is baptism.

13. We next appeal to the great truth that no lexicographer,
scholar, or commentator, nor has my opponent, dared to give pour or
sprinkle as renderings of baptizo, or even dared to translate a sentence
in which it occurs by pour and sprinkle. Hence it can not mean pour
or sprinkle, as pouring and sprinkling are not baptism, and as these
three acts are the only ones claimed to be baptism, this leaves immer-
sion alone as baptism.

14. We next appeal to the great fact that were the entire Greek lit-
erature translated into the English we should have pour and sprinkle
many hundred times, but never once as a translation of baptizo, hence
it never meant pour and sprinkle in Greek, and pouring and sprinkling
are not baptism; and this leaves immersion alone as baptism.

15. We next appeal to the exact nature of the Greek language, which
is fully carried out in the Scriptures. In the Septuagint and New
Testament when translated, dip occurs thirty-two times, and twenty-
eight times as a translation of baptizo and bapto, and in every case the
whole person or thing is dipped. When translated wash it (baptizo™)
means an immersion of the whole person. Pour and sprinkle occur
over one hundred times each, and not once as translations of bapto
or baptizo. Which act, then, did our Saviour mean when he said bap-
tize? He meant dip, the only action that it expresses in the Bible,
when used aside from the ordinance. As our Saviour used it in its
plain meaning, it means in the ordinance the same it does elsewhere, as
it always means dip or immerse.

16. We appeal next to the translators of the Bible into other
languages. All made in the days of the early church translate it
immerse. All who translate instead of transferring it, translate it
immerse. Not one renders it pour or sprinkle. Hence it means im-
merse.

17. We next appeal to the law of substitution. A meaning of a
word should make good sense when substituted for it. Pour and
sprinkle will make nonsense when substituted for baptize. Immerse
will make sense, and is demanded by the context, hence baptism is
immersion alone.

18. Next we appeal to the prepositions construed with baptizo.
They make fools of Christ and his apostles, if they were sprinkled
or poured, or practiced them. They are just what immersion requires;
hence immersion alone is baptism.

19. We next appeal to the figurative uses of baptism. A sprink-
ling or pouring of suffering—sprinkling or pouring in the Holy Spirit,
and a burial in sprinkling and pouring? Sheer nonsense! An im-
mersion in sufferings—an immersion of the faculties of the person in
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the power of the Holy Spirit, and a burial in immersion are in accord-
ance with fact and sense. Hence immersion alone is baptism.

20. We next appeal to the places where baptism was performed.
They exactly accord with immersion, but make fools of John, Jesus
and his disciples if they sprinkled or poured. Hence immersion
alone is baptism.

21. We appeal to this great fact. God never commanded water
alone to be poured or sprinkled on any person for any purpose, moral
or religious. Hence they are not baptism, and immersion alone is
baptism.

22. We next appeal to the absurdity of the objections to immer-
sion. So contemptible and so weak are they, that we will not notice
them. If they are all that can be urged against it, then it is as clear
as sunlight that immersion is baptism, and immersion alone.

23. We next appeal to the fact that in the cases of Groves', the
first American edition of Donnegan's Greek lexicon, and also the first
edition of Liddell and Scott, attempts were made to foist in meanings
that would favor pouring and sprinkling. These sprinkling and pour-
ing authors had to throw them out as untenable, and leave dip, and
words that are in accordance with it. Hence immersion alone is
baptism.

21. We appeal next to the instincts of mankind. All accept im-
mersion, and were an annunciation to-day made from heaven, in the
ear of every man and woman that God would accept but one
act, and that none could be saved but those who had performed that
one act, and leave it to human judgment to decide what is that act,
there would be a dipping in every stream in Christendom; and no one
would trouble about where water could be found and how so many
could be immersed, nor about its decency or the coldness of the water.
This shows where common-sense lies. It seems to me as though God
in his word has spoken almost as plainly, and men ought to heed it,
and not pervert and give the lie to his word, as they virtually do.

25. Lastly, we appeal to the results of impartial investigation.
When men who have been sprinkled or poured, who were reared in
churches which sprinkle and pour, with all their prejudices and pre-
possessions, are, as honest men and scholars, compelled to testify so
unanimously and uniformly in favor of immersion, and against pour-
ing and sprinkling, can pouring and sprinkling be baptism? Can
baptism be anything but immersion—immersion alone?

We have summoned our witnesses from every age, from every civ-
ilized nation, from all churches, from among those who in practice are
against us, and we have from the hundreds of authors, lexicographers,
divines, historians, commentators and encyclopedists but one uniform
declaration; and against their own practice in a majority of cases.
How can you dispute such an array of testimony? We have found
the Bible, the early companions of the apostles, and the decisions of
these men, to be that immersion alone is the one apostolic, scriptural
baptism, left by the Son of God to his church. Will you accept it as
such?

In conclusion let us enforce what we have said by this illustration:
Suppose you were about to purchase a lot of land, and three pieces
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were offered you. When you inquire concerning the title, you are
told that many believe the title to the first to be good, but many of
the best lawyers pronounce it good for nothing; the same is true of
the second, but no one disputes the validity of the title to the third.
Which would you, as men of sense, purchase? The one concerning
which there was no dispute.

Three practices or acts of baptism are before the world. The
most learned and best men of all ages have disputed the scriptural
origin of pouring and sprinkling; but all agree that immersion is
valid, As wise men choose that which the common-sense of all
men in all ages approve as correct.

My opponent has frequently compared me to David, because | was
unwilling to wear the armor of my Saul, Bro. Campbell. | refused
it because "God had not chosen it" | choose my own shepherd's
sling, and with a few pebbles selected from the clear stream of
God's truth, have | met this Goliath, whose spear is as a weaver's
beam, its head six hundred shekels' weight—this champion who has
defied so long the soldiers of God's primitive truth—the hero of a
score of victories (if we believe his boasting); and as of old the
boaster lies prostrate before the simple pebble he so much despised
in the hands of the diminutive David. If the disparity in ability
is so great as he has so vauntingly claimed, with such a result who
can doubt on which side God's word is found?
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PROPOSITION FOR DISCUSSION.

Christian Baptism is in Order to the Remission of the Past Sins of the
Penitent Believer. BRADEN affirms.

MR. BRADEN'S OPENING SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—The prop-
osition just read in your hearing, and which | am to affirm, is a very plain
one, and it seems to me to be as plainly taught by God's word. All men
admit that man needs reformation and salvation from the practice, guilt
and punishment of sin. All believers of the Bible believe that
it reveals God's great scheme for man's redemption, and all such be-
lievers believe also God must devise and reveal the plan. As God is
infinite in power, wisdom, and mercy, we would naturally expect that
the way would be so plain, that every responsible being could
comprehend it, and that all men would agree concerning this plan.
The Bible declares that "a wayfaring man, though a fool, shall not err
therein.”

But when we examine the teaching of our religious leaders, we
are confounded by the babel of contradictory voices that arise. The
Universalist tells us all will be unconditionally saved, the Calvinist that
God has chosen a few without regard to merits, and passed the rest as
persons doomed to wrath, the Methodist, that we are so depraved as to
be incapable of a good volition, and unless the Spirit of God, by im-
mediate operation on our hearts, removes this inability, we can never
turn to God; and so we might enumerate several conflicting theories.
Thus, this most important of all questions, has been so darkened by
words without knowledge, that no one knows what is meant by many
of the phrases of modern theology. "Getting religion,” "change of
heart,” "new birth,” "conversion," "regeneration,” are terms used to
express, no one knows what, for we are told that this process is as in-
tangible as the blowing of the, wind.

Now we assume that the Bible is a perfect revelation of the an-
swer to this all important question. "What shall | do to be saved?"
We believe that the Bible was given in human language, that men
might understand it, and we appeal to it, believing we can understand
it. Believing that Jesus came to save men from their sins, we look to
him for an answer. If | require more than my opponent in answer-
ing this question, let the words of the Son of God decide which is
correct. If all that | believe to be necessary for the remission of
sins, be not found in his language, let the untaught terms be cast out.
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When our Saviour gave the great commission to his apostles, he
gave the organic law of his kingdom. In it were contained the
germs of all the great truths his disciples afterward announced to the
world. The disciples were to "go forth and make disciples of all the
nations, to baptize them into the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit, and teach them to observe all things whatso-
ever he had commanded them." Concerning the design of the first
and last one, we have no dispute, but to the second, we give entirely
different designs.

Christ certainly had some design in giving all of his command.
All of God's commands have a design, and that design can not be
accomplished without the obedience to the command. Hence, to me,
none of God's commands are non-essentials. We, do not believe the
infinite God of the universe ever gave commands that were non-
essentials. God's commands may be divided into moral, physical,
and positive. All his positive commands have not only one clear-
ly-defined specific action, but they have also but one well-defined
object. As this object can not be inferred, as in the case of
moral commands, it must be clearly stated in connection with the
command.

As God has an object in all his commands, they are to be obeyed
by all who are addressed in them. Man secures God's approval by a
heartfelt obedience of his commands, and incurs his displeasure by
his disobedience. Man has no right or warrant in the word of God,
to set God's laws to one side as non-essentials, nor to change the order
of his arrangements, or the design for which his commands were
given.

To remove some prejudice, we will mention some circumstances
that modify man's responsibility. As man is finite in knowledge
and ability, he is not responsible for not obeying a law of which he is
ignorant. This extends even to those who have been incorrectly
taught. Care should be taken here, however, to guard against an
abuse of this, for it will not cover or screen self-imposed ignorance.

Men are not guilty for not obeying a law which they can not obey.
God never requires impossibilities. This principle extends to moral,
as well as positive law. All are required to believe the gospel, and
we are told that "without faith it is impossible to please God." Yet
the heathen never believed what Paul tells us that "they who have
not the law, are judged without the law, being a law unto themselves,
their consciences excusing and accusing one another." God, we are
told, in times of ignorance winked at sin. Christ tells us he allowed
certain things among the Jews on account of the hardness of their
hearts. Jesus tells the Jews that if he had not wrought his miracles,
they would have been without sin. The deaf mute never believes un-
til he is taught and reads the gospel. God denounced the false teach-
ers in his ancient people, and excused to a great extent at least their
dupes. Hence we conclude, as mercy and justice dictate, that human
responsibility is modified by human knowledge and ability.

Man is not required to obey a law till it is given. God's Jewish
law of ceremonies was binding on no one till given. God has had
moral and positive conditions of pardon in all dispensations. Un-
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der the patriarchal dispensation, we read of prayer and sacri-
fice alone. Under the Jewish, a more elaborate law. Under the
Christian, a simple law, an all-pervading rule of internal conduct
suited to man's more advanced condition. His moral conditions of
pardon have always been the same, only more fully developed as man
advanced. He has changed his positive conditions of pardon, and can
change them when his purposes can be better subserved by something
else.

We will now apply these principles to the case before us. Should
we find that baptism is for the remission of sins, we would re-
gard it as a condition only when man knows it to be such, and can
obey it. We would modify it just as one would the law demanding
faith. God does not require impossibilities. The law requiring bap-
tism in the name of 'Jesus was first proclaimed to the world at Jerusa-
lem and on the day of Pentecost. Before that time it was required
of no one. John's baptism was merely preparatory, and not in the
name of Jesus. Even after Pentecost, men like Cornelius and Apol-
los were accepted of God if they wrought righteousness according to
the light they had. But when Peter or Priscilla taught them the
way of the Lord more perfectly, they had other things to do to be
saved.

By a common-sense application of these principles, we exclude
from the purview of this question all the OIld Testament saints, the
thief on the cross, and those who repent and can not be baptized; also
it relieves us from all concern concerning our good old fathers and
mothers. If they lived up to the light they had, they are in the
hands of him who doeth all things well. We are now to inquire what
is the law of the Lord, and what is our whole duty? Thus modified,
we propose to affirm that: "Since the day of Pentecost, in all cases
where proper instruction has been given in the gospel plan of pardon,
baptism is one of the conditions of the remission of the past sins of
a penitent believer, when obedience to that command is possible."

We say one of the conditions, but not the only one, and a condi-
tion efficacious only in the case of the penitent believer. We propose to
prove this affirmation by an appeal to the law of pardon as announced
and discussed, in various places in the New Testament, by Christ and
his apostles. We will lay down the following canon of interpretation,
by which we shall be guided in all our investigations, in discussing this
proposition. (Bottom 1/4 of page from hard copy cut out).



186 DEBATE ON THE DESIGN OF BAPTISM.

Let us take the law of naturalization as an illustration. The alien
must come to this country, live here three years, demean himself as a
law-abiding citizen. He then goes before the proper court and there
declares his intention to become a subject of the United States. He
must live here two years longer, demean himself as a law-abiding citi-
zen, and then go before a proper tribunal and renounce his allegiance
to all foreign potentates and powers, and take an oath of allegiance to
the Constitution and Government of the United States. He is then
a citizen.

These conditions of citizenship are mentioned in several sections,
each section giving generally but one step. Now citizenship can not
depend on less than is mentioned in each section, but it does depend on
more and other conditions mentioned in other sections, and to learn
all the conditions, we study the whole law, and combine all the condi-
tions. Citizenship depends on all these conditions, taken in their pro-
per order. The foreigner can not reject one as a non-essential, nor can
he say, "I will do it after | become a citizen," for he can not become
a citizen without it.

In like manner we must examine the law of pardon, the law inform-
ing us how we become citizens of Christ's kingdom, and though but
one condition may be mentioned in a place, we are not to conclude
that it is the only condition, nor because other conditions are men-
tioned in other places, that the scriptures clash, for they nowhere de-
clare that any one of these is the only condition of pardon. On the
contrary we are to examine the whole discussion of pardon by Christ
and his apostles, and take all the conditions that they mention, as the
logical train of thought demands, and combine all of them, for all
have their legitimate office in procuring for man this great result—par-
don; and they must have their proper order. We can not omit one,
for God has no non-essentials, nor can we change God's order and place
a condition of pardon after pardon as an act of Christian obedience,
for we can not obtain pardon without complying with God's terms, and
we can not change his law. Pardon is an act performed by God, and
we can not change his law, or compel pardon as we please.

Having thus prepared the way for our investigations, we now take
up the law of pardon, and inquire if baptism is one of the conditions
of the remission of sins. Let me here say that the conversion of the
sinner is a progressive work. It is not accomplished by any one sin-
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tear them asunder, and place pardon where God has not placed it; for
we have no power to do so. We place baptism last, not because we re-
gard it as the most important, but because God's law places it there.
We regard it as the last condition, the crowning act of man's restora-
tion to God's favor, which he performs himself.

To remove prejudice that has arisen from theological perversions
of the scriptures, and to introduce our first argument, we will examine
the account of man's fall as given in Genesis. The scriptures say man
has wandered away from God, and has become a rebel and alien to
God's government. Then we will trace the history of his departure
and learn how he wandered away from God and his favor, premising
that he must retrace his steps to return to God. Let us then exam-
ine the account of his departure. We turn to the second chapter of
Genesis and we read:

"And the Lord God formed man out of the dust of the earth, and
he breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and he became a living
soul. And the Lord God planted a garden eastward, in Eden, and
there he put man whom he had made. And out of the ground the
Lord God made to grow every tree that is pleasant to the sight, and
good for food—the tree of life in the midst of the garden—and also
the tree of knowledge of good and evil.

"And the Lord God took man and put him in the garden to dress
it and keep it. And the Lord God commanded man saying: Of every
tree of the garden, thou mayest freely eat, but of the tree of knowledge
of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it; for in the day thou eatest
thereof, thou shalt surely die "

From thi3 account, we learn that man was created pure and sur-
rounded by pure influences, but he was subject to law as all rational
responsible beings must be; for God designed him to be voluntarily and
rationally happy. He designed that man should, with a knowledge of
the alternatives, choose good and be happy.

Man's physical nature was subject to the law of labor, development
and nourishment. A violation of this law would have been followed
by a proper punishment.

His moral nature was subject to moral law, or law which prescribed
his duty to himself, his fellow-man, and his God. The reasons for this
law are found in the nature of things, and it is obligatory on all ra-
tional beings, in all times and places, and is unchangeable; while the
nature of things remains unchanged. Man might have violated this
law and have been punished.

His will was subjected to positive law. A positive law is one
which enjoins or forbids an act, not before meritorious or wrong ab-
stractly considered. The merit is in the obedience, or the submission
of the will of the subject to rightful authority. This law is never
obligatory till it is explicitly given and can be repealed by the power
ordaining it. It always has a clearly-defined object, which is stated by
the power ordaining it, for the reason can not always be deduced from
the command, as is the case in moral law.

Physical law tests man's prudence, moral law his conscience, and
positive, law his will, or his submission to the power ordaining it.
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Obedience to physical law secures health; to moral law righteous-
ness; and to positive law, a humble and obedient disposition.

All these laws are necessary to man's full development and perfec-
tion, for his whole nature must be subject to God's government. But
as positive law is often misunderstood and objected to, we will exam-
ine it further. Often, especially with children, the reasons for moral
law can not be comprehended, and obedience to it must be positive
obedience. Such was the case with our first parents, in their early
date of childish simplicity and lack of knowledge. Obedience to pos-
itive law cultivates that spirit of implicit obedience needed in such
cases. Parents recognize the force of this, when they say that one of
the first lessons a child should learn is obedience. God designed to
teach man this lesson, in his first positive law.

Positive ordinances serve also to distinguish all who are loyal,
submissive subjects of the government, from rebels, aliens and others
who"are not. They assert the authority and dignity of the govern-
ment; and secure zeal and attachment, and keep alive the sense of the
relation existing between the government and the governed. All as-
sociations and governments have them, regard them as of vital im-
portance, and in fact could not exist without them. Were an asso-
ciation to be attempted to be formed to oppose all positive law,
it would have to commence with positive laws and ordinances. AH
Masons know how much of the existence of their order de-
pends on a strict observance of their positive ordinances and cer-
emonies. So well is this understood, that obedience to them is re-
garded as a better test of obedience, than obedience to any other
law.

Let me illustrate: Suppose when | left my home, | had called my
two oldest little boys to me and said to them, "I want you to let my pa-
pers and drawers where | keep them, entirely alone, while | am gone,"
giving no reason for the command. Shortly after | leave, Frank wants
a scrap of paper for some purpose, and proposes to go to my drawers
and get it. Bian remonstrates urging my order. Frank retorts, "l can
see no harm that can be done by taking an old scrap of paper from the
drawer." "But" says Bian, "father said, keep out of them, and
that is reason enough." While they are thus disputing, their mother
comes in and they appeal to her, and she replies, "Your father has
some important papers all arranged just as he wants them. You must
not disturb a single one." The boys go away, but who submitted
his will to the will of his father? Bian obeyed because his father com-
manded it, Frank was submissive only to his own sense of the necessity
of not disturbing the papers.

In like manner governments are jealous of any tampering with
their positive ordinances, for they are peculiarly the symbol of
the authority and dignity of the government. When the immortal
order went forth, "If any man trample on the American flag, shoot
him on the spot” why did every patriotic heart say "amen?"
Says the violator of the order: "Why it is only a rag with a
few stripes and spots called stars on it. What harm is there in
trampling on it?" The government says, "It is the symbol of the au-
thority of the government to which you owe allegiance. None but a



DEBATE OX THE DESIGN OF BAPTISM. 189

traitor's heart would prompt such an act, and as a traitor you must die.
You have trampled on the symbol of the authority of your government,
and insulted its majesty, and are doomed." Every loyal heart would
shout "amen!"

Man needed a spirit of obedience, loyalty to God's government, hu-
mility, reverence for God's authority and law—he needed to make an
acknowledgment of God's authority and of his own submission to his
authority, and to be distinguished as a loyal subject of the government
of God. All this was accomplished by the command "Thou shalt not
eat of the fruit of the tree in the midst of the garden,” so long as he
obeyed it. We think no reader and believer of the Bible will object
to what we have said on positive law.

Let us now read the account of the fall:

"Now the serpent was more subtle than any other beast of the field
which the Lord God had made. And he said to the woman, Yea hath
God said, Ye shall not eat of every tree in the garden; and the woman
said, We may eat of every tree in the garden; but of the tree in the
midst of the garden, God hath said, You shall not eat of it
neither shall you touch it, lest you die; and the serpent said to the
woman, You shall not surely die, for God doth know that in the day
thou eatest thereof, you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.

"And when the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and
that it was pleasant to the eyes, and that it was a tree to be desired to
make one wise, she took of the fruit and did eat, and gave to her hus-
band with her, and he did eat; and the eyes of both were opened, and
they were ashamed.. And they, walking in the garden in the cool of
the day, heard the voice of God, and ran and hid themselves; and
Adam said, | was afraid."

We have from this account that the tempter appealed to woman's
pride and will, saying, "Yes, God has arbitrarily said, "You shall not
eat of the fruit of that tree,’ and for no reason whatever. Don't you
see you are under an arbitrary unreasonable control?" Woman, stung
and irritated, says, "He lets us eat of every tree in the garden but one,
and he says we must not eat of that, for if we do we shall die, and that
is reason enough.”

The tempter then allays her fears by a lie, and excites her curiosity,
ambition, and love of knowledge, and rouses her will and pride by
representing the law as unjust, and a jealous, selfish restriction, for
God's selfish advantage, and to her injury. Her senses are aroused by
the fruit; her curiosity, love of knowledge, ambition, pride, and dis-
like of control were excited, and she disobeyed and fell.

Let us now analyze the successive steps, and learn when she be-
came guilty in the sight of God.

1. There was a preacher of falsehood and disobedience—falsehood
and disobedience were preached and heard; but she had not become
guilty—she had not fallen.

2. Next she disbelieved God in believing the tempter; but she had
not yet fallen. Suppose she had said to him: "What you say is rea-
sonable. Indeed 1 believe it; but God has said, 'You shall not eat
of it; and | will obey him." Would she have fallen? Certainly
not. It would have been an error of the judgment, but not a sin of
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the heart. Should one of this audience to-day before leaving home
say to his little son that he must not go into a certain field, because he
would be gored by a cross animal you had in it; and after he left a
neighboring boy were to come along, and ask the boy to go into the
field with him, and his son were to refuse, saying that his father for-
bade it; and it were to be asked by the tempter, "Well what does he
make such an order as that for?" The boy replies, "He says | will
be killed by that cross animal." "O, pshaw!" says the other, "he
went over there himself. | know what it's for. He knows you will
get some of them peaches in the field. Come, let us go over and get
some." "No," replies the boy, "father said stay out of the field.
What you say is true, no doubt, but as he said stay out | will do it."
Would the parent regard the child as guilty of disobedience? It was
an error of the judgment to believe the tempter's story, but not a sin
of the heart. In like manner woman had not become guilty when she
believed the tempter. She was not condemned for faith in the tempter,
for "faith alone.” We use these simple illustrations because the en-
tire account is simple and childlike. Modern speculation has de-
stroyed the whole history by its tremendous assumptions about "original
sin," and "Adam's federal headship,” and all such dogmas that are not
hinted in the simple, life-like Bible account.

3. She desired the result of disobedience, and became dissatisfied
with the reward of obedience; but she had not yet fallen, or become
guilty. Suppose she had said to the tempter: "Sir, | feel a strong
desire to eat such pleasant fruit, and to become as God, knowing good
and evil. | don't see why | am restricted in this way, but God has
said, "You shall not eat of it and I will not." Would she have fallen?
Certainly not.

4. She next arrayed the last part of her nature, not already in rebel-
lion against God, in opposition to his law. She resolved to disobey,
and as the act and volition were, in her case, simultaneous nearly, the
Bible makes them so, and says, "She ate and her eyes were opened, and
she was ashamed" or guilty, as she fell, and not till then.

Hearing perverted her ideas—faith in the tempter or belief in him,
her judgment or beliefs—desire, her heart or motives—disobedience,
her will, and arrayed her whole nature in opposition to the govern-
ment of God, and she became guilty, and not till then.

She disobeyed a positive law of God, and became guilty in conse-
quence of her disobedience of positive law. The sin was not in the
act abstractly considered, for had there been no command, there would
have been no sin; but in the' consideration that it was a willful viola-
tion of a known command of God. She did not sin, however, was not
guilty, was not separated from God, was not punished, till she had vio-
lated this positive law. Her disobedience of this positive law was
before and in order to her guilt, and her punishment. It was not the
only act of her fall, nor the most important act, but the last and crown-
ing act, because the nature of things placed it there No one will dis-
pute this who believes the Bible, for the Bible says, "In the day, or
when thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die." Also, "When they
had eaten, their eyes were open, and they were ashamed,” or were
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guilty. Also, "Death,” or separation from God, "entered by sin, and
sin is a transgression of the law."

Now how does man return or retrace his steps? Christ came to
reconcile or bring man back to God. He lays down the law under
which this is to be done in his last great commission to his disciples.

Matthew.—"Go make disciples of all nations, baptizing them into
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teach-
ing them to observe all things whatsoever | have commanded you."

Mark.—"Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to every
creature. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved. He that
believeth not shall be condemned."

Luke.—He said, "Thus it became necessary for Christ to suffer,
and rise again on the third day, according to the scriptures, that re-
pentance and remission of sins should be preached in all nations in his
name, beginning at Jerusalem."

From these versions of the commission we learn that man's return
to God is a progressive work, accomplished by a succession of steps or
acts.

1. The gospel must be preached, and man must hear it. He is not
jet pardoned.

2. He must believe the gospel, or have faith. He has not yet re-
turned; he is not yet pardoned; he is not yet relieved from the guilt
of sin, just as the woman had not incurred the guilt of sin, when she
believed the tempter. | know that this plain common-sense analysis
of the departure and return, makes sad havoc of many dogmas about
the "new birth,” "getting religion,” "change of heart," etc., that men
have preached; but we can not help it. We are following God's word.
Let that be true, though every man be a liar. You all assented to the
statement that the woman was not condemned for "faith alone." Now
be consistent and believe the Bible, which does not save man by "faith
alone.”

3. Man must repent—he must cease to love sin—Iloathe it and its
results, and desire peace, purity, and acceptance with God. He is not
yet pardoned, just as the woman was not yet guilty when she desired
the results of disobedience.

4. Since man has been living in rebellion against God, he must now
confess Christ before men, as did the eunuch to Philip. But he is not
yet saved, for were he to stop here his return would not be complete.
His entire nature would not yet be tested, and brought in subjection to
God's law.

5. He must next obey the positive command of God, or submit his
will to the will of God in his positive ordinance—baptism.

Then his whole nature is tested, or brought in subjection to God's
will, for he submits his will to the will of God in obeying his positive
command in baptism. The merit is not in the act alone, but in the
obedience to God's command, but this obedience can never exist with-
out baptism. Baptism, then, occupies precisely the same relation in
time and sequence, in man's return to God, that the disobedience of
the positive command, "Thou shalt not eat of it did in his de-
parture.

It has the same merit in his pardon, that disobedience of a posi-
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tive command Lad demerit in his departure. Any argument that
militates against baptism being for the remission of sins, also militates
against eating the forbidden fruit, being in order to the incurring the
guilt of sin. As man was not punished, or separated from God, till he
disobeyed a positive law, so he is not restored to divine favor, or par-
doned, till he has obeyed a positive law.

Thus every part of man's departure from God has its counterpart
in the gospel plan for man's restoration or returning, and we must
reason on the counterpart, as we do on the original fact, and assign to
it the same place and efficacy. We say—no baptism, no pardon, just as
we say—no disobedience, no punishment. We say that each step is
necessary in both cases, and without it all subsequent steps would
never be taken.

We say, no preacher of disobedience, no belief of falsehood; no
belief of falsehood, no desire for the results of disobedience; no de-
sire, no disobedience; no disobedience, no guilt, no punishment. la
like manner—no preaching, no faith; no faith, no repentance; no re-
pentance, no obedience; no obedience, or baptism, no pardon.

Thus indissolubly does God's word join these steps together. Let
my opponent beware how he reasons on baptism for the remission of
sins, for the arguments he wields against it will be clubs in the hands
of the skeptic, who will beat out his brains, when he attempts to reason
on the first transgression. If baptism be not for the remission of sins,
then man never sinned, and needs no Saviour.

This concludes our first argument for the position we take. Our
position is in exact accordance with the account of man's fall, and the
scheme for his return laid down in Christ's commission to his apostles.
We might stop here satisfied.

Our second argument is that this scheme is in exact accordance
with man's mental and moral constitution and God's government, as
revealed in the scriptures. Common-sense and the Bible tell us
hearing produces faith, faith produces emotion or desire, emotion pro-
duces volition or an act of will, volition produces conduct, and con-
duct produces guilt or merit, as our conduct is good or bad.

Hearing falsehood in the fall produced a belief of the lie, or
faith in the tempter and his story, faith produced desire, desire pro-
duced volition, volition produced disobedience of a positive command,
disobedience or sin produced death or moral separation from God.

In the return—hearing the gospel produces faith, faith produces
repentance, repentance produces volition to obey God, volition leads
to obedience of God's positive command—hbaptism, obedience secures
God's approval or our pardon.

Our third argument is based on this thought: Man's entire nature
was arrayed in rebellion to God, before he was punished or became
guilty. His whole nature must be brought in subjection to God be-
fore he will be accepted or pardoned. This must be plain to all.
When is this done? Let us see. In the fall, hearing perverted his
ideas, belief his judgment, desire his emotional nature or heart, diso-
bedience his will, or arrayed it against the will of God—then he be-
came guilty, for his whole nature was in opposition to God's govern-
ment.
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In the return—hearing corrects his ideas, faith his judgment or
mind, repentance his emotional nature or heart, obedience to a positive
command, or baptism, connects his will or brings it in submission to
God's will. His entire nature is changed or in subjection to God's
law, and not till then. He is accepted or pardoned then, and not
till then.

Let me here illustrate this by restating it: Hearing changes the
ideas, faith the judgment or mind, repentance the heart, baptism the
will, and pardon the state. Pardon is not in baptism, but just on the
other side of baptism. When a couple of persons by acquaintance
become attached to each other, there arises the desire for union in mar-
riage. When this desire arises they proceed to satisfy the demands of
our civil law, and God's requirements, by a ceremony of marriage.
Acquaintance produced love, love produced desire to give themselves
to each other in marriage. Still they are not married. They resolve
to fulfill this desire. Still they are not married. They take their places
before the minister, and when he has completed half the ceremony
they are not married. Not till the words, "l pronounce you husband
and wife" are uttered, does the woman take the man's name, and not
till then is she entitled to his estate. It is not in the ceremony, but
just on the other side, that she becomes vested with a wife's rights.
So in baptism, we are not pardoned, but pardon is just on the other
side. Our state is then changed, or we are pardoned, and are children
of God.

Our fourth argument is that when John the Harbinger was pre-
paring the way for the coming of Christ, baptism was for the remis-
sion of sins, and in this he prepared the way for the great law of par-
don in Christ.

Mark i. 4—"John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the
baptism of repentance for the remission of sins."”

Luke iii. 3.—"John came into all the country about Jordan,
preaching the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins."
Matthew iii. 5, 6.—"Then went out to John all Jerusalem and

Judea, and all the region round about Jordan, and were baptized of
him in Jordan, confessing their sins."

This baptism was one which could only bo administered to penitent
believers of John's preaching. To all such it was for the remission
of sins, for Matthew assures us he required confession before baptism.
Then followed baptism for the remission of their sins.

Our fifth argument is that Jesus, in his annunciation beforehand
of what should be the law of his church or kingdom, made baptism
necessary to entrance into his kingdom. When a man is pardoned he
is a subject of Christ, or in his kingdom, and not till then. Hence,
to obtain pardon, or to be changed in state from an alien to a subject of
Christ's kingdom, one must be baptized.

John iii. 3.—"Jesus said except a man be born again he can not
enter the kingdom of God." 5.—"Except a man be born of water and
the Spirit he can not enter the kingdom of God."

Our passing from an unconverted to a converted state, our entrance
into Christ's kingdom, is called, or compared to a birth. Our state be-
fore conversion, when in sin, is compared to the helpless confinement
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and darkness of the infant before birth. Our entrance into Christ's
kingdom is called a birth, because we are ushered into the light and
liberty of God's children. The figure is continued by Peter when he
speaks of new converts as new-born babes. This entrance into
Christ's kingdom, then, is the new birth, or regeneration, so much
talked of by the theological world, and which is, like the blowing of
the wind, perfectly unintelligible. This birth is of two things, water
and Spirit. When we understand what birth of Spirit is, and what
birth of water is, we have the birth complete. To the word and the
testimony.

Jesus says in the eighth verse, as rendered by our version: "The
wind bloweth where it listeth, and you hear the sound thereof; but
you can not tell whence it cometh or whither it goeth."”

Now this rendering is perfect nonsense. Does the wind choose
where it blows? Why do the translators render pnuema here by wind,
when in every other place they give it "spirit?* Why does amenos
represent wind in all other places, or some such word? In every
other place in this chapter pneuma is rendered spirit, and we believe it
should be here. We render the passage remembering that Christ is
explaining the new birth, and not mystifying it. Thus:

"The Spirit breathes where he pleases, and you hear his voice;
but you can not tell whence he comes nor whither he goes: so is every
one that is begotten of the Spirit."”

The Spirit breathes, How? In inspiration of his chosen instru-
ments of revelation as in the inspired word, and you hear his voice or
this word. In this way, or by hearing his words, and believing them,
are you begotten by the Spirit. This makes sense.

But we are sustained in this by numerous quotations:

1 John v. 1.—"He that believes that Jesus is the Christ has been
begotten of God."

James i. 18.—"Of his own will he begat us with the word of
truth.”

1 Peter i. 23.—"Being begotten not with corruptible seed, but with
incorruptible, by the word of God which lives and abides forever."”

1 Corinthians iv. 15.—"1 have begotten you in Christ Jesus,
through the gospel."”

Hence belief of the gospel, or faith, is called the birth of the
Spirit, or being begotten of the Spirit.

How are we born of the water?

Titus 3.—Having "saved us by the washing of regeneration, and
the renewing of the Holy Spirit.”

Here baptism is called the washing of regeneration, or our birth
of water.

Mark xvi. 16.—"He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved."

Here, faith, one part of the birth of the Spirit, is mentioned.
Baptism is the other part, or our birth of water.

In this figure, for the language is highly figurative, we are said to
be begotten by the Spirit in faith, or born of the water in baptism.
But why are we said to be born of the water and the Spirit? Why
is baptism placed first? Because we are always born of the one who
bare us, before we are born of the one who begot us. In Mark, how-
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ever, being begotten of the Spirit is placed before baptism, as it should
be. Hence our Saviour, in announcing, in anticipation, what should
be the law of his kingdom, declares that we must be born of the
water and Spirit, or have faith and be baptized, before we are ushered
into the kingdom of heaven, or Christ's church. Or, he makes bap-
tism a condition of our pardon.

Our sixth argument is based on Matthew's version of the com-
mission:

Matthew xxviii. 19.—"Go make disciples of all the nations—bap-
tizing them into the name of the Father, and of the Son. and of the
Holy Spirit. Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever | have
commanded you."

The last duty, "teaching to observe all things whatsoever | have
commanded you," applies to Christ's subjects, or pardoned persons,
and includes all that applies to them. This teaching was for them
alone, and included all they were to be taught. Hence all that pre-
ceded, as making believers and baptizing, was the work of making
subjects of them, or preceded their being subjects. A man becomes a
subject of Christ when he is pardoned, hence baptism preceded par-
don, and with believing, or becoming followers of Christ in belief, was
in order to their pardon, or becoming subjects.

My seventh argument is based on Mark's version of the com-
mission:

Mark xvi. 16—"He that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved."

Here salvation is spoken of as depending on belief and baptism.
It can not mean eternal salvation, for that depends upon perseverance
to the end in doing all things whatsoever Christ commanded us. It
means salvation from sin, and its guilt; as when it was said Jesus should
save his people from their sins. Hence it is here used for pardon, or
a removal of the guilt of sin. The condemnation of those who be-
lieved not, was not the eternal condemnation. It was the resting under
the guilt of the sin of the impenitent unbeliever. Then baptism is here
declared to be for our salvation from the guilt of sin, or the remission
of sin, in the most positive manner. | do not know how language
could be made stronger.

We have now examined all the declarations of Christ and his
apostles, before the formal announcement of the law on the day that
his kingdom was set up in Jerusalem.

We have found in the last passage quoted that Christ declares that
he that believes and is baptized shall be saved from the dominion,
practice, and guilt of sin, and thus we have it at present. We will take
it just as God has spoken it, and thus it will stand forever, and by
this law will you be judged in the last day. God will not ask you how
you twisted the law to suit your dogmas, nor how you pieced and
scraped it, but "how you obeyed it as | gave it to you?" If you
change it from the form he has given, you follow your own will, and
not the will of God, and at your peril.

Then let me adjure you to take the whole word of God as the rule
of life. Take all the conditions of pardon. They are all essential,
for God never commanded a non-essential. The Lord of heaven and
earth does not so trifle with the eternal welfare of his children. You
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can all understand a plain "thus saith the Lord." The statement, "he
that believes and is baptized shall be saved from his sins,” is as plain
as the command "Thou shalt not steal.” God has said, "He that
believes and is baptized shall be saved from his sins." Do you believe
him? Did the Son of God mean what he said? If not, what did he
mean?

Then examine the whole law of pardon without prejudice, with-
out being on the alert to see how it will affect "my dogma,” and see
if you can come to any other conclusion than that baptism is one of
the conditions of the remission of the past sins of the penitent be-
liever.

It is often said Christ does not say, "He that believes not and is
not baptized shall be condemned."” "He omits baptism here." Yes,
and so would common-sense. Suppose | say of a certain man, "If he
eats and digests his food he will recover, but if he does not eat he will
die." Do | thereby intimate that digestion is not a condition of his
life? Certainly not. | do not mention it in the last clause, because
it is needless. If he never eats he will not digest his food of course.
So if a man never believes he will not be baptized. We will now
close by reiterating in your ears the plain declaration of the Son of
God, "He that believes and is baptized shall be saved from the guilt
and dominion of sin."—[Time expired.

MR. HUGHEY'S FIRST REPLY.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN—The prop-
osition before us at this time is one of vast and infinite moment. It
is the consideration of what doth God require in order that sins may
be pardoned, and man be brought into favor with God. It is not a
question about how we shall perform some ordinance of Christ's
church; about something that a man may perform after he is a
Christian; but it is how the sinner shall become a Christian. What
are the conditions which God requires in order that the penitent be-
liever may obtain remission of sins, and become justified before God.
I am glad that my opponent, in his opening speech, has been so ex-
plicit. It has released me of the trouble of presenting to you from
the standard works of his own church their real sentiments on this
vital question, as | have sometimes been compelled to do in discussing
this proposition with the gentleman's brethren.

He takes the ground that "baptism is for the remission of sins,” in
the sense of a condition—a condition precedent to the remission of
sins—