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Article 1 – Cockrell’s First Affirmative

"The Bible teaches that a sinner is saved at the point of faith in Christ before baptism in water."

The proposition for this debate is: "The Bible teaches that a sinner is saved at the point of faith in Christ before baptism in water." As the man who has the affirmative position it is my duty to define the proposition for our readers.  By "the Bible" I mean the 66 books of the Old and New Testaments.  By "teach" I mean the Bible imparts or conveys the thought of my proposition.  By "at the point of faith in Christ" I mean that when a person trusts in Jesus Christ with all his heart for salvation.  At the point of faith the believer experiences a peace of mind and conscience which goes out of the knowledge of sins forgiven by the merits of Jesus Christ.  By "before water baptism" I mean that faith comes before water baptism, and the sinner is saved without water baptism.

We are not debating over whether or not baptism is a command, for we both agree that it is.  The question is: for what is baptism commanded?  Is it the means of obtaining salvation, or is it to declare that one is already saved?  The Bible teaches and Baptists believe that baptism is to declare that a believer in Jesus Christ has already experienced salvation.

The debate is not over whether or not men are commanded to repent, for we both agree they are.  Repentance is a prerequisite to faith in Christ.  Jesus Christ said: "For John came unto you in the way of righteousness, and ye believed him not: but the publicans and the harlots believed him: and ye, when ye had seen it, repented not afterward, that ye might believe him" (Matt. 21:32).  Furthermore, when the New Testament speaks of repentance and faith together (Mark 1: 15; Acts 20:2 1; Heb. 6: 1 ) repentance is always mentioned before faith.  Repentance and faith are inseparable graces, but repentance always precedes faith.

The real issue between Mr. Donahue and me is this: "is a man saved at the point of faith in Christ, or at the point of baptism?" The Bible teaches and I affirm that a man is saved at the point of faith in Christ.  My opponent affirms a person is saved at the point of baptism.  If Mr. Donahue and his people are correct in their contention, there should not be even one verse in the New Testament which predicates salvation on faith, for faith always comes before baptism.  But the New Testament mentions often that salvation is predicated on faith in Christ.  This is enough in itself to devastate Mr. Donahue's dogma of baptismal regeneration.

Mr. Donahue and I have spoken over the phone and by correspondence, but we have never met face to face.  Therefore, we do not have any personal ax to grind.  I feel sure from what I have heard of my opponent that he is an honorable and sincere man.  He is one of the most able debaters of his people, and he is qualified to defend the position of his people.  We will no doubt hear from him the best defense that they can offer the Baptists.

An error as to the way of salvation is soul-destructive.  Therefore it behooves me to defend by Holy Scripture the old landmark of salvation by faith in Jesus Christ.  This I must do in the interest of truth and for the well being of men's souls.

In English the noun "faith" has no verb form.  When it takes the verb form it is the word "believe." Hence I shall appeal to verses in the Bible which use both "faith" and "believe."

Argument One: Salvation in the Bible is said to follow faith immediately.  In the parable of the sower Jesus said: "Those by the way side are they that hear: then cometh the devil, and taketh away the word out of their hearts, lest they should believe and be saved" (Luke 8:12).  Here faith in Christ is seen to be the sum and substance of salvation.  Satan, the enemy of souls, does all he can to hinder men from believing in Christ and being saved.  According to Jesus Christ, a man has only to believe in order to be saved.  My friend and his people must add baptism to these clear and plain words of Jesus Christ, and the Bible condemns those who add to it (Rev. 22:18).

Argument Two: Jesus Christ told a woman that she was saved by her faith.  In Luke 7:48 Christ said to a woman who was a sinner: "Thy sins are forgiven," and then added: "Thy faith hath saved thee; go in peace" (Luke7:50).  Here faith is linked to forgiveness.  According to Jesus Christ, this woman had received salvation through her faith.  Nothing is said about her being baptized.  She was saved by her faith without water baptism.  My friend and his people would never say what Jesus Christ said here.  Let us see if Mr. Donahue can cite a verse which says: "Thy baptism hath saved thee: go in peace."

Argument Three: The believer has eternal life: "That whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have eternal life" (John 3:15).  According to Jesus Christ, faith in him brings certain and instant healing to a perishing soul.  Nothing is said about water baptism.  A believer in Christ is not in the half-way house to being saved; he is saved at the point of his faith in Jesus Christ.

In John 6:47 Christ said: " Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that believeth on me hath everlasting life." We know that eternal life is ours as soon as we believe in Jesus Christ, who is eternal life himself.  Mark the present tense "hath," not "shall have." Note also that Christ confirmed this truth by a species of oath: "Verily, verily." My opponent disagrees with these words of Christ, for he denies that the believer has eternal life.  He and his people contend that spiritual life comes at the point of baptism, not faith.

Argument Four: The believer is not condemned.  Jesus Christ said: "He that believeth on him is not condemned: but he that believeth not is condemned already, because he hath not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God" (John 3:18).  According to our blessed Lord, the believer shall never enter into condemnation (Rom. 8: 1) because he has already passed from death unto life (John 5:24).  My friend holds a believer in Jesus is still under condemnation and must remain condemned until he is baptized by one of their preachers.

Argument Five: Faith in Christ prevents one from dying in his sins. In John 8:24 Christ said: "I said therefore unto you, that ye shall die in your sins: for if ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die in your sins. " Men must believe that Jesus is the true God and the glorious Messiah.  This belief prevents one from dying in his sins.  Nothing is said about the need of baptism to prevent spiritual death, for salvation comes before baptism.  Where is the verse that says: "If you are not baptized, you shall die in your sins"?

Argument Six: The believer has passed out of a state of spiritual death into a state of spiritual life: "Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that heareth my word, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life; and shall not come into condemnation; but is passed from death unto life" (John 5:24).  Mr. Donahue and his people teach that a man remains in a state of spiritual death until he is baptized by one of their preachers.  Their teaching of baptismal regeneration is in opposition to the teachings of Jesus Christ.

Argument Seven: The believer shall never hunger or thirst: "And Jesus said unto them, I am the bread of life: he that cometh to me shall never hunger; and he that believeth on me shall never thirst" (John 6:35).  This verse shows that to come to Christ is the same as to believe on Christ.  The one partaking of Christ by faith has a life-long feast and source of immortal strength.  Those who believe in Christ have an abundant supply of the water of life and enjoy the deepest soul satisfaction.  Nothing is said here about baptism.  Where is the verse that says: "he that is baptized shall never hunger or thirst"?

All the verses that I have cited are the very words of Christ.  He repeatedly declared that the believer in him is saved at the point of faith, and he made no mention of water baptism in the texts that I have cited.  We Baptists have the very words of Jesus Christ to prove our position.  We take our stand with Christ.  We do not dispute or doubt the words of him who cannot lie.  Since faith in Christ precedes baptism in water, our Lord would have never been guilty of saying that a man was saved by faith unless he was really saved at the point of faith.

Mr. Donahue and his people teach two different ways of salvation, but often they refuse to admit this is so.  They teach that a man is not saved until he is baptized by one of their preachers.  But after he is baptized for the remission of his sins he can be lost.  Then he is saved the second, third, etc., time by repentance and faith like the Baptists teach.  The fact that they do not baptize him again shows that they really know that a man can be saved by repentance and faith without water baptism as we Baptists teach.  It would seem that logic would demand that they admit a man can be saved	the first time the same way.

My questions for Mr. Donahue are as follows:

1.	Whereas you teach baptismal regeneration, why do you not baptize a man in order to save him after he falls from grace?
2.	How do you unbaptize a man and get him unsaved?
3.	Since you do not rebaptize apostates, does this not after all prove that you believe a man can be saved by repentance and faith without water baptism?

Article 2 – Donahue’s First Negative

After defining his proposition, Mr. Cockrell begins his first affirmative article by asserting "that baptism is to declare that a believer in Jesus Christ has already experienced salvation."  I've heard many Baptist preachers assert this same thing, but I haven't heard one (including now Mr. Cockrell) give a verse that substantiates the assertion.  Mr. Cockrell, could you please give us a verse in your next speech that teaches that baptism only shows that one is saved?  I am not asking for one that teaches that works demonstrate our faith (James 2:14-26), but for one that teaches that baptism demonstrates that we are already saved.

Mr. Cockrell's Prevailing Argument

Mr. Cockrell presents seven arguments to prove his proposition that salvation occurs at the point of faith before water baptism.  Most of these arguments can be summed up by the argument that he makes in the fourth paragraph of his article.  The argument is basically:  1) salvation is predicated upon faith; 2) faith precedes baptism; 3) therefore salvation precedes baptism.  I will deal with this argument in two ways.

First, I will show that if this argument were true, then by the same reasoning, salvation could be shown to precede faith, and even repentance, therefore ruling out these two conditions as being necessary to salvation.  The reader should notice the following parallel argument:  (1) salvation is predicated upon repentance (II Cor 7:10, Luke 13:3, Acts 2:38, 11:18, 17:30, II Pet 3:9, Luke 15:7); (2) "repentance always precedes faith" (according to Milburn Cockrell, paragraph #3); (3) therefore salvation precedes faith (and is therefore not at the point of faith).  Similarly: (1) salvation is predicated upon hearing (John 5:25, Isa 55:3); (2) hearing precedes faith and repentance (Rom 10:17); (3) therefore salvation precedes both faith and repentance, and occurs at the point of hearing the gospel!

Mr. Cockrell's application of this argument using Luke 8:12, John 3:15, 6:47, 3:18, 8:24, 5:24, and 6:35 contradicts the many plain passages teaching baptism is necessary to salvation, for example, Mark 16:16, John 3:5, Acts 2:38, Acts 22:16, Gal 3:26-27, Col 2:11-13, and I Pet 3:21.  After showing clearly his argument cannot be true in the previous paragraph, now let me explain what Mr. Cockrell's verses are saying in a way that doesn't contradict the baptism passages.  The Bible frequently uses a figure of speech called a "synecdoche."  The Random House College Dictionary defines "synecdoche" as "a figure of speech in which a part is used for the whole ...."  An every day example of a synecdoche is if a farmer were to say that he has "twenty ‘head’ of cattle," he would not mean he just had the heads of the cows, but that he had twenty whole cows (the word "head" would be a part of the cow standing for the whole cow).

Biblical examples of synecdoches include Acts 2:42, where the phrase “breaking of bread” refers to the whole of the Lord's supper (both the eating of bread and the drinking of the fruit of the vine), and Gen 46:27, which uses the word "soul" ("all the souls of the house of Jacob, which came into Egypt, were threescore and ten") to refer to the whole of the person:  body, soul, and spirit.  Some Biblical examples important to our discussion are Acts 11:18 and II Pet 3:9, which both use repentance as a synecdoche for the whole of man's required response to the gospel (repentance is also used in the non-synecdoche sense in Acts 2:38 and 3:19), and John 5:25 which uses hearing as a synecdoche for the whole of man's required response to the gospel (or else all a person has to do to be saved is hear the gospel).

This figure of speech, synecdoche, is found in Mr. Cockrell's proof texts:  Luke 8:12, John 3:15, 6:47, 3:18, 8:24, 5:24, and 6:35.  The word "believeth" in these verses stands for more than just mental belief ("to think to be true; to be persuaded of; to credit, place confidence in" - Thayer), it also stands for the other things that "confidence in" would demand (like repentance and baptism).  This is complete faith (James 2:22), or "saving faith."  Complete faith includes everything that the Bible states as being necessary to being saved, or as one Baptist put it, "If Scripture speaks of something as necessary for eternal life, that 'something' must be part of true belief."

Luke 7:48,50

This principle learned answers all of Mr. Cockrell's seven arguments, except argument #2.  In argument #2, Mr. Cockrell claims that since the woman who washed Jesus' feet in Luke 7:36-50 was forgiven of her sins without baptism, the same will be done for us today.  First of all, we don't know for sure that she hadn't been baptized by John the Baptist.  But even if she hadn't been baptized (I assume she had not), that still wouldn't help Mr. Cockrell, because this lady lived under a different covenant than we do.  Notice that this pardon occurred before the "great commission" of Mark 16:16 (requiring baptism) was even given.  This lady didn’t need to be baptized for basically the same reason Moses and a host of other Old Testament children of God didn't need to be baptized; that is, the New Testament law had not come into effect yet.  Heb 9:15-17 reads, "And for this cause he (Jesus) is the mediator of the new testament ... For where a testament is, there must also of necessity be the death of the testator (Jesus).  For a testament is of force after men (Jesus) are dead: otherwise it is of no strength at all while the testator (Jesus) liveth."

I Peter 3:21

In connection with Luke 7:48, 50, Mr. Cockrell asks "if Mr. Donahue can cite a verse which says:  'Thy baptism hath saved thee:  go in peace.'"  How would I Pet 3:21 do, Mr. Cockrell?  This verse reads, "The like figure whereunto even baptism doth also now save us (not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience toward God,) by the resurrection of Jesus Christ."  This verse shows this physical salvation of eight souls by water prefigures our spiritual salvation by water baptism.  This verse does not teach baptism is the earning basis for our salvation (the death/blood of Christ is the earning basis), but it does teach that our salvation is conditioned upon baptism.  This verse says "baptism doth also now save us."  My opponent teaches baptism does not save us.  Who will the reader believe, the Bible or my opponent?

Baptism Of Erring Christian Not Required

Mr. Cockrell's last argument is that since the Bible teaches that once a person is born again, if he sins, he can be forgiven without being rebaptized, why can't he be forgiven without baptism the first time?  I can answer that argument by simply asking Mr. Cockrell, "could God require different conditions for the alien sinner to be forgiven than the erring Christian, if he wanted to?  Certainly he could, God can do anything he wants to, and that is exactly what he has done, require "water" baptism to obtain the forgiveness of sins in connection with being "born again" (John 3:3,5), but not require it on the part of the erring Christian desiring forgiveness (Acts 8:22, I John 1:9).

Does Salvation Come AT THE POINT of Faith?

After finishing up his seven arguments, Mr. Cockrell says Christ "repeatedly declared that the believer in Him is saved at the point of faith."  Mr. Cockrell, this is the crux of the proposition.  Where does Jesus state salvation is AT THE POINT OF FAITH?  We agree salvation is by faith.  But saying salvation is by faith, and saying salvation comes at the point of faith are two very different things.  The proof is Heb 11:30:  "By faith the walls of Jericho fell down, after they were compassed about seven days."  Did you notice the walls fell down by faith, but that they didn't fall down at the point of faith.  Instead, they fell down only after the Israelites met God's conditions by faith?  Similarly, we are the children of God by faith after we meet God's condition of baptism (Gal 3:26-27).  The question is not "are we saved by faith?"  The question is "when are we saved by faith?"

After answering Mr. Cockrell's arguments in defense of his proposition, I will now present three arguments that prove conclusively salvation does NOT come at the point of faith, but that instead, comes afterwards.  These arguments deny any argument that says passages like John 3:36 and John 6:47, for example, show salvation occurs at the point of faith, thereby excluding baptism.

Rom 10:13 undeniably teaches salvation is conditioned upon calling on the name of the Lord, which, according to verse 14, clearly comes after the belief spoken of in the context.  Since a person must "call on the name of the Lord" to be saved, and since calling on the name of the Lord comes after believing in Jesus, then salvation comes after a person believes in Jesus.

Rom 10:10 teaches salvation is conditioned upon a "confession" with the "mouth" ("with the mouth confession is made unto salvation") which of course comes after the belief of the context.  Again, salvation comes after belief.

Notice also that Acts 9:5-6 shows Saul believed on the road to Damascus (something I don't think Mr. Cockrell will deny), but Acts 22:16 ("... and be baptized, and wash away thy sins ...") clearly shows Saul was still in his sins at least three days later (Acts 9:9).  This again shows a person's sins are not washed away the moment he believes.  In this case, the forgiveness of sins occurred at least three days after Saul believed in Jesus.

Besides teaching the washing away of Saul's sins occurred after he believed, Acts 22:16 also teaches the washing away of sins occurred when Saul was baptized, and not before.  Indeed, this passage teaches that if any alien sinner wants his sins washed away, he must be baptized.

I Corinthians 1:12-13

Another passage that proves baptism is necessary for salvation is I Cor 1:12-13.  Paul teaches in 12-13 that for a person to be "of Paul," Paul would have had to have been crucified for him, and that person would have had to have been baptized in the name of Paul.  This implies that for a person to be "of Christ" (that is, to be a Christian), Christ would have had to have been crucified for him, and that person would have had to have been baptized in the name of Christ.  There is no way around this.  I Cor 1:12-13 proves that to be of Christ, to be saved, one would have had to have been baptized in the name of Christ.

Conclusion

The Bible clearly teaches salvation does not come at the point of faith, but that instead, it comes when one is baptized.  The question becomes, are we willing to accept the plain import of the Bible passages?

Answers to Mr. Cockrell's Questions

1.	The Bible does not instruct us to rebaptize one who is in sin but who is already born again; instead it instructs the erring Christian to repent and pray (Acts 8:22).  We are only born again once, and "water" baptism is connected with that process (John 3:5).
2.	You don't "unbaptize" a Christian when he sins, but his sin does cause him to be separated from God (Isa 59:1-2, Rom 6:23), that is, to fall from grace (Gal 5:4).
3.	A person who is already born again can be forgiven without baptism (Acts 8:22, I John 1:9), so the answer to your question is "yes" if you mean "a man" who has already been born again.  But the answer to your question is "no," if you mean by "a man," one who has not already been born again.

Questions for Mr. Cockrell

1.	Why does John 5:25 not prove that all an alien sinner must do in order to be saved is "hear" the gospel?
2.	Do Acts 2:21 ("And it shall come to pass, that whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be saved") and Rom 10:13 teach that it is necessary for a sinner to "call upon the name of the Lord" to be saved, that is, to become a Christian?  _ Yes  _ No
3.	Does Rom 10:9-10 teach a sinner must "confess" Christ to be saved, that is, to become a Christian?  _ Yes  _ No

Article 3 – Cockrell’s Second Affirmative

Progress is being made in this debate.  My opponent has conceded that all people for the first 4,000 years of human history until Mark 16:16 were saved by repentance and faith like the Bible teaches and Baptists believe.  Now if we can get him to concede that they have been saved this same way from Mark 16:16 until now this discussion will terminate.

In answering my three questions he has also conceded that a man spiritually born again cannot be unborn - that he is born only once.  This is surely a move in the direction of the security of the saints.  However, he has introduced to us a rather grotesque creature.  He has a man spiritually "born again" and still "a Christian" who is "separated from God" and "fallen from grace." It sounds like he has a person half saved and half lost - half a child of God and half a child of the Devil.  I certainly want him to give me some more light on this person he has introduced to us.

It is good to note that he has also conceded that he has two ways of salvation in this age.  The first time there is hearing, believing, repentance, confession, and being baptized in water.  By admitting a man who has been saved can apostatize and yet be restored by repentance and faith he has come near our position.  Pray for him.  He may not be far from the kingdom.  His gospel is that a man is saved by baptism and then when he becomes separated from God, he needs only to repent and believe.  The first time you have to get wet, but after that a dry cleaning will do very well.

As often is the case with his people, he has tried to say that I believe that a man is not obligated to hear the gospel and repent.  The reader knows that I do believe that a man must hear the gospel and repent.  But a sinner is not saved at the point of the external hearing of the gospel or repenting.  He is saved at the point of faith in Christ.

My seven arguments proved that Jesus Christ taught that a man was saved at the point of faith.  But Mr. Donahue disputes this and says a person is not saved by faith unless his faith leads him on to baptism.  It is sad to see a man who professes to be a follower of Christ and claims the true church of Christ is found among his people and no where else contradict the very words of Jesus Christ!  Christ taught that salvation immediately follows faith (Luke 8:12), that faith saves (Luke 7:50), that the believer has eternal life (John 3:15), that the believer is not condemned (John 3:18), that faith prevents one from dying in his sins (John 8:24), that the believer has passed from death unto life (John 5:24), and that the believer shall never hunger (John 6:35).

Mr. Donahue does not believe any of these things which Christ taught.  He believes that a penitent believer is a child of the Devil until the act of baptism is terminated.  He has missed the point in the verses that I cited.  The verses did not say that a man was on the way to being saved or at the half-way house of being saved. They said he was saved.  Mr. Donahue does not believe that faith saves; he believes that baptism is man's savior.

He did not try to explain the plain verses which were the very words of Christ.  He put them all in the hat and went off on a figure of speech, a synecdoche.  He labored hard to make faith include baptism.  But he did admit that he had a problem with Luke 7:48,50, and finally conceded this woman was saved by her faith in Christ as were all the Old Testament saints up until Mark 16:16.  Very well put, Mr. Donahue.  Since all the verses I cited from the words of Christ were spoken before Mark 16:16, then you admit that a person was saved during these days by repentance and faith - like the Bible teaches and Baptists believe.  Faith in none of these verses implied baptism, and down the drain goes his argument about the synecdoche.  Thank you, Mr. Donahue, for refuting your own argument.

Mr. Donahue wants me to give a verse that substantiates that baptism shows that one is already saved.  I need only to cite I Peter 3:21: "The like figure whereunto even baptism doth also now save us not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience toward God,) by the resurrection of Jesus Christ. " Mr. Donahue, the waters of the flood did not save Noah and his family.  Those in the waters of the flood died as ungodly sinners (2Pet.2:5).  The ark was a type of Christ and the flood a type of baptism.  Noah and his family of believers (Heb.  II: 7) entered the ark seven days before the flood came (Gen. 7:7,10), showing that a believer is safe in Christ prior to baptism.  Only those in the ark were declared saved by the waters of the flood, disclosing how baptism declares a believer to be already saved by faith in Christ.

His passages about baptism (Mark 16:16; Jn. 3:5; Acts 2:38; 22:16; Gal. 3:26-27; Col. 2:11-13, and I Pet. 3:21) show how baptism symbolically saved.  Baptism is a figure or likeness of the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ.  It is by faith in the good news that men are saved.  Mr. Donahue would make the symbol the savior.  He would rob Christ of his saviorship and give it to the waters of baptism. Even Alexander Campbell wrote: "'The water of baptism, then, formally washes away our sins. The blood of Christ really washes away our sins.  Paul's sins were really pardoned when he believed" (Campbell-Maccalla Debate 135).

His comments upon I Corinthians 1: 12-13 do not imply baptismal regeneration as he alleges.  He should stay out of I Corinthians as it shows that baptism and the gospel are not the same thing (I Cor. 1: 17).  In I Corinthians 4:15 Paul declares he was the means of begetting the Corinthians, but in I Corinthians 1:14-17 he said he baptized but few of them.  Hence, the new birth cannot be inseparably joined to baptism.

Argument Eight: Remission of sins comes at the point of faith: "To him give all the prophets witness, that through his name whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission of sins" (Acts 10: 43).  None of the prophets preached baptismal remission.  They taught a man was saved by faith in Christ.

Argument Nine: Faith declares the sinner justified from all of his sins because Christ died for them: "And by him all that believe are justified from all things. . . " (Acts 13:39).  It is not baptism which justifies here; it is faith in Christ.

Argument Ten: The heart is purified by faith in Christ: "And put no difference between us and them, purifying their hearts by faith" (Acts 15:9).  Faith contacts the blood of Christ which cleanses the heart from the filth of sin.  Mr. Donahue believes that a believer has an impure heart until he is baptized.  Where is it said that baptism purifies the heart?

Argument Eleven: Faith in Christ saves the soul: "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house" (Acts 16:31).  According to Paul, the person who believes in Christ is saved from all the miserable consequences of sin.  Mr. Donahue would never answer the question in Acts 16:30 in the manner that Paul did here.

Argument Twelve: Faith sanctifies, or sets the person apart, as the holy property of God: ". . them that are sanctified by faith that is in me" (Acts 26:18).  A man is sanctified by faith, and faith comes before baptism.  Hence, a person is sanctified by faith without water baptism.

Argument Thirteen: Faith in the gospel saves: "For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ: for it is the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth. . . " (Rom. 1: 16).  Paul tells us what the gospel is in I Corinthians 15:1-4, but he does not mention baptism as a part of the gospel.  In Romans 10:16 he asserts that belief in Christ is what constitutes obeying the gospel.

Argument Fourteen: The sinner contacts the cleansing blood of Christ at the point of faith: "Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood" (Rom. 3:25).  One believes before he is baptized, hence he is cleansed by the blood of Christ before and without water baptism.

Mr.  Donahue's Questions

1.	The person who hears the gospel in the sense that he understands and believes it (John 5:24-25) is saved.
2.	The sinner who calls upon the name of the Lord is saved because it is a call in faith: "How then shall they call upon him in whom they have not believed?" (Rom. 10:14) I am surprised at this question.  I thought Mr. Donahue believed in salvation by baptism, but maybe he holds to "praying through."
3.	Yes, the person who has become a Christian by believing in Christ with all his heart will confess Christ with the mouth (Rom. 10:9-10).  Note the verse did not say confess by baptism, but with the mouth.

Questions for Mr. Donahue

1.	Do you baptize a child of God or a child of the Devil?
2.	Are all Christians not baptized in order to obtain the remission of sins going to Hell?
3.	What about former "Church of Christ" members who have joined other churches?

Article 4 – Donahue’s Second Negative

Mr. Cockrell says I tried to say in my last article that he believes "that a man is not obligated to hear the gospel and repent."  No, Mr. Cockrell, I did not say that you believed that.  What I did say is that by your reasoning, both faith and repentance would be ruled out as necessary to salvation!  Since you did not respond to this argument (which was one of my two primary responses to all but one of your proof texts), I will repeat the argument following:  "Mr. Cockrell's argument in his first article was basically:  1) salvation is predicated upon faith; 2) faith precedes baptism; 3) therefore salvation precedes baptism.  Now if this argument were true, then by the same reasoning, salvation could be shown to precede faith, and even repentance, therefore ruling out these two conditions as being necessary to salvation.  The reader should notice the following parallel argument:  (1) salvation is predicated upon repentance (II Cor 7:10, Luke 13:3, Acts 2:38, 11:18, 17:30, II Pet 3:9, Luke  15:7); (2) 'repentance always precedes faith' (according to Milburn Cockrell, paragraph #3); (3) therefore salvation precedes faith (and is therefore not at the point of faith).  Similarly: (1) salvation is predicated upon hearing (John 5:25, Isa 55:3); (2) hearing precedes faith and repentance (Rom 10:17); (3) therefore salvation precedes both faith and repentance, and occurs at the point of hearing the gospel!

Now will you respond to the argument Mr. Cockrell?  The truth of the matter is that just because salvation is predicated upon a condition, doesn't mean that salvation happens at the point of that condition being met.  This principle is true for hearing, faith, repentance, confession, and baptism.

At The Point Of

Mr. Cockrell goes on to say the "reader knows that I do believe that a man must hear the gospel and repent.  But a sinner is not saved at the point of the external hearing of the gospel or repenting.  He is saved at the point of faith in Christ."  I think Mr. Cockrell is getting the point!  He recognizes that a condition (e.g., hearing and repentance) can be necessary to salvation, but salvation not occur AT THE POINT of meeting that condition (e.g., hearing and repentance).  The exact same thing is true about belief.  Salvation is predicated upon hearing the gospel (John 5:25), but salvation does not occur AT THE POINT of hearing the gospel.  Salvation is predicated upon repentance (II Cor 7:10, Luke 13:3), but salvation does not occur AT THE POINT of repentance.  Likewise, salvation is predicated upon belief (II Cor 7:10, Lk 13:3), but salvation does not occur AT THE POINT of belief.

Synecdoches

Mr. Cockrell says that since I admitted the woman of Luke 7:48,50 was saved without baptism, because she lived under a different covenant than we do (Heb 9:15-17), that proved the belief of his proof texts must not be a synecdoche for all the conditions of salvation, since they (the proof texts) were also stated before the death of Christ.  First of all, these verses, though stated before Pentecost, were preparatory teachings, that is, teaching that would apply, not necessarily at the moment that they were spoken, but when the new covenant came into effect.  Other such preparatory teachings are John 3:3-5, Matt 18:15-17, and Matt 5:32.

Secondly, until he responds to my argument about the Bible predicating salvation upon repentance, yet salvation not coming at the point of repentance, Mr. Cockrell is in effect admitting that synecdoches are used in the salvation passages.  I don't care if he calls it a synecdoche; the important thing is that he admits salvation can be predicated upon a condition, but not come at the point the sinner meets that condition.

Mr. Cockrell does admit the use of a synecdoche, when in answer to my question, "Why does John 5:25 not prove all an alien sinner must do in order to be saved is 'hear' the gospel?," he responds by saying that the "person who hears the gospel in the sense that he understands and believes it (John 5:24-25) is saved."  Mr. Cockrell thus admits that "hear" in John 5:25 is used as a synecdoche for understanding and believing.

I Peter 3:21

Mr. Cockrell then claims I Pet 3:21 teaches "baptism shows that one is already saved."  Mr. Cockrell tries to prove this assertion by making some statements of his own that are not in the text, but are simply assertions.  His statements that the fact that Noah "entered the ark seven days before the flood (Gen. 7:7,10), showing that a believer is safe in Christ prior to baptism," and that "those in the ark were declared saved by the waters of the flood, disclosing how baptism declares a believer to be already saved by faith in Christ," are not in (nor implied by) the text, but just come from Mr. Cockrell's imagination.  I Pet 3:20-21 simply teaches the physical salvation of Noah and his family by water are a type (figure) of the our spiritual salvation by water.  The Bible says "baptism doth also now save us."  Instead of just accepting God's word for it, Mr. Cockrell really believes just the opposite, that "baptism doth also NOT save us."

When Does The Blood Of Christ Save?

Mr. Cockrell says "Mr. Donahue would make the symbol the savior.  He would rob Christ of His saviorship and give it to the waters of baptism."  No, Mr. Cockrell, I don't rob Christ of His saviorship and give it to the waters of baptism any more than you rob Christ of His saviorship and give it to faith.  Neither faith nor baptism is the savior; Christ is.  But we both agree the salvation Christ provided is conditional.  The question is, "when are our sins washed away by the blood of Christ?"  Acts 22:16 and other passages show it is at baptism, and not at the point of faith.

I Corinthians 1:12-13

Mr. Cockrell responds to my argument on I Cor 1:12-13 by saying the passage does "not imply baptismal regeneration as he alleges.  He should stay out of I Cor. as it shows that baptism and the gospel are not the same thing (I Cor. 1:17)."  First of all, I Cor 1:17 shows baptism and preaching are two different things (both are necessary), not that baptism and the gospel are two different things.  But just to say "I Cor 1:12-13 do not imply baptismal regeneration" does not prove a thing.  Mr. Cockrell, please respond to my arguments.  That is what a debate is for!  Would I be responding to your argument on John 3:15, if all I said was that it didn't teach salvation at the point of faith, without explaining why it didn't?  I Cor 1:12-13 still teaches for a person to be "of Christ" (that is, to be a Christian), Christ would have had to have been crucified for him, and that person would have had to have been baptized in the name of Christ.

Mr. Cockrell's Additional Proof Texts

Concerning Mr. Cockrell's arguments 8-14, I make the following two observations:
1.	Though all seven of the proof texts show we are saved by faith, not one teaches we are saved at the point of faith.  As I mentioned in my last article (with no response by Mr. Cockrell), passages like Heb 11:30 ("By faith the walls of Jericho fell down, after they were compassed about seven days") show that "saved by faith" and "saved at the point of faith" are two completely different things.
2.	None of the seven proof texts given mention repentance.  If they rule out baptism, simply because baptism is not mentioned, then they also would rule out repentance (as being necessary to salvation), because they do not mention repentance either.

Mark 16:16

Mark 16:16 reads, "He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be condemned."  This verse teaches baptism is necessary to salvation as much as the sentence, "He that eateth and digesteth his food shall live," teaches one must digest his food in order to live physically.  Let Mr. Cockrell tell us if Mark 16:16 is referring to spiritual salvation, and if so, if the salvation comes before or after the baptism mentioned in the passage.

Acts 2:38

Acts 2:38 reads "Repent, and be baptized every on of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost."  Both the remission of sins and the gift of the HG are conditioned upon repentance and baptism in Acts 2:38.  The primary meaning for the Greek word translated "for" in this verse ("eis") is "into."  A quick glance at a Greek concordance will demonstrate this word is translated the vast majority of time into words such as "into," "unto," and "to," indicating direction towards something.  So this passage teaches baptism is in the direction toward the remission (forgiveness) of sins.  That proves the proposition I am contending for.

Mr. Cockrell's Answers To My Questions

Mr. Cockrell's answer to my second question proves salvation does not come at the point of faith.  Evidently his answer to my question - is it "necessary for a sinner to 'call upon the name of the Lord' to be saved, that is, to become a Christian" - is YES.  Since Rom 10:14 goes on to say that a sinner cannot call on the name of the Lord until after he believes, and since Mr. Cockrell admits a sinner must call upon the name of the Lord to be saved, he admits then that salvation comes AFTER a person believes.

I also gave two other arguments in my last article showing salvation does not come at the point of faith.  Since Mr. Cockrell didn't respond to them, I repeat them here:  "Rom 10:10 teaches salvation is conditioned upon a 'confession' with the 'mouth' ('with the mouth confession is made unto salvation') which, of course, comes after the belief of the context.  Again, salvation comes after belief.  Notice also that Acts 9:5-6 shows Saul believed on the road to Damascus (something I don't think Mr. Cockrell will deny), but Acts 22:16 ('... and be baptized, and wash away thy sins ...') clearly shows Saul was still in his sins at least three days later (Acts 9:9).  This again shows a person's sins are not washed away the moment he believes.  In this case, the forgiveness of sins occurred at least three days after Saul believed in Jesus."  Will you respond to these arguments this time Mr. Cockrell?

Answers To Mr. Cockrell's Questions

1.	I baptize a child of the devil, in rebellion to the devil, in the process of becoming a child of God.
2.	There is no such thing as a Christian that was not baptized in order to obtain the remission of sins.  Anybody not baptized "for the remission of sins" will be lost.  Why would I debate someone on an issue if it wasn't that important?
3.	A Christian is not necessarily lost if he joins himself to a congregation that does not officially call itself a "church of Christ," as long as that congregation is faithful to the Lord.  A Christian will be lost if he continues to have fellowship with a congregation that is not faithful to the Lord (such as a Baptist congregation that teaches that a person is saved before baptism), regardless of what it calls itself.

More Questions For Mr. Cockrell

1.	Why do passages that show salvation is predicated upon faith show that salvation is at the point of faith, while passages that show salvation is predicated upon repentance do not show salvation is at the point of repentance?
2.	Does Paul teach in I Cor 1:12-13 that to be "of Paul," Paul would have had to have been crucified for him, and that person would have had to have been baptized in the name of Paul?  	_ Yes  _ No
3.	Does the word "For" that begins Gal 3:27 show that verse 27 introduces the reason that "ye are all the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus" (v.26)?	_ Yes  _ No

Conclusion

The Bible clearly teaches salvation does not come at the point of faith, but that instead, it comes when one is baptized.  The question becomes, are we willing to accept the plain import of the Bible passages?

Article 5 – Cockrell’s Third Affirmative

I continue to be elated at the progress we are making in this debate.  Mr. Donahue has not denied thus far that before Mark 16:16 people were saved by repentance and faith, as the Bible teaches and Baptists believe.  He did mention "preparatory teaching," but none of the verses he cited was any to which I had referred.  In his second speech he also conceded that an erring Christian who loses his salvation regains it by repentance and faith.  Thus to a very large degree he has come around to my position.  But as to the initial salvation experience from Mark 16:16 to now he continues to hold to his "be dipped or damned" theory, a theory not taught in the Bible, but in The Christian System written by Alexander Campbell.  I commend him for the concessions he has thus made.  His honesty is commendable.

He complains that I did not respond to his arguments, but I did.  He failed to try to explain any of my verses, save Luke 7:48,50.  He only went off on synecdoches.  He did not respond to my proof texts because he knows the verses I cited plainly teach salvation at the point of faith.  He says he agrees with me that faith saves, but then he says the believer is still a child of the Devil!  Any person knows a child of the Devil is not saved!  In his last speech he failed to tell us more about the grotesque creature who is still a Christian but "separated from God" and "fallen from grace." He did not say a word about Papa Campbell's words on Acts 22:16, nor a word about I Corinthians 1:14-17; 4:15.  He did not examine any of the verses in my arguments 8 to 14 in his last speech.  "Physician, heal thyself " (Luke 4:23).  Maybe I should call him Mr. Dodge instead of Mr. Donahue.

He is hung up on a synecdoche.  He tries to make me say repentance and faith are not necessary to salvation, yet he knows that I do not believe such foolishness.  His synecdoche argument is essentially this: If something is mentioned after something else-such as baptism after faith - then it proves that whatever is said to happen cannot occur until the last thing mentioned.  This is his rule, not mine.  But let me use his rule on his own arguments about baptismal regeneration.  In Matthew 10:22 Christ said: "But he that endureth to the end shall be saved.  " Here salvation is said to come after perseverance to the end of natural life.  Endurance comes after baptism.  Hence, according to Mr. Donahue's rule, a man is saved at death, a very long time after his baptism.  His logic has now proved that a man is not saved at the point of baptism.  Remember that he said: ". . because salvation is predicated upon a condition doesn't mean salvation happens at the point of that condition being met."

In truth Mr. Donahue does not believe that a man is saved at the point of baptism.  He believes that he may be saved, provided he can outrun the Devil from the creek to Heaven.  He believes that a man can be saved by baptismal regeneration, then go and join a Baptist church, and end up in Hell.  If he joined a Catholic or Protestant church, which teaches baptismal regeneration, he can still get to Heaven second class.  In his view there is hope for all Christendom, except the Baptists!

I continue to be amazed at his proof of baptismal regeneration in the O.T. He believes that the flood waters saved Noah.  The Bible teaches that the ark saved Noah and the waters of the flood destroyed the ungodly.  Then he goes off on the walls of Jericho that fell down after the Israelites marched around the city seven days.  Mr. Donahue, they fell down by faith, not baptism.  Nobody was baptized at Jericho.  Most of the people in the city were not saved.  They perished in the battle.  My friend tries to get his doctrine from inferences about the flood, the walls of Jericho, and some statement of Paul in I Corinthians 1. He seems to be hard pressed for plain scriptures.

Upward of 100 verses in the New Testament condition salvation on faith in Jesus Christ.  I John 5:1 says: "Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born of God." Notice that it said the believer "is" (not going to be) born of God.  Mr. Donahue does not believe this verse.  He thinks the believer is still a child of the Devil.  According to him, a person can repent, believe, hear, confess, but these things are not sufficient.  Such a person is still a child of the Devil.  Mr. Donahue ignores the many verses which say that faith causes a person to be saved - the person is saved the moment he believes.  He goes to about six verses (Mk. 16:16; John 3:5; Acts 2:38; 22:16; Gal. 3:27; 1 Pet. 3:21) and in these he thinks the word "saved" means what it says.  He believes that in more than I00 verses "saved" does not mean "saved," but in the six he cites "saved" means "saved"!  Such reasoning is about as logical as putting a screen door in a submarine!

He ignores my verses, but I will consider his, such as Mark 16:16.  The verse teaches that men are damned for want of faith, not baptism.  Belief is the key here, not baptism.  I might also say: "He that believeth and takes the Lord's supper shall be saved." We might add any duty required of a Christian.  Unbelief is the cause of condemnation (John 3:18).  When a person ceases to be an unbeliever, he is not condemned.

I Peter 3:21.  He ignores the word "figure." Baptism is a figure or picture of the death, burial and resurrection of Christ, the means of our salvation.  Mr. Donahue does not know the difference between a picture and the real thing.

I Corinthians 1:12-13.  There is nothing in the words of Paul here about salvation.  Paul did not baptize in his own name; he baptized in the name of Christ.  Note that verse 14 says: "I thank God that I baptized none of you, but Crispus and Gaius. " Mr. Donahue would never had said such, for he would be thanking God that he saved so few.

Acts 2:38.  "For the remission of sins" means "with reference to the remission of sins already obtained" one is baptized.  The Greek eis does not mean "in order to." In Matthew 12:41: "They repented at (eis) the preaching of Jonas," not in order to obtain his preaching.

Look carefully at Mr. Donahue's statement: "Anybody not baptized 'for the remission of sins' will be lost." This is the same thing that the pope of Rome believes.  Pope Paul said on February 6,1974, to a general audience: "The real birthday of a Christian is the day of his baptism" (1975 Catholic Almanac 62).

For the first 4,000 years of human history baptismal regeneration was not known among the fellowship of God's children.  The error originated among the Devil worshippers of Chaldea many centuries before Christ.  Alexander Hislop relates of the priests of Babylon: "They led their votaries to believe that, if they only passed through the baptismal waters, and the penances therewith connected, that of itself would make them... twice born or regenerate... and give them the new birth" (The Two Babylons 137).  This idea passed through false Judaism into the church at Pergamos and finally into the Mother of Harlots, the Roman Catholic Church.  Mr. Donahue and his people got this dogma from one of the daughters of the Whore.  It came from the Presbyterians by means of Alexander Campbell into the Restoration Movement.

I charge this hoary, old, bewhiskered patriarch (baptismal regeneration) with being not a patriarch of Scripture at all, but just an ignoble old Chaldean vagabond.  I charge baptismal regeneration with being the most destructive heresy that ever raised its Hydra-head out of the pit of Hell.  It was not planned in the councils of God from eternity.  It was instigated in the councils of Hell, the Devil being the father thereof, and the Whore by Babylon the Great being the mother thereof.  This accursed lie has dragged millions down to Hell by deceiving them as to the new birth.

Thank you, Mr. Donahue, for answering my third question in my last speech so as to show that Baptists are different from Catholics and Protestants.  As I have just pointed out, Mr. Donahue and his people are like Catholics, Protestants, and pagans, for they all believe in human works for salvation.  We believe in salvation by free grace - even repentance and faith are gifts of God's grace. Grace, the free grace of God, does all the work of salvation. It works in the sinner all his good will and all his good works, so that the sinner shall go at last into the divine presence as a poor, helpless beggar, saved by grace from first to last, and be prepared to give God all the glory of his salvation.

Evils of Baptismal Regeneration

1.	It makes the preacher who baptizes a person his savior.  If Mr. Donahue's position is correct, Jesus Christ never saved one soul.  John 4:2 says: "Jesus baptized not, but his disciples."
2.	The "be dipped or damned" idea is out of character with the spiritual religion which Christ came to teach.  If salvation was in ceremony, then the ordinances of Judaism were just as good.  I Peter 3:21 declares that baptism does not put away the filth of the flesh.
3.	Some persons received the Spirit before baptism (Acts 10:44-48).  The receiving of the Spirit presupposes regeneration and furnishes evidence of it.  Hence they were said to justify baptism.
4.	Baptism is described by Peter as "the answer of a good conscience" (I Pet. 3:21), but a good conscience is the fruit of regeneration (Heb. 9:14) and is joined to faith (I Tim. 1:5,19; 3:9).
5.	In the First Epistle of John he uses the word "begat" one time and "begotten" three times, yet he never mentions baptism in the whole book!  This is strange if a person is regenerated by baptism as Mr. Donahue says.  Unlike him, John saw no connection between baptism and regeneration.
6.	Is a man led to baptism by the Spirit of God, or the spirit of the Devil?  If he is led by the devil, we must praise the Devil for his work of evangelism.  If he is led by the Spirit of God, then he is saved before baptism, for "as many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God" (Rom. 8:14).

Answers to Mr. Donahue's Questions

1.	Repentance and faith occur very much at the same time, and so salvation may be predicated upon either.  There is a time lapse between faith and baptism.
2.	The answer to his second question is "No!"
3.	No. The grammar is plain, for it shows the baptized ones in verse 27 were the ones already saved by faith.  The antecedent of the personal pronoun "you" in verse 27 is the children of God" in verse 26.

Mr. Donahue, give up the dogma of baptismal regeneration which is from Babylon and Rome.  Trust in a whole Christ for the whole of your salvation.

Article 6 – Donahue’s Third Negative

Mr. Cockrell notes correctly I agree with him that faith saves, but still doesn't understand that doesn't prove that we are saved at the point of faith.  I'll quote once again Heb 11:8, "By faith the walls of Jericho fell down, after they were compassed about seven days."  Here the walls fell by faith (of the Israelites), but not at the point of faith of the Israelites.  Mr. Cockrell understands this principle as he agrees with me that repentance saves, but he believes "repentance always precedes faith" (Milburn Cockrell, 1st article, 3rd paragraph).  Now let's try Mr. Cockrell's own statement out on himself.  "He (Mr. Cockrell) says he agrees with me that (repentance) saves, but then he says the (repenter) is still a child of the Devil (until he believes)!"  The truth is, when the Bible teaches faith saves, that does not say salvation occurs at the point of faith; it is teaching that salvation is predicated upon faith.  The same is true about repentance.  When the Bible, Mr. Cockrell, and I teach repentance saves, we are not saying salvation occurs at the point of repentance; we are teaching salvation is predicated upon repentance.

Read It Again, Mr. Cockrell

Mr. Cockrell states I did not say one "word" about his argument on I Cor 1:14-17, 4:15.  He needs to go back and check the top of my paragraph labeled "I Cor 1:12-13" in my last article.  Mr. Cockrell also says I did "not examine any of the verses in my (Cockrell's) arguments 8 to 14."  Again, go back and read the answer to these arguments in my paragraph labeled "Mr. Cockrell's Additional Proof Texts" in my 2nd article.

Synecdoches

I don't care if you call it a synecdoche or not, but if Mr. Cockrell can understand the Bible teaches repentance saves, but that salvation does not come at the point of repentance, then he ought to be able to understand that just because the Bible teaches faith saves, that is not the same as saying salvation comes at the point of faith.  However, Mr. Cockrell does admit the use of synecdoches, when in answer to my question, "Why does John 5:25 not prove all an alien sinner must do in order to be saved is 'hear' the gospel?," he responds by saying the "person who hears the gospel in the sense that he understands and believes it (John 5:24-25) is saved."  Mr. Cockrell thus admits that "hear" in John 5:25 is used as a synecdoche for understanding and believing.

Salvation Is Not AT THE POINT OF Faith

It is the truth that if the Bible says our salvation is conditioned upon baptism (Mark 16:16, Acts 2:38, etc.), and if baptism comes after belief (which it does), then salvation cannot occur at the point of belief.  There is no way around that!  Matt 10:22 does not refute this principle because when Christ said:  "But he that endureth to the end shall be saved," he is not talking about initial salvation (the forgiveness of sins that occurs when a person is born again); he is talking about the salvation that Mark 10:30 speaks of when it says "and in the world to come eternal life."

Other arguments showing salvation does not come at the point of faith have already been presented, without response by Mr. Cockrell, therefore I repeat them following.  Rom 10:13 undeniably teaches salvation is conditioned upon calling on the name of the Lord, which, according to verse 14, clearly comes after the belief spoken of in the context.  Since a person must "call on the name of the Lord" to be saved, and since calling on the name of the Lord comes after believing in Jesus, then salvation comes after a person believes in Jesus.

Rom 10:10 teaches salvation is conditioned upon a "confession" with the "mouth" ("with the mouth confession is made unto salvation") which, of course, comes after the belief of the context.  Again, salvation comes after belief.

Notice also Acts 9:5-6 shows Saul believed on the road to Damascus (something I don't think Mr. Cockrell will deny), but Acts 22:16 ("... and be baptized, and wash away thy sins ...") clearly shows Saul was still in his sins at least three days later (Acts 9:9).  This again shows a person's sins are not washed away the moment he believes.  In this case, the forgiveness of sins occurred at least three days after Saul believed in Jesus.

Besides teaching the washing away of Saul's sins occurred after he believed, Acts 22:16 also teaches the washing away of his sins occurred when Saul was baptized, and not before.  Indeed, this passage teaches that if any alien sinner wants his sins washed away, he must be baptized.

Mark 16:16

Mr. Cockrell responds to Mark 16:16 by saying that a parallel statement would be "He that believeth and takes the Lord's Supper shall be saved," understanding correctly that we don't have to take the Lord's Supper to be saved initially.  This statement paralleling baptism with the Lord's Supper is true about like my friend's joke:  "My first wife used to be a Pentecostal."  It implies something that is false, that my friend has had more than one wife (he hasn't).  My opponent's statement is misleading in two ways (and therefore not parallel to Mark 16:16, which is not misleading):  (1) It does imply initial salvation does not come until after one eats the Lord's Supper.  This is incorrect.  (2) It does imply initial salvation is conditioned upon eating the Lord's Supper.  This is incorrect.  Notice Mark 16:16 does imply that both of these things are true about baptism.

The following are parallel to Mr. Cockrell's "parallel" statement:  (1) He that buys a ticket and gets on the train and stays with their relatives (in Atlanta) shall make it to Atlanta.  (2) He that enters the race and gets the most votes and lives in the White House shall be elected President.  Both of these statements are misleading.  The first makes staying with relatives in Atlanta after arriving there necessary to getting to Atlanta, which is not true; and the second makes living in the White House after being elected President necessary to being elected, which is also not true.

Jesus did not say, "He that believeth and is baptized and EATS THE LORD'S SUPPER shall be saved (initially)."  If he had said that, I would be teaching eating the Lord's Supper is necessary to initial salvation.  But Jesus did say, "He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved."  I say exactly the same thing.  Why not just accept the obvious meaning of the verse?

I Peter 3:21

In his response to my argument on I Pet 3:21, Mr. Cockrell makes a big deal about the word "figure," but fails to notice that the figure in the verse is not baptism, but the salvation of Noah's household.  Notice the NKJV ("There is also an antitype which now saves us, namely baptism")  makes baptism the antitype.  The antitype (baptism) is the real; it is that which answers to the type or figure (Noah's salvation).  The NIV indicates the same as it reads "and this water symbolized baptism that now saves you also" (baptism is not the symbol, but is what is being symbolized, the real).  The picture is Noah, the real is baptism.  I Pet 3:21 says baptism saves; Mr. Cockrell says it does not.

I Corinthians 1:12-13

Since Mr. Cockrell only talked around I Cor 1:12-13 without answering my argument on it, I will repeat it for the third time following.  Paul teaches in 12-13 that for a person to be "of Paul," Paul would have had to have been crucified for him, and that person would have had to have been baptized in the name of Paul.  This implies that for a person to be "of Christ" (that is, to be a Christian), Christ would have had to have been crucified for him, and that person would have had to have been baptized in the name of Christ.  There is no way around this.  I Cor 1:12-13 proves that to be of Christ, to be saved, one would have had to have been baptized in the name of Christ.

Acts 2:38

Mr. Cockrell does respond to my argument on Acts 2:38 by saying the phrase "for (eis) the remission of sins" in the verse means "with reference to the remission of sins already obtained."  His response (that "eis" means "with reference to") is shown to be false by the following paragraph.

If "eis" means "with reference to" in Acts 2:38, then that makes repentance only "with reference to" the remission of sins also, because the verse connects both repentance and baptism to the remission of sins with the word "for" (eis).  But we know better than that; Mr. Cockrell agrees with me that repentance is "order to obtain" the remission of sins.  The fact is "eis" is never translated "with reference to" in the New Testament, not one time.  Try out Mr. Cockrell's definition for "eis" in just a couple of familiar passages.  Should Matt 15:14 be translated "... And if the blind lead the blind, both shall fall with reference to (eis) the ditch?" Is Matt 26:28 only teaching Jesus shed his blood "with reference to" (eis) the remission of sins, or is it teaching Jesus shed his blood "in order to" the remission of sins?  I challenge the reader to take whatever meaning he thinks "eis" carries in Matt 26:28, and stick it into Acts 2:38.  Let's be consistent!  The truth is "eis" means "into" or "unto" the vast majority of times it is used in the NT; check the Greek concordance for yourself.  Acts 2:38 teaches baptism is "into" (or "unto") the remission of sins; therefore proving my proposition.

Next, I ask you to read Mr. Cockrell's "Evils of Baptismal Regeneration" alongside the following responses:

1.	If my position makes the preacher the savior since he baptizes, then faith being necessary to salvation makes the preacher the savior, since the sinner hears the word of God from the preacher (Rom 10:13-14).
2.	The teaching that baptism is necessary to salvation may be out of character with what Mr. Cockrell THINKS Christ came to teach, but it is in complete character with what Jesus actually did come to teach (Mark 16:16).  I Pet 3:21 does teach baptism does not put away the filth (dirt, NASV) of the flesh; instead it is a spiritual washing ("the answer of a good conscience").
3.	The receiving of a miraculous measure of the Spirit does not evidence regeneration, else Saul was regenerated while laying down naked all night, plotting to kill David, God's chosen (I Sam 19:15-24).  The non-miraculous indwelling of the Spirit that people receive at baptism (Acts 2:38), and not before baptism, does evidence the approval of God (I John 3:24, Gal 4:6, Acts 2:38, 5:32, I John 4:13, Rom 8:9, Eph 1:13-14).
4.	The NASV translates the phrase in I Pet 3:21, "an appeal to God for a good conscience."  Wigram-Green defines the word translated "answer" in the KJV as "question, inquiry, demand."  Thayer defines it as "an inquiry, ... a demand, ... earnest seeking, ... a craving, an intense desire."
5.	This point does not prove baptism is not necessary.  It only proves we don't have to mention baptism in every letter, article, or sermon that we deliver, especially when we are talking to people who have already been baptized, as John was in his letter.  However, John did teach the necessity of baptism in John 3:5.
6.	Notice a parallel:  Is a man led to belief by the Spirit of God, or the spirit of the Devil?  If he is led by the devil, we must praise the Devil for his work of evangelism.  If he is led by the Spirit of God, then he is saved before belief, for "as many as are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God" (Rom 8:14).  Mr. Cockrell obviously is making an argument he doesn't even believe himself.

Conclusion

The Bible clearly teaches salvation does NOT come at the point of faith, but that instead, it comes when one is baptized.  The question becomes, are we willing to accept the plain meaning of the Bible passages?
