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Introduction


At one time debates were common among representatives of the various religious groups; however, in recent years fewer discussions have been conducted.  Most of the denominations have little or no interest in attempting to defend their beliefs in oral or written debate, despite the clear scriptural approval for such encounters (Acts 6:9-10; 15:1-2, 6-7; 17:17; 19:8; Jude 3; Phil. 1:17). Among the wide variety of issues that should be studied today, none warrants more discussion than the gospel "plan of salvation."  The participants in this written debate should be commended for their willingness to have their views examined in the light of divine revelation.


Mr. Dan Mayo lived in Lecompte, Louisiana at the time of this discussion. He represented the Baptist position in at least three formal debates on the issues of salvation and apostasy. The Madrigal-Mayo Debate and the Thrasher-Mayo Debate were originally published in serial form in the Gospel Defender during 1983.  Both are now available in book form.


Mr. John R. Madrigal lives in Glasgow, Kentucky.  He has been preaching the gospel for more than twenty years, working with churches in Alabama, Florida, Georgia, and Kentucky. He has participated in five oral and written debates with Baptists and Pentecostals.


Our desire is that good may result from the publication of this discussion.  People can discuss their religious differences honorably and profitably. Let us approach the study of religious questions with the attitude of the noble Bereans, who "searched the Scriptures daily, whether those things were so" (Acts 17:10-11).

( Thomas N. Thrasher

Madrigal's First Affirmative

I am glad for this opportunity to discuss with you the word of God. This question relates to our soul’s salvation and therefore it needs to be examined in the Light of God’s word. There are many others who deny that baptism is essential to salvation, and should you be in that number, we plead with you to lay aside your preconceived ideas and with an open mind study the Scriptures that shall be discussed in this debate. You and I must stand before God at the judgment and give an account as to whether we have or have not obeyed the teaching of Christ; therefore, the subject of baptism, like all other Bible subjects, cannot be disregarded or looked upon as being of little importance. I trust that this discussion will be beneficial to all of us in the study of His word.

The proposition as it is to be discussed is as follows: “The Scriptures teach that water baptism, to the penitent believer, is for the forgiveness of sins.

Definition of terms:
By the Scriptures, I mean God’s words as given to us in both the Old and New Testaments. By teach, I mean to give instruction to live by; to enlighten on what God would have us to know. By water baptism, I mean that act of immersion of believers in water. By the penitent believer, I mean one who has not only been taught, but one who has repented of his sins. He is a believer as a result of having been taught. We are not referring to a child or an infant or one who is incapable of reasoning or understanding what the word of the Lord might teach, but one who is a penitent believer, For the forgiveness of sins, I mean regeneration(the act of God transforming the sinful creature known as man into a child of God by cleansing him from his sins.

First I will make the statement clear to all by saying I hereby affirm the statement that water baptism, to the penitent believer, is for the forgiveness of sins.

Because baptism is often misunderstood, two things need to be pointed out: (1) We do not believe that baptism only is necessary to forgiveness, or is essential to the remission of sins when unattended by faith. (2) We do not affirm that there is any efficacy or cleansing power inherent in water to wash away sins. We do not believe in water salvation. Sins are not washed away by the water, but by the blood of Christ. We do contend that it is by water baptism that we reach the blood of Christ and this will be considered in this study.

The Scriptures clearly teach that baptism is related to salvation. Baptism always comes before the remission of sins. Every word that is placed in the Bible is there for a special reason, and God’s condemnation rests upon the man, Mr. Mayo, who would trifle with the word of God in any way to change the meaning that God intended. Wherever baptism and remission of sins are mentioned in the same connection, baptism always comes before the remission of sins. It is baptism, then remission of sins.

One of the plain, positive statements which indisputably teaches that baptism is essential to salvation is found in Mark 16:15,16. Jesus said to his apostles: “Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to the whole creation. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that disbelieveth shall be condemned.” This truth stated by Jesus himself places baptism before salvation. As we briefly analyze this statement in Mark 16:16, we notice that “He” is the subject of the sentence. It is “He” that is under consideration. This “He” shall be saved. Is it any “He”? If the subject “He” of the sentence is unmodified, then universal salvation would be the result. If any “He” will be saved and without any conditions on his part, then all people would finally be saved. However, the verse does have some conditions in it. It is “He” that what? It is not “He” that believeth shall be saved. It is not “He” that is baptized shall be saved. No, it is “He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” The word “and” in the verse is a coordinate conjunction and it spells the difference between truth and what many teach. The conjunction “and” connects two conditions and it makes them stand EQUALLY related to salvation. Jesus said:  “He that believeth AND is baptized shall be saved.” 

The apostles taught that baptism is essential to salvation. When the Jews on the day of Pentecost were pricked in their heart upon hearing the gospel preached, they said to Peter and the rest of the apostles, “Brethren, what shall we do?” Peter then said in Acts 2:38, “Repent ye, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ unto the remission of your sins.” These people were told to do two things: they were told to repent and be baptized. The two things mentioned here were the two things that they had to do in response to their inquiry in verse 37. In order to have remission of sins, Peter told them to repent and be baptized.

Another consideration would be Acts 22:16. Ananias said to Saul of Tarsus: “And now why tarriest thou? arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on his name.” Saul of Tarsus was told to do two things in order to have his sins washed away: he was to arise, and be baptized.

In both Acts 2:38 and Acts 22:16, baptism stands squarely between the sinner and salvation. In Acts 2:38 it is “repent and be baptized for the remission of sins.” In Acts 22:16 it is “arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins.” The word “washing” in Act 22:16 is what “remission” is in Acts 2:38.

That baptism is essential to salvation is plainly seen in I Pet. 3:20,21: “... when the longsuffering of God waited in the days of Noah, while the ark was a preparing, wherein few, that is, eight souls, were saved through water: which also after a true likeness doth now save you, EVEN BAPTISM, not the putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the interrogation of a good conscience toward God, through the resurrection of Jesus Christ...” Noah was saved by water; we are saved by baptism. How could it be plainer that we are saved by baptism? Mr. Mayo and others of his faith would teach that we are not saved by baptism, but Peter says that we are saved by baptism. Friends, if you should see two sentences written down, one which reads “Baptism does save” and the other “Baptism does not saved” and you should be asked to mark out the statement that you do not believe, which one would you mark out? Do you not see how plain the word of God is upon the necessity of baptism for salvation? Baptism is not a bath of the body, but it is a condition of salvation. It is the interrogation of a good conscience toward God.” When one learns the truth and obeys the truth by being baptized as the Bible teaches, his conscience will act as a witness and will approve him.

It is impossible for any person who is mentally capable and morally responsible to obey the gospel of Jesus Christ without being baptized. Paul wrote in 2 Thess. 1:7-9 that those who do not obey the gospel will suffer punishment, eternal destruction from the Lord. That baptism is a part of the gospel is clearly seen in Mk. 16:15,16. It is impossible to preach Christ without preaching what Christ taught and he certainly taught that baptism is essential to salvation. In Acts 8:35 it is stated that Philip preached Christ to  the Ethiopian. That he preached baptism is made evident in verse 36 where we read: “And as they went on the way, they came unto a certain water; and the eunuch saith, Behold, here is water; what doth hinder me to be baptized?” Baptism in water for the remission of sins is a part of the gospel because it symbolizes the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ (Rom. 6:4). These three things constitute the facts of the gospel (1 Cor. 15:1-3); therefore, without being buried with Christ in baptism, one cannot obey the gospel.

All spiritual blessings are in Christ (Eph. 1:3). Salvation is in Christ (2 Tim. 2:10); redemption is in Christ (Eph. 1:7); forgiveness is in Christ (Eph. 1:7); our inheritance is in Christ (Eph. 1:11); we are new creatures in Christ (2 Cor. 5:17); all promises are in Christ (2 Cor. 1:20); and, there is no condemnation in Christ, if we walk by the Spirit (Rom. 8:1). Considering that all of these things are in Christ, how do we get into Christ? Paul wrote in Gal. 3:27, “For as many of you as were baptized into Christ did put on Christ.” Since all of the aforementioned things are in Christ and since we are baptized into Christ; therefore, we must be baptized in order to enjoy all of those blessings, salvation being one of them.

Reconciliation of both Jews and Gentiles is to be found in the church, the body of Christ (Eph. 2:13-16). That the body is the church, Paul teaches in Col. 1:18 and Eph. 1:21,22. Reconcilia​tion is in the church, but how do we get into the church? We are baptized into the body, the church (1 Cor. 12:13). Paul wrote: “For in one Spirit were we all baptized into one body.” The Lord does not have one way to make you a Christian and another way to make you a member of the church, but when you are baptized into Christ (Gal. 3:27), you are also at the same time baptized into the church (1 Cor. 12:13).

Salvation and remission of sins are in the name of Christ (Acts 4:12). But how do we get into the name? We are baptized into it. Jesus said to his apostles in Matt. 28:19-20, “Go ye therefore, and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them into the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit: teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I commanded you: and 10, I am with you always, even unto the end of the world.”

We are reconciled by the death of Christ (Rom. 5:10) and in death Jesus shed his blood (John 19:34). How do we get into the death of Christ? We are baptized into it. Paul wrote in Rom. 6:3,4:  “Or are ye ignorant that all we who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? We were buried therefore with him through baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, so we also might walk in newness of life.”

One cannot be of Christ until he is baptized. Paul wrote in 1 Cor. 1:12,13: “Now this I mean, that each one of you saith, I am of Paul; and I of Apollos and I of Cephas; and I of Christ. Is Christ divided? Was Paul crucified for you? or were ye baptized into the name of Paul?” The apostle Paul shows that in order for a man to be of Paul, two things would be necessary: (1) Paul would have to be crucified for him, and (2) he would have to be baptized into the name of Paul. Since Paul had not been crucified for anyone and since no one had been baptized into Paul’s name; therefore, no one could say that he was of Paul. In order to be of Christ, the same two things must be true: (1) Christ must be crucified for one, and (2) one must be baptized into the name of Christ. This passage, along with many others which have been considered, teaches beyond any doubt that baptism is essential to your salvation. It is IMPOSSIBLE to be of Christ without being baptized.

Questions for Mayo: 

(1) Is baptism a work of man or God? 

(2) Can one enter the Baptist Church without baptism? 

(3) How may one come in contrast with the blood of Christ? 

(4) What does “born of water” in John 3:5 mean? 

(5) Can a sinner be saved without repentance? 

(6) Give one passage that tells what baptism is for.

( ( (
Mayo's First Negative
It’s a joy to discuss with you the Word of God and the subject of baptism. As I enter into this discussion with you, I do so with the deepest conviction that the doctrine of “no baptism(no salvation” is just as unscriptural as—many of the false doctrines that are being taught today. I deny that baptism is essential for salvation (John 1:11-13; Rom. 5:1; Lk. 7:50; Rom. 4:1-5; Acts 16:30-31).  Baptism is important, but not essential. We shall see as this discussion progresses that the baptism of John is the only Bible baptism there is for us today (Mt. 28:19-20; Eph. 4:5). Without any more adieu, let us go to Mr. Madrigal’s first affirmative speech.

In defining the proposition, my opponent and I are in agreement with most of the definition. He baptizes a penitent believer. Now, that is good Baptist doctrine (Mt. 3:1-8; 28:19; John 3:18,36). On the word “for,” I do not concur with my opponent. I do not believe that baptism is a birth. Is one really born of water? My opponent advocates this but will deny it later on. Mr. Madrigal clarifies the issue with two statements:  (1) That baptism is not only essential to the for​giveness of sins when attended by faith, but (2) there is no efficacy or cleansing power in baptism to wash away sins. Sins are washed away in the blood of the Lamb, but the blood cannot be reached unless one is baptized. I am thankful to the God of heaven that I am not in the affirmative. Mr. Madrigal, if there is no efficacy or power in water baptism, why be baptized at all? Do not you church of Christ people teach that you are not born again until you are baptized again? Sure you do.

I deny that the Scriptures teach that baptism is related to salvation. Paul told the Philippian jailer what to do to be saved (Acts 16:30-31). And, the believer is not condemned (John 3:18; 5:24). No, Mr. Madrigal, baptism does not always come after salvation. Either the jailer was saved when he believed or Paul told him a lie (Rom. 5:1; Eph. 2:8-10; Gal. 3:26). There is not one scripture that reads, “Thy baptism hath saved thee,” or “Be baptized or be damned.” If there is, please sir, give it to us. I would never think of trifling with the Word of God, but all scriptures are given by God and not just a few isolated passages of scripture one uses and thinks they have found scriptural proof for their position (2 Tim. 3:16-17; 2 Pet. 1:20-21; 3:16).
Let us go to the scriptures my opponent has used and see if they teach what he is trying to affirm. I deny that they do.

(1) Mk. 16:15-16 is the first scripture used to prove his position. But, Mr. Madrigal will deny a part of this scripture in this discussion. They will accuse us Baptists of not believing this scripture and at the same time deny part of it. Baptism is not a condition in Mk. 16:16. Who is it that will be damned? He that is unbaptized, Mr. Madrigal? No. But, he that “believeth not.” The word “and” does not connect two conditions in this scripture as my opponent is trying to prove. Jesus states very clearly when one is saved (John 1:11-13; 5:24; 3:36; 2:23; Acts 16:30-31; 8:37-38). Thus, the believer is saved; the baptized believer is saved; but the unbeliever is damned and not the unbaptized believer as Mr. Madrigal would like for it to say.

(2) He argues that the apostles taught baptism was essential for salvation using Acts 2:38 for his argument. Those who were told to be baptized were not in the same state as before. Baptism is for those who have believed “into” Christ (Mt. 3:1-8; John 3:18; Acts 10:43; 8:37-38; Mt. 28:19-20). Yes, these sinners were told to do two things but baptism is for those who have met scriptural qualifications. Sir, where in the scripture did Jesus ever defend the baptism you people advocate as scriptural? Care to answer? Now, go to Mt. 21:23-27 and see where Jesus defended the baptism that we Baptists have today.

The word ‘‘for’’ cannot mean "in order to" in Acts 2:38. If so, can it mean the same thing in 1 Cor. 10:10-12? They hung the man for stealing a cow. In order to, Mr. Madrigal?

(3) Acts 22:16 is the next scripture my opponent uses. This one does him no good. Paul was saved before he was baptized. Go with me to Acts 9:17-18. Ananias called him “brother Saul.” He was filled with the Holy Ghost before he was baptized and Jesus said in John 14:17 that the world cannot receive the Holy Ghost. If you will remember the issue clarified, my opponent said that sins are not washed away by baptism, yet he wants us to accept his interpretation of Acts 22:16. I think Mr. Madrigal is in a fix here. Since the act of baptism is never for a child of the devil, then Paul was not told to be baptized or be damned. Paul was saved by the gospel that he preached and contended for many years (Rom. 1:15-16). Baptism is no part of the gospel (1 Cor. 15:1-4).

(4)
1 Pet. 3:20, 21 does not plainly teach baptism is essential to one’s salvation. Noah was a saved man before he entered the ark and before the water came (2 Pet. 2:5). He was sealed before the flood came. Then, is not the Christian in the ark (i.e., Christ), sealed with the Holy Spirit before the water of baptism takes place (Eph. 1:13)? Peter says that baptism saves in a figure. A figure is only a likeness of the real thing. Thus, it pictures the gospel by which we are saved (Rom. 1:16). I believe those who were saved through water has reference to their physical lives and not their spiritual lives.

(5)
Mr. Madrigal tells us that one cannot obey the gospel unless baptized. Of course, he makes baptism a part of the gospel using Mk. 16:16. but this scripture will not help him. If only the unbeliever will be damned, will not the believer be saved? Yes, because John 3:18 tells us who is condemned. The baptism of Mk. 16:16 is the baptism of John. Not a new baptism you church of Christ people TRY to teach. The eunuch of Acts 8:26-40 was saved the second he “believed into Christ” (v. 37). Now, look in 1 John 4:15 to see when he was saved. Jesus saves those who will only trust the Savior (John 14:6; Lk. 23:39-43). Philip did not baptize a child of the Devil like you people do. You are right when you say that baptism is a symbol, for that’s all that it is. Baptism symbolizes what the people did when they repented and trusted Jesus. Praise His wonderful name. A symbol only represents the real thing.

(6)
All spiritual blessings are in Christ. I agree with my opponent and the verses he quoted, but we take different roads as to how we get into Christ where those blessings are. Mr. Madrigal takes the position that one has to be baptized into Christ before one can enjoy any blessings at all. Would it be wise to say that Cornelius did not receive a spiritual blessing when he received the Holy Ghost? When he spoke in tongues and magnified God? This all took place before one word was said about baptism. So, this one Bible example tore up that argument. Gal. 3:26 does not teach Mr. Madrigal’s unscriptural doctrine, but it does teach that we are saved when we, by faith, accept Jesus and that before baptism. Eph. 2:8-10 is also in my favor.

(7)
Reconciliation was made possible by the death of Christ on the cross for both Jews and Gentiles (Rom. 5:9-10; Eph. 2:16). The church is the body of Christ (Eph. 1:21-22; Col. 1:1-18), but Christ is the head of the church (Eph. 5:23; Col. 1:18) and is not the church. Jesus is the Savior and not the church (John 14:6; Acts 4:12; 16:30-31; 10:43). Now look at Acts 2:41. They were first saved and then added to the church. Now, if they were baptized into the church why did they have to be added to the church?

(8)
Salvation is truly in Christ (Acts 4:12), but it does not take baptism to put us into Christ. We believe into Christ first (Gal. 3:26) ( a live faith and not a dead faith as your people have. We accept what Christ did for us and not what we can do to work our way to heaven (John 10:42; 9:35-38; 2:23; Rom. 10:14). Sir, Mt. 28:19-20 is not the baptism you have, but it’s the baptism of John(believer’s baptism only.

(9) Yes, Jesus shed His blood on the cross, but I do not believe that one has to be baptized to reach the blood. Jesus did not shed His blood in the river of Jordan did he, Mr. Madrigal? If Paul meant what you think he meant in Rom. 6:3-4, did he mean the same thing in 1 Cor. 10:2? We are bap​tized into Christ, meaning “with reference to” or “on account of.” If it means what my opponent claims it does, let us go to Mt. 3:11. Here, John baptized with water unto repentance. Does it mean “in order to” in this passage? Read Rom. 5:1; 4:1-5; Acts 16:30-31; Rom. 1:16; and Phil. 3:9 to know what Paul said how a person is saved.

(10) One cannot be in Christ until baptized, so says Mr. Madrigal. The Bible does not. The thief on the cross was saved and was not baptized into Christ (Lk. 23:39-43). The Philippian Jailer was saved when he believed (Acts 16:30-31). That was before baptism. Paul said we are saved by the gospel (Rom. 1:16). Paul defines the gospel in 1 Cor. 15:3-4 and the word “baptism" is not named as part of the gospel. So, in order to be of Christ one must be born again, not baptized again (John 3:7; 1:12-13). This does not help you any.

My answers to Mr. Madrigal’s questions:

(1)
Baptism is a command of God that men submit to and certain ones can perform the baptizing. So, it is the work of men obeying a command of God.

(2) No. Jesus chose those who had John’s Bap​tism to begin His church (Mt. 4:18-22). First salvation, then baptism, then church membership (Acts 2:41).

(3) When one believes into Christ (Acts 16:30-31; Gal. 3:26; John 1:11-13; 3:18,36).

(4) I understand the phrase “born of water” to mean the physical birth. John 3:5 is the scripture referred to in this question.

(5) No. No one can be saved without repentance (Mt. 3:1-2; 4:17; 21:28-32; Acts 20:20-22; 2:38; Lk. 24:45-47).

(6)
Baptism is for those who are scripturally qualified (Mt. 3:1-8; 28:19-20; Acts 8:35-39; 16:30-31). Salvation first, then Bible baptism (Mt. 28:19-20; Eph. 4:5).

Since I have answered Mr. Madrigal’s questions, I would like to offer a few scriptural arguments to my opponent that supports my position and will at the same time deny his unscriptural position.

(1) In the great commission (Mt. 28:19-20) Jesus gave the command for certain ones to be baptized. “Believers only.” Was this not the same baptism that began with John the Baptist (John 1:33; Mt. 3:1-8), that Christ put His divine approval on by being baptized with this one and only baptism of that day and the one baptism of today (Eph. 4:5)? Also, did not Jesus defend the baptism of John (Mt. 21:23-27)? The baptism of John was good then and it’s the only baptism of today.

(2) In Acts 16:30-31, a sinner asked an important question to the apostle Paul. What was that question? Here is that question: “Sirs, what must I do to be saved?” What did Paul tell him to do in order to be saved? Now, the answer is too plain for anyone to deny or twist to say something else. Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and be baptized and thou shalt be saved? That is the way my opponent would have told the lost sinner. But Paul said, “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved.” Was he saved when he believed, Mr. Madrigal?

Questions for Mr. Madrigal:


(1) Do you baptize one on a live faith or a dead faith? 

(2) Can one love God before baptism? 

(3) When one is baptized of water, is he then born of water? 

(4) Was Peter re-baptized over at Pentecost? 

(5) If born of water means baptized of water, then would not BORN OF THE SPIRIT mean BAPTIZED OF THE SPIRIT?  If not, please explain. 

(6) Would you have to re-baptize a person over if, after he got saved, he became lost again?

( ( (
Madrigal's Second Affirmative

It is with great joy that I accept this opportunity to discuss the word of God. We need to recognize the purpose of such discussions. If I know my heart, I am not, in any way, interested in a personal victory of any kind. I am only interested in revealing truth and exposing error. We all must be interested and concerned with truth! Our blessed Lord said on one occasion, “and ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32). Pilate asked Jesus on one occasion saying, “What is truth?” (John 18:38). Jesus said in His prayer to the Father, “Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth” (John 17:17). Obviously then, truth is of the utmost importance and all should seek diligently for it!

It is significant to note at the very outset that Mr. Mayo makes it plain to everyone as to what he believes concerning the matter. He says, “I deny that baptism is essential for salvation.... Yet, he goes on to say that while baptism is not essential to our salvation it is IMPORTANT! Now why, in the name of reason, would baptism be IMPORTANT if it is not ESSENTIAL? If it doesn’t matter either way as to whether one is baptized or not and if baptism doesn’t have any bearing on our salvation, then why in the world would it be IMPORTANT? To further show the inconsistency of my friend’s false doctrine, he went on to say in response to my first question that baptism is a command of God! Well now, I can certainly understand why he would say that baptism is important since he has admitted it to be a “command of God.” Do you see the predicament my opponent has gotten himself into? He has denied that baptism is essential to our salvation and therefore is not required for obedience. Yet he went on to say that baptism is a command of God. So, according to Mr. Mayo, here is a command of God that is not necessary to obey since it has no bearing on our salvation anyway. Who is willing to accept such a pernicious and damnable doctrine?

Mr. Mayo, in commenting on my definitions of the proposition said, “I agree with most of his definition.” He went on to say that he didn’t agree with my definition of the word “for,” but failed to show wherein I missed it! Mr. Mayo, you are in the denial and therefore are obligated to point out these matters! It’s interesting to note that I didn’t even define the word “for” in my definitions! In this connection, Mr. Mayo asks the question, “Is one really born of water?” He implies that a birth in water is not necessary. However, John, notwithstanding, says in the third chapter of his gospel and in verse five, "Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” Now, that ought to settle the matter!

Mr. Mayo said that I said that there is no efficacy or cleansing power in baptism to wash away sins. I said nothing of the kind! I said and I quote: “we do not affirm that there is any efficacy or cleansing power inherent in water to wash away sins. We do not believe in water salvation. Sins are not washed away by the water, but by the blood of Christ. We do contend that it is by ‘water baptism’ that we reach the blood of Christ.  So, Mr. Mayo simply perverted what I said about it!

Mr. Mayo denies that Mk. 16:16 establishes my proposition on the basis of two things: 1) That the latter part of the verse condemns the disbe​liever and not the unbaptized person and 2) That my observation of the word “and” is wrong and does not connect two conditions in this passage. Now, as to his first objection, the Lord gave TWO conditions in the passage for salvation and gave ONE condition for condemnation! As to his second objection on the copulative conjunction “and,” all he did was make an assertion without any proof! Now, Mr. Mayo, we shall expect more from you than that! Notice the following:

AN ANALYSIS OF THE TEXT:

1)
“He” is under consideration.

2)
This “He” shall be saved.

3)
Is it just any “He”? If unmodified, univer​sal salvation results.

4)
Is it “He that believeth shall be saved”? NO! This is Baptist doctrine.

5)
Is it “He that is baptized shall he saved”? NO! This is Catholic doctrine.

6)
It is “He that believeth AND is baptized shall be saved.” This is Bible doctrine!

NOTE: “AND” is a copulative conjunction and is the difference between Baptist doctrine and the Bible—divine truth!

In my argument based upon Acts 2:38, Mr. Mayo said, “Those who were told to be baptized were not in the same state as before. Baptism is for those who have believed." Well, Mr. Mayo, I couldn’t agree with you more! That’s exactly what I preach! In fact, I said in my first affirmative that we do not believe that baptism is essential to the remission of sins when UNATTENDED BY FAITH! Certainly so! But, that proves my position and not Mr. Mayo’s! If one must be baptized for the remission of sins (and Mr. Mayo has admitted that this was one of the conditions given by Peter in Acts 2:38) after having believed, which qualifies one for baptism(according to Mr. Mayo himself and I agree(then this proves that one is NOT saved at the point of faith before and without water baptism! But this is my position and goes against Mr. Mayo’s! You see what false doctrine will do for a man? He asks: “Where in scripture did Jesus ever defend the baptism you people advocate? Care to answer?” Yes, Mr. Mayo, I believe I will. We’ve already mentioned Mk. 16:16 to establish our proposition and those were instructions given by the Lord! Now, did Jesus give some instructions that He was not willing to defend? We shall let Mr. Mayo answer that one for us in his next speech. He tells us that the word “for” cannot mean “in order to” in Acts 2:38, but doesn’t give us a reason or proof for his assertion! Now, he wants me to tell him what the word “for” means in 1 Cor. 10:10-12 and implies that it doesn’t mean “in order to” in this passage and therefore cannot mean such in Acts 2:38. First of all, whatever the word means in 1 Cor. 10:10-12 has absolutely no bearing on what the word means in Acts 2:38! My argument was based upon Acts 2 and not 1 Cor. 10! But I wonder(couldn’t the word “for” mean one thing in a passage while meaning something else in another passage of scripture? Why certainly so! But he asks again, “They hung a man for stealing a cow. In order to, Mr. Madrigal?” Well, let me answer that by asking him one. They hung the man for punishment. Because of, Mr. Mayo?

Mr. Mayo tries to do away with the argument I made on Acts 22:16 by saying that Paul was already saved and suggests two things as his proof 1) he said that Paul was already saved in view of the fact that Ananias called him “brother.” And 2) he said that Paul received the Holy Ghost in Acts 9:17 which occurred before his baptism, and since the world cannot receive the Spirit (John 14:17), then Paul must have been a Christian before his baptism. As to his first argument, they were both Jews which accounts for the fact that Ananias called him brother. Over in Acts 3:17-19, Peter called some Jews his brethren and then instructed them to repent in verse 19. So, according to my opponent’s reasoning, these Jews were Christians before repentance! Do you see how that false doctrine will cause a man to be inconsistent at nearly every turn? Would Mr. Mayo mind explaining his difficulty. Now, so far as Paul receiving the Holy Ghost in Acts 9 is simply a figment of Mr. Mayo’s imagination. The text does not say so! I challenge him to prove otherwise!

The next argument we considered is based upon 1 Peter 3:21 where Peter said that “baptism doth also NOW SAVE us...”! Despite the clear language used here by the apostle, Mr. Mayo seeks to deny its teaching. We might just make an observation at this point: Any attempt by Mr. Mayo to show that baptism in this verse does not save will not be an explanation, it will be a contradiction! Just remember that now; don’t forget it. He says that 1 Pet. 3:21 “does NOT plainly teach that baptism is essential to one’s salvation.” But did you notice that Peter said that “... baptism doth also NOW save us”! So, Mr. Mayo says in effect that “baptism doth also NOT save us.” Peter said that “baptism doth also NOW save us”! Now that’s the difference between Mr. Mayo and Peter! I told you that any attempt he would make to do away with baptism in this passage would not be an explanation, but a contradiction! You just simply cannot subscribe to Baptist doctrine without contradicting that verse! He said that Noah was a saved man before he entered the ark and therefore before the water came, implying that it wasn’t the water that saved him since he was saved already. Well, Peter said that they were saved by water! B-Y, BY WATER!  Now, either they were or not. Peter said that it was the water that saved them! Mr. Mayo says that it wasn’t since they were saved before the water came. I told you that he would contradict that verse by trying to explain it away! Now, he says that baptism saves in a figure. That isn’t so! Baptism isn’t the figure in that verse, it is the flood.  The flood is the type and baptism is the antitype. The Hebrew writer tells us in 9:24 that the entire Jewish economy was a figure of the true. Does that mean that the whole Christian system is nothing but a figure and therefore lacks substantiality? Again, we emphasize that Mr. Mayo cannot do away with the necessity of baptism without contradicting the Bible! All the maneuvering that he may do will not escape or avoid that fact!

All that my opponent said about the argument on Gal. 3:26-27 is that it doesn’t teach my doctrine, without dealing with the passage point by point and considering the things I said. Now, the apostle told the Galatians that they were all “the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus” in verse 26. Did he say that they were all children of God “at the point of faith” as my opponent would like to think? NO! But he said that it was “IN CHRIST JESUS” where they were children of God by faith. So. he tells us where we must be in order to be a child of God and that is in Christ Jesus! Now, in the very next verse (v. 27) he proceeds to tell us how to get there: “For (i.e., to introduce the reason) as many of you as HAVE BEEN baptized INTO Christ have put on Christ.” Verse 26 affirms that those Galatians ARE (present tense) children of God by faith because they HAD BEEN (past tense) BAPTIZED INTO CHRIST! The only way that anybody can be called a child of God is if it can be said of them that they have been baptized! Now I challenge my opponent to bring to bear against that argument all that he has. When he has done it and said his last, that argument will stand just as impregnable as the time Paul first made it!

Before closing, I would like to answer the questions given by Mr. Mayo: 

(1) Live faith. 

(2) Yes. 

(3) No. 

(4) So far as I know, the Bible doesn’t say. 

(5) “Born of water” does not mean “baptized of water”! 

(6) No.

Questions for Mayo: 

(1) Which of the expressions do you believe: “Baptism doth NOW save us” or “Baptism doth NOT save us”? 

(2) Can you love God before repentance and faith? 

(3) Are there any works of God that man must submit to in order to be saved? 

(4) Is faith a work?

( ( (
Mayo's Second Negative

I thank the God of heaven for His loving care and for giving me this opportunity to respond to my opponent’s second speech. I will, at this time, prove to the readers of this debate that Mr. Madrigal does not believe in this “water salvation” as he would like for you to think. Mr. Madrigal and his people believe that nobody can possibly be saved the first time without “water baptism.” Yet, when one sins and is lost as the church of Christ teaches (the Bible doesn’t), that soul to be saved again must find remission of his sins another way and, believe it or not, without “water baptism”! Now, Mr. Madrigal, if a person can be saved the second time, the third time, etc. without being born of the water, why can he not be saved the first time without water baptism? Care to answer, Mr. Madrigal? Surely, he’s in a worse condition the second time than the first time. Now, let us await his answer to this inconsistent, damnable, and pernicious doctrine of “no water baptism, no salvation.”

In trying to prove his doctrine, my opponent wants no personal victory but that truth be reveal​ed and error exposed, and to that I say amen! Now, my friend believes that I’m inconsistent in my statement that “baptism is important but not essential.” It’s important to a child of God because it pictures a death. One who has died to sin has not died as my friend and his people want to believe (Rom. 6:4-7). It’s not important to a child of the devil since it would only get him wet. Mr. Madrigal, when I tell my boys to do a certain thing, it’s important that they do it not to become my sons but to show their love for me. I believe you can understand that. That’s not too profound, is it?

On the word “for,” my friend knows and I happen to know that he cannot define it to mean “because of” in Acts 2:38! Now quit playing games. Mr. Madrigal doesn’t believe that there is any cleansing power inherent in water to wash away sins, but in the next breath he tells us that one must be born of water or he will be lost in hell. But the Bible tells us, “being born again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible ...“ and surely the natural water has some germs in it and if it’s part of the seed for the new birth, we would have “corruptible seed.” So, Mr. Madrigal, you are doomed to start with! (cf. 1 Pet. 1:23).

Mr. Madrigal, who said that baptism was a condition of salvation? Jesus didn’t! (cf. John 3:16-18; 5:24; 4:5-15; 10:1-9; 13:10-11). John the Baptist didn’t! (cf. Mt. 3:1-8, 13-17; John 1:29). Paul, the great Missionary Baptist preacher, didn’t! (cf. 1 Cor. 1:17; Rom. 5:1; 1:15-16; Acts 16:30-34; Eph. 1:7, 13-14; 2:8-10). So, my friend, how do you make baptism in Mk. 16:16 a condition when Jesus did no such thing? Who is to be bap​tized in Mk. 16:16? The believer and according to the Bible, the believer is not condemned (John 5:24). He has eternal life and that’s more than you have according to your teaching. So, baptism in Mk. 16:16 is not a condition and the word “and” does not connect two conditions in the passage. Until you prove, not only affirm, that baptism is a command to a child of the devil, you lose Mk. 16:16. Didn’t you know that the baptism of Mk. 16:16 is the same baptism that Jesus was baptized with? There was only one baptism of that kind when Jesus gave the command to baptize the believer. It was definitely not the baptism that you people have in your church. If Jesus came back to this earth today he would not join up with your church for you preach another gospel for people to be saved by(i.e., “baptismal salvation,” which is contrary to what the Bible teaches (cf. 1 Cor. 15:1-4; Rom. 1:15-16; Mk. 1:15-16).

In Acts 2:38, those who were told to be baptized were not in the same condition as before their repentance that changed them from unbelievers to believers in Christ (cf. John 1:11-13; Acts 16:30-31). The believer is saved and safe because he has accepted the gift of God by faith (Rom. 10:6, 23). What is the gift of God? Does the Bible teach that it is water baptism? No! That is what my friend would have you to believe, but please, lost friend, wherever you are, trust Jesus today and you WILL BE, not might be, saved. Mr. Madrigal, tell us if there will be any believers in hell who died trusting Jesus but before being bap​tized? My friend said that he agreed with me as to their condition, but he really doesn’t since the believer is not condemned according to the Bible (John 3:18, 36) and my friend believes that they are condemned until baptized. Mr. Madrigal, I gave the wrong scripture in my first speech in talking about the word “for”; the scripture I had intended to use was 1 Cor. 10:2. Since you haven’t defined the word “for” and you’re in the affirmative, I’ll let you take the lead on that. Mr. Madrigal, I asked you a question that you failed to answer. Now, be sure you answer it in your next speech so I’ll have time to answer in my last speech. Mr. Madrigal. they hung the man for, i.e., in order to, that he might be punished for, because of, his crime. Now, that wasn’t hard to deal with, was it?

Mr. Madrigal cannot believe that Paul was saved without water baptism. Well, the scriptures tell us that Ananias laid his hands on Saul and he received his sight and was filled with the holy Ghost (Acts 9:17). Then, he arose and was baptized as a child of God and not as a child of the devil. After Paul was saved, you never find Paul telling anyone to be baptized again or go to hell. Look at the following scriptures: Rom. 1:14-17; 5:1,9-10; 1 Cor. 1:14-17; Gal. 6:14-15. You see, my friend, the gospel was Paul’s concern in leading lost people to salvation and not baptism as you believe. On the word “brother,” the Lord had already told Ananias that Saul was a chosen vessel, so I believe that he was correct in calling him brother. Now, if you want to believe that there was no difference between Saul’s condition and the condition of those brethren that did not have Paul’s experience. then go right on believing it. Mr. Madrigal, was Paul saved by the gospel or was there something else in addition to the gospel? I will await your answer.

Now, let’s deal with 1 Peter 3:21. I could hardly believe my eyes when my opponent said that I denied the scripture at this point. Mr. Madrigal, you had better be careful. Now, my friend, why do you and all of your other debaters leave off part of that verse? Verse 21 says, “the like figure,” which for some good reason you left off. Mr. Madrigal, I do not deny that the water of the flood did save Mr. Noah and his family. Well, my friend, even the animals were saved by water. But, I guess they needed salvation too. Mr. Madrigal, tell us so we will know for sure. Was Noah a preacher of the devil when he was warning those people to come into the ark?

Taking up Gal. 3:26-27, which my friend thinks proves his position, doesn’t really help him one bit. The apostle Paul lets us know when one is saved. He says, “For by grace are ye saved, through faith ...“ and not baptism as you want it to read (Eph. 2:8-10). Also see Rom. 5:1. Nowhere in Paul’s writings will you find where he included baptism in the gospel. People are saved by the gospel and again Paul defines the gospel in 1 Cor. 15:1-4. Now, tell us my friend in your next speech where baptism is found in the gospel as Paul defines it. Now, back to Gal. 3:26-27. Listen to Paul: “For ye are all the sons of God by faith ...“ Now, Paul, did you say ye are all the children of God by baptism? No! This harmonizes with all the other scriptures on salvation (Acts 10:43; 15:6-11). In our baptism we put on Christ. To put on Christ doesn’t mean we are born or baptized again. It means we imitate Christ when we are baptized. We are saved first, then we are baptized into Christ. My opponent says, “The only way that anybody can be called a child of God is if it can be said of him that he has been baptized again.” Now, I say this in kindness, but, my friend, you have not read all the Bible yet, have you? Look at these Bible examples: Lk. 10:17-20; John 1:11-13; Acts 16:30-31; 8:35-38; 2:38-41. Only children of God were ever commanded to be baptized (Mt. 28:18-20).

We will now go to Mr. Madrigal’s answers to my questions and see if he made a passing grade.

(1)  He baptizes one on or with a live faith. His subject for baptism is a child of the devil on the road to hell, yet the Bible informs us that the believer is a child of God and he believes in Christ before baptism. A live trusting faith all before baptism (John 3:16, 36; 5:24; Acts 8:37; 1 John 4:15).

(2) Mr. Madrigal answers yes. That’s good. Then, if a live faith works by love, one is born again before water baptism (1 John 4:15).

(3) No is the answer, but he did not explain his answer. Now. if that which is born of the flesh is flesh, then that which is born of the water IS water. If not, why not?

(4)
Mr. Madrigal says, “The Bible does not say.” You know why it does not say anything about their being baptized over? Because they had the only baptism that was scriptural and that is the only baptism for that day which you and your people repudiate (cf.. Mt. 28:18-20; Acts 1:21-22).

(5) He says, “Born of the water does not mean baptized of water,” but again he leaves us without telling us the difference. Mr. Madrigal, you will have to do better in your next speech.

(6)
No. Well, if the child of the devil must be born of the water to be saved the first time, how can he be saved the second time with any less conditions? Surely, he is worse off the 2nd, 3rd, or 4th times than the 1st.

Now, to answer my friend’s questions: 

(1) I accept the entire statement of 1 Pet. 3:21—"The like figure.” Why don’t you? Are you afraid of it?

(2) No. 

(3) The lost man must repent toward God and trust Jesus for salvation (Acts 20:20-21). If repentance and faith are works in the sense that you are hoping for, then Paul does not agree with you (cf.  Rom. 4:1-5). 

(4) Answer: Romans 4:5—No.

I will close at this time waiting for my opponent to answer at least some of the arguments I made in my first negative speech. He has a lot of catching up to do.

Madrigal's Third Affirmative

I too am thankful to the God of heaven for the preservation of my life up to this time and the privilege that I now have to continue in this debate and respond to my opponent’s feeble attempt to do away with the Bible’s specific teaching that “baptism” is necessary to the penitent believer for or unto the remission of sins.

Mr. Mayo begins his second speech with the following observation and question: “... when one sins and is lost as the church of Christ teaches (the Bible doesn’t), that soul to be saved again must find remission of his sins another way and, believe it or not, without ‘water baptism’! Now, Mr. Madrigal, if a person can be saved the second time, the third time, etc. without being born of the water, why can he not be saved the first time without water baptism? Care to answer, Mr. Madrigal?” Yes, Mr. Mayo, I’d be more than happy to answer.

In the first place, let’s notice that Mr. Mayo has an idea that the Bible does not teach that an individual who sins will be lost. However, the Bible says (Mr. Mayo notwithstanding) in Ezek. 18:4 that “... the soul that sinneth it shall die”! Now Mr. Mayo, would the soul that dies be lost? Certainly so! The prophet Isaiah said in the long ago, “But your iniquities have separated between you and your God, AND YOUR SINS have hid his face from you ...“ (Isa. 59:2; caps mine, JM). Well, I wonder if a person would be lost who was separated from God? I don’t believe that even Mr. Mayo would say that a person separated from God would be saved, yet it is an individual’s sins that separate from God! But, Mr. Mayo said that the Bible doesn’t teach that a person will be lost who sins. Now who is willing to subscribe to Baptist doctrine when it requires you to flatly contradict the teaching of the Bible? The reason we, in the Lord’s church, teach that one who sins will be lost is because the Bible does (cf. Rom. 6:23)!

He goes on to say, “... if a person can be saved the second time, the third time, etc. WITHOUT BEING BORN OF THE WATER, why can’t he be saved the first time WITHOUT WATER BAPTISM?” (caps mine, JM). Notice, first of all, that Mr. Mayo parallels being “born of the water” with “water baptism,” and rightfully so, because that’s what the Bible teaches (cf. John 3:5; 1 Pet. 1:23; 1 Cor. 12:13). But, now look. We find here that Mr. Mayo’s position forces him to once again contradict the plain teaching of the Bible. In fact, most everything that Mr. Mayo says in an effort to defend his false position contradicts the Bible! Mr. Mayo is obviously denying that “water baptism” is necessary for remission of sins, but parallels being “born of water” with baptism and, therefore, necessarily denies in his position that being “born of water” is essential for remission of sins. However, the Bible says (Jesus speaking) in John 3:5, “Verily, verily, I say unto thee, except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he CANNOT enter into the kingdom of God” (caps mine, JM).

Furthermore, Mr. Mayo admits by his question that he is not aware of what the Bible teaches with regard to conditions of pardon for “the child of God.” He seems to think that since I understand the Bible to teach that “water baptism” is essential for the remission of sins to the alien sinner and not necessary for one who has already become a child of God who is in need of God’s for​giveness, that I am therefore inconsistent. Well, I wonder. Couldn’t the Bible require different conditions of pardon for the alien sinner and child of God? Certainly so, and that’s what it does! In Acts 8:13 when Philip went to Samaria to preach Jesus, we find that Simon, the sorcerer, upon hearing Jesus preached “also believed; and when he was BAPTIZED he continued with Philip."  We find in the following verses that Simon sinned in thought by thinking that he could buy “the gift of God” with money (vv. 18, 19). Now remember that he had already become a child of God because the Bible tells us that he believed and was baptized (v. 13), and Jesus Himself said in Mk. 16:16 that “he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” So, here was a child of God who had sinned and was in need of God’s forgiveness. What did Peter tell him to do? Did he tell him to be baptized? No! He told Simon to “REPENT therefore of this your wickedness, and PRAY God if perhaps the thought of your heart MAY BE FORGIVEN you” (v. 22). Therefore, I believe, as the Bible teaches, that for a child of God to be forgiven he must (1) re​pent and (2) pray! Then, over in John’s first epistle which he addressed to children of God (2:1), he said in 1:9 that “If we CONFESS our sins, He is faithful and just to forgive us our sins and to cleanse us of all unrighteousness.” So, the Bible teaches that a child of God who is in need of God’s forgiveness must (1) confess, (2) repent, and (3) pray! Now that’s simple!

Mr. Mayo goes on to say that “water baptism” IS IMPORTANT to a child of God because it pictures a death while maintaining that it is not essential to one’s salvation. Again I ask, WHY is it so important if it has no bearing on our salvation? He says it is important because it pictures a death. Well, I agree, Mr. Mayo, that water baptism pictures a spiritual death—that is, a death to sin (Rom. 6:2)! We bury the old man of sin and arise out of the watery grave of baptism to walk a new life! But, isn’t that interesting? While Romans 6:4 tells us that we are RAISED to walk a new life, Mr. Mayo has a man walking the new life before and WITHOUT water baptism! How is that possible? The passage teaches that IF we are united in the likeness of Christ’s death (which is accomplished in baptism even by Mr. Mayo’s own admission), then we also shall be in the likeness of his resurrection” (6:5). But, don’t you see that this statement is conditional? It says that “IF” we are united in his death “THEN” we can be united in his resurrection! Furthermore, we see that Paul tells us WHEN we are MADE FREE FROM SIN in vv. 17 & 18. He says that it is WHEN we have obeyed “from the heart that form of doctrine to which you were delivered” (v. 17). What is the doctrine? Accord​ing to Paul, it’s the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus (1 Cor. 15:1-4). What is the form of doctrine? According to Paul once again, it is “water baptism” (Rom. 6:1-6)! Therefore, we are made free from sin in BAPTISM, which is where the blood of Christ is reached! Have you really ever thought about how absurd Mr. Mayo’s position is? He takes a man who is already walking the new life, who has already been made free from sin(a man who is alive spiritually(and then he buries him. Now why bury him? What’s the purpose? Do you know what he’s done? He’s taken a man and buried him ALIVE! Do you see the absurdity manufactured by my opponent’s false position? Now, my position (which is the Bible’s position) is to take a man who has DIED TO SIN and then bury him! Now, that makes good sense too. I advocate burying a dead mar. that he might become alive spiritually, which is what the Bible advocates. But Mr. Mayo advocates burying a man who is already alive! Again I ask, why bury him anyway? Mr. Mayo, I appreciate your bringing that up. Thank you!

Mr. Mayo says, “On the word ‘for,’ my friend knows and I happen to know that he cannot define it to mean ‘because of’ in Acts 2:38!” Well, now, let’s see about that. As a Greek preposition “eis” never means “because of” or “on account of,” and is never so rendered. I challenge Mr. Mayo to produce any recognized translation rendering “eis” in Acts 2:38 “because of” or “on account of.” Will he do it?  Let’s wait and see.  Mr. Thayer says that “eis” is a “preposition governing the accusative and denoting entrance into, or direction and limit; into, to, towards, for, among.” The American ver​sion translation renders “eis” in Acts 2:38 “unto” the remission of sins.  That would certainly coincide with what Thayer said about it in his definition; and the word “unto” signifies “to reach an unreached end”! What is the unreached end in Acts 2:38? It’s “remission of sins”! How do you get there? Peter said REPENT (item #1) AND BE BAPTIZED (item #2) UNTO (i.e., toward) the remission of sins! So again, my opponent is wrong in his assertion that “for” cannot be defined “in order to”!

He goes on to say with regard to Peter’s state​ment in 1 Pet. 1:23 that since we are born again “not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible,” that since “the natural water has some germs in it and if it’s part of the seed for the new birth, we would have ‘corruptible seed.’” Well I wonder. Since you, Mr. Mayo, advocate baptizing a man in water to show a picture of death and have been contending all along that this is what the Bible teaches, would that too make the seed “corruptible”? It would by your own reasoning, wouldn’t it? If not, why not? Now, Mr. Mayo, who is playing games? Are you denying then that the element of water is a part of God’s word? Tell us! Since God makes it a part of his word, the seed (Lk. 8:11), then I accept it!

He asks, “Mr. Madrigal, who said that baptism was a condition of salvation?” Now Mr. Mayo, aren’t you listening? Peter gave baptism as a condition in Acts 2:38 in answer to the question, "Men and brethren what shall we do?” Jesus gave baptism as a condition in Mk. 16:16 in connection with salvation. Of course, Mr. Mayo denies this, but refused to touch top, side, edge, or bottom of my analysis of the passage in my second speech! In fact, nearly everything Mr. Mayo said in his second speech in an attempt to deny my arguments made are simply a repetition of what he said in his first speech, without dealing with what I said about it! He says with respect to baptism in Mk. 16:16 that “it was definitely not the baptism that you people have in your church.” Mr. Mayo, I don’t have a church! I belong to the Lord’s! That’s the problem in the religious world today(people are interested in “choosing the church of THEIR choice.” Why not consider Christ’s choice! Jesus said in Matt. 16:18 that he would build “His church” and therefore I belong to the one he built and not mine!

Mr. Mayo asks, “... tell us if there will be any believers in hell who died trusting Jesus but before being baptized?” Mr. Mayo, let me answer that by asking you one. Since you teach that one repents after belief, tell us if there will be any believers in hell who died trusting Jesus but before they repented? Now don’t dodge it, Mr. Mayo. Don’t avoid or evade it either!

He says that I didn’t answer his question with regard to the man who was hung for stealing a cow. He asked if it was “in order to” or “because of.” Well Mr. Mayo, I will be glad to answer your question as soon as you answer the one I asked you in this connection. I asked if hanging the same man FOR punishment would be. “because of” or “in order to”? Did you deal with it? Not a bit! You were as silent as a tomb about it! You know, on one occasion the chief priests and scribes questioned Jesus’ authority by asking “by what authority are you doing these things? And who gave you authority to do these things?” Jesus’ reply was: “I will also ask you one question; then answer me, and I will tell you by what authority I do these things: the baptism of John(was it from heaven or from men? Answer me.” You know what happened? They refused to answer and therefore Jesus said, “Neither will I tell you by what authority I do these things” (cf. Mk. 11:27-33).  So, Mr. Mayo, neither will I answer you since you refused to answer my simple question!

Mr. Mayo is still contending that Paul must have been saved prior to Acts 22:16 when Ananias told him to “... arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins ...“ on the basis that Paul called him “brother Saul” over in Acts 9:17. But did you notice how that he absolutely evaded my reply to his argument? I showed how that over in Acts 3:17-19, Peter called some Jews .his brethren, and then instructed them to repent! So, according to Mr. Mayo, these Jews were Christians before they repented! Again, Mr. Mayo, we want you to explain your difficulty!

On 1 Peter 3:21 Mr. Mayo persists on denying the plain teaching of the passage. In fact, he refused to even answer the question I gave him along this line. I asked if he believed that “baptism doth also NOW save us or NOT save us” and he refused to answer! I told you any attempt to explain away this passage would not be an explanation but a contradiction!

On Galatians 3:26-27, we find Mr. Mayo playing another schoolboy stunt by trying to find other passages in the Bible that would contradict it. Instead of dealing with the plain language found in Gal. 3 my opponent seeks to nullify what is said by introducing Eph. 2:8-10 and Rom. 5:1. Paul said in the Ephesian letter that we are “saved by grace through faith ....” Well, I believe that passage too! That’s what I preach! But that doesn’t con​tradict Gal. 3:26-27, it harmonizes with it! Notice that Paul said we are saved by grace through faith! Now, question: what KIND of a faith? Mr. Mayo has a person saved on the basis of a “dead faith” and I believe a person is saved on the basis of a “live faith”! How do I know that? Because Mr. Mayo has a person saved AT THE POINT OF FAITH! Right then and there WITHOUT ANY ADDITIONAL WORKS! But, James said “that faith without works is DEAD being ALONE”! (cf. Jas. 2:17), In the passage we see that Paul was able to say that those Galatians were then (i.e., at the time of his writing) child​ren of God (v. 26) because they HAD BEEN BAPTIZED (past tense) ( v. 27!  Mr. Mayo didn’t touch it!

Now, to briefly make some response to my opponent’s feeble attempt to answer my question. I asked him if a person can love God before repentance and faith and he said no. That’s his unqualified answer. So, he has a person actively HATING God and at the same time repenting of sins and believing. Can you imagine that? Do you see the predicament my opponent’s position has manufactured? Who is willing to subscribe to such false teaching as that? The last thing a person who HATES God would think of doing is repenting of sins and believing! Why would he make an effort to please God if he hates Him?

With respect to my third question, Mr. Mayo ad​mitted that faith was a work of God that man must submit to. But, don’t you see the consequences? Since you have a person, Mr. Mayo, saved AT THE POINT of faith—nothing following (i.e., no addi​tional work), you have him saved on the basis of a DEAD FAITH (Jas. 2:17)!

I certainly hope that we all will seriously consider the things, in light of God’s eternal truth, that have been said in this debate, with a view toward eternity. It is my earnest desire and prayer that all might come to a knowledge of the truth. Jesus said, “And ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32).

( ( (
Mayo's Third Negative

Since this is my last negative article on the subject of Water Baptism, I want to say I’ve enjoyed the discussion with Mr. Madrigal. I believe he is wrong, as he believes I am wrong, but if my opponent has been born again, not baptized again, then because of the blood that was shed for me and John Madrigal, we both shall meet in Heaven because we have been washed by the blood of the Lamb. Praise his name.

Now to my friend’s last article we shall go and see if he has proved beyond anyone’s doubt that he has established his position with the word of God without refutation from me, If the readers will notice, my opponent became alive at the very outset of his last article. He became upset because I showed him that baptism was just as important the 2nd time or the 3rd time if it was essential the 1st time. But no, my opponent and his group cannot accept this, because they would have their hands full all the time; that is, they would be baptizing the saved again and then lost again, over and over and over and over. But Mr. Madrigal thinks he has found scriptural sanction for his not baptizing those who were saved and then lost and then saved again. He goes to Acts 8. This proves my case more than his. Now he believed and he was baptized, but what did Paul tell him? Read Acts 8:21-23. He was never saved to start with. Is the man who is in the gall of bitterness and in the bond of iniquity a saved man? He was still a slave to sin. You will have to do better than that, Mr. Madrigal. So you had better start preparing to baptize a lot of people.

No, my friend, I do not parallel born of water the same as water baptism as you try to make it sound. I only use your term since you teach that one is not saved until he is baptized or born of water. Mr. Madrigal, why did you not explain to us that Born of the water was not the same as Baptized of the water? You had plenty of time.

Now let’s deal with Mr. Madrigal’s position as to what condition is the one to be baptized in. Mr. Madrigal said, now read it very slowly, “My position ... is to take a man who has died to sin and then bury him.” Mr. Madrigal, do you not know the Bible reads, “For he that is dead (to sin) is freed from sin” (Rom. 6:7)? Are you saying you were dead to sin or dead in sin before baptism? Yes, Mr. Madrigal, we Baptists bury one that is dead to sin but is alive unto God because he has Jesus,
who gives eternal life to those who trust Jesus for salvation Acts 16:30-31; John 1:11-13; 5:24; 1 John 5:11-13). So my friend’s position is not the Bible position. Sorry, Mr. Madrigal, and at the same time you are quite welcome. If the one who is to be baptized is dead to sin before baptism, then it did not take baptism to kill him to sin. I believe our opponent can see that if he wanted to.

Now my opponent defines the word “for” in his last speech as if Mr. Thayer took his side. But in this same connection, Mr. Thayer also says that when it refers to place, location, it means into. But when it expresses relationship, it means with reference to. Also, Dr. A. T. Robertson agrees with Mr. Thayer. But let us go to Matt. 3:11, where the same word from the Greek is used. Now does it say they were baptized in order to repent?

On 1 Peter 3, I still say if my friend is born of the natural water and it is corruptible, then he is doomed to start with. That’s his silly predicament, not mine. Mr. Madrigal, we baptize one in water, but he is not born of the water as you people so erroneously teach. I do not deny that the element of water is part of God’s word, but at the same time, I was never born of the water as you were. See the difference?

No, my friend, Peter nor Jesus never did teach the baptism you try to defend not even in Mk. 16:16 and Acts 2:38. Some people have a truly small, small Bible, If you belong to the church that Jesus built, why do you at the same time refuse the baptism that the head of the church has?

Mr. Madrigal is good at dodging a question that will put his so-called Bible doctrine to the test. Mr. Madrigal, the Christian is to confess his sins daily in order to keep the fellowship with God and to grow stronger every day (1 John 1:6-l0). If a child of God should die with sins unrepented of, he will go to Heaven, For the child of God has eternal life and is passed from death unto life (John 5:24). Jesus paid for all of our sins, past, present, and future. No condemnation to those who are in Christ through faith (Eph. 2:8-10). Now see, Mr. Madrigal, when you have the Bible on your side there is no need of evading or dodging the truth, now is there? Oh, yes I answered you on the one about the man being hanged. You overlooked it for some reason. Now who is the one as silent as the tomb? Thou art the man. Paul said he was saved by the gospel, and water baptism is not part of the gospel (Rom. 1:15-16; 1 Cor. 15:3-4). Paul accepted Christ on the road to Damascus. He addressed Jesus as Lord (Acts 9:6). Yes, dear readers, Paul was a fit subject for baptism. He was commanded to be baptized by Ananias. Paul was baptized in water, but was he born of the water? Jesus saves, not baptism (John 3:14-18, 36; 4:5-15; Acts 4:12; John 1:11-13; 14:1-6).

On 1 Pet. 3:21, Mr. Madrigal, why do you keep on trying to make it seem as though I deny the scriptures? You refuse to quote all of the passage in 1 Pet. 3:21. Are you afraid of the whole scripture as it is written? I answered your question, but it did not satisfy my opponent. Well, I am not the least bit surprised. But just to make him happy, I will answer him the way he wanted me to answer it. Baptism doth not now save us. My friend and his group, by using certain scriptures, cause all kinds of confusion, and God is not the author of confusion. The truth of any subject can only be found when all the scriptures are used on the subject that is being discussed. My opponent has completely ignored scripture after scripture that I used to offset his false doctrine of Baptismal Regeneration, for that’s all it amounts to anyway.

Now let’s look at Galatians 3:26-27. My opponent wants to make baptism part of the gospel that saves, and baptism is no part of the gospel. The Galatians were baptized to be sure, but it was after they had accepted Jesus as their Saviour. My friend argues on the word “for” and says it intro​duces the reason as to why they were saved. Well, Mr. Madrigal, the same word “for” is used in verse 26. Did you know that? Now what was the reason they were saved? For by faith you are all the children of God and for this reason you are baptized into, that is, because of your being saved you put on Christ through the act of baptism. The gospel was preached before Pentecost and no one was commanded to be baptized to be saved, although people were saved and then baptized. The gospel saved before the cross and after the cross. Only one plan of salvation, and my opponent should know that if he reads the Bible in order to make all the scriptures harmonize (Heb. 9:11-15; Acts 4:1-12; John 3:1-7; Lk. 23:39-43).

About being saved on a dead faith my opponent, like all the other debaters of his church, do their best to twist what we Baptists believe about when one is saved. Sir, one is saved when he meets scriptural conditions. Please read Acts 20:20-21, Mk. 1:14-15. Now read Eph. 2:8-10. Faith is a gift and is not earned by working for it. It’s a gift from God. And I believe that one has a trusting faith, a live faith if you please, before baptism, thus a child of God through faith. Yes, Mr. Madrigal, it can be said and it has been said that people are called children of God before baptism (John 1:11-13; Gal. 3:26). You to the contrary.

My friend, if my answers to your questions are feeble, it’s only because you gave feeble arguments. Could that be right? I think so.

In conclusion, let me say I’ve enjoyed the discussion with Mr. Madrigal, and I hope we have become friends because of this debate. Let’s all study and pray that God will help us to rightly divide the word of truth and be not afraid to have our doctrines put to the test from those who disagree with us. Thank you again, Mr. Madrigal, for giving me the chance to defend what I believe to be Bible doctrine, that is, that one can be and is saved, present tense, before water baptism.

End of Debate
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