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My title is immediately offensive. It offends some Campbellites who always thought their baptismal theology was kind and gentle. And it offends all Campbellites because none of them like the being called Campbellites. As a good Campbellite I immediately resist the designation but it is important here for three reasons. First, as a historical descriptor it identifies my specific theological tradition in contrast to other baptistic traditions (e.g., Mennonite, Southern Baptist, etc.).
 Second, it acknowledges that the baptismal theology of Churches of Christ is rooted in and shaped by Alexander Campbell.
 Third, it recognizes that the history of Campbellite-Baptist relations has often been hostile.
 Consensus in a spirit of kindnesss and gentleness would be a new chapter in the history of Campbellite-Baptist relations.

My “kinder, gentler” Campbellite baptismal theology in the context of our dialogue today consists of four points: 1) baptism is part of the New Testament conversion narrative; 2) Calvinian
 baptismal theology correctly identifies the soteriological significance of baptism as a means of grace; 3) baptism serves faith and is subordinate to its soteriological function; and 4) salvation is a process of transformation into the image of Christ which both gives baptism its theological significance and limits its soteriological importance. By a “kinder, gentler” Campbellite baptismal theology I mean one that is both Campbellite (Calvinian
)—baptism is a means of grace that is integral to the conversion narrative—and ecumenical
—it recognizes and values the process of spiritual transformation that many believers experience without or prior to immersion in water. 

I. The Conversion Narrative

Does the biblical conversion narrative include or exclude baptism? 

Gordon Smith of Regent has recently defined conversion as “the initial encounter with God’s saving grace—the steps or the means by which we enter into a redemptive relationship with God.” Or, put another way, it “is the means by which we appropriate and experience God’s saving grace.”
 A conversion narrative is the story of our encounter with God’s grace as we enter into relationship with him and participate in his story.

In the first decades of the nineteenth century, conversion narratives were an integral part of religious life on the American frontier. Candidates for admission to full church membership offered these narratives as evidence of their regeneration. The narrative usually included an account of God’s work in their hearts through various stages (from sorrow for sin to the peace of forgiveness) and through various means (prayer, Bible reading, hearing sermons) over an extended period of time. The narrators recounted their own gradual experience of God’s regenerative grace. While originally a distinguishing mark of Colonial New England church polity, this procedure was adopted by practically all the frontier denomination from Presbyterians to Baptists.
 Methodist and Baptist revivalists during the Second Great Awakening in the early 19th century called supplicants to the “mourning bench” or the “anxious seat” to “pray through” for an experience of grace. This experience confirmed their conversion. These “conversion narratives” did not include baptism though in paedobaptist traditions they often assumed infant baptism while in Baptist traditions they were prerequisites for baptism.

Alexander Campbell ultimately affirmed that that a complete biblical conversion narrative included baptism. He came to this conclusion through an ardusous journey. Early in his life he embraced the Puritan model of conversion. At the age of sixteen, while still living in Northern Ireland, Campbell began an intense study of the Holy Spirit. After he had noted every biblical passage that mentioned the Spirit, he began reading the best evangelical writers. He read Richard Baxter’s Call to the Unconverted as a means of seeing an experience of grace. In addition he read Arms, Boston, Bunyan, Newton, and every other “converting” book. He was especially fond of John Owen. By the age of twenty Campbell says that he was “perfectly indoctrinated into the right faith, as the evangelical christians called it.”
 Campbell “desired to feel a special interest,” and “for this [he] prayed.”

At the age of twenty-four Campbell explicitly rejected this popular understanding of conversion. The circumstances of his immersion in 1812 reflect this. Campbell asked Matthias Luce, a local Regular Baptist minister, to immerse him. However, Campbell stipulated that the baptism should be performed solely upon a profession of faith and without any rehearsal of a converting experience.
  His immersion was the culmination a theological shift. Even though as late as April 7, 1811, Campbell had described “faith” as “effect of Almighty power and regenerating grace,”
 in a letter to his father dated March 28, 1812, he rejects any idea that regeneration proceeds faith or that faith is the effect of regeneration. His definition of faith had shifted from an experientially based sense of assurance to a full and firm persuasion based on the testimony of Scripture that Jesus is the Christ.

 Campbell’s immersion reflected a significant theological shift. It was not simply that Campbell was now a baptist rather than a paedobaptist, but also that he had rejected the conversion narrative theology of his earlier training.
 He no longer sought a subjective religious experience to confirm his regeneration and assure him of the remission of his sins. On the contrary, he now regarded immersion as that objective moment which assured him of God’s forgiveness. Campbell believed at the time of his immersion that his obedience involved God’s testimony or promise that all his sins had been remitted. Campbell found the answer to his adolescent struggles with special grace in the gracious promises that God had attached to baptism. Baptism, as an expression of obedient faith in Jesus Christ, offered him the assurance of God’s forgiveness.

Campbell, however, was not the only adjustment to this Puritan model of conversion. Charles G. Finney, with his thorough-going Arminianism, changed revivalism in the 1820s-1830s. He believed God had given tools to evangelists to persuade sinners to repent and that they had the capacity to repent within them. Those who were waiting for salvation could immediately accept it if they decided to do so. Thus, “making a decision for Christ” became common lingo for conversion in American religion. Finney used the “anxious seat” as a public technique to persuade supplicants to “make a decision for Christ.” Making a decision was synonymous with conversion. According to Thornbury, Finney viewed the anxious seat “as a means of grace, a test of piety.”
 Finney himself equates baptism and the anxious seat: “The church,” Finney writes, “has always seen that it is necessary to have something to serve this purpose. In the newborn church baptism met this need. The apostles preached the Gospel to the people, and then all willing to be on Christ’s side were called to be baptized. It held the same place the anxious seat does now: a public manifestation of determination to be a Christian.”
 Finney associated the “prayer of faith” with the anxious seat as well.

Dwight L. Moody (1837-1899) often simply asked people to “stand up for prayer” though he also used “inquirers’ room” where trained people talked with seekers. He explained that “what you want is to get them to do something they don’t want to do, and it is a great cross generally for people to rise for prayer; but in the very act of doing it they are very often blessed.”
 In the inquiry room, however, the seeker is taught to pray for their salvation. C. L. Thompson summarizes the practice: “In almost every case the inquirer is urged to pray for himself, and if unable to form the sentences, the teacher makers the prayer, which sentence by sentence is solemnly repeated.”

From 1896 to 1935 Billy Sunday popularized “coming down the aisle” during an invitation song as a conversion ritual. He referred to it as “hitting the sawdust trail.” The decision card that those who came forward signed stated: “by this act of coming forward…you are now a child of God.”
 His Suggestions for Personal Workers suggests: “When Mr. Sunday calls for decisions speak to some unconverted person near you and prayerfully encourage him or her to go forward and publicly confess Christ.”
 

R. A. Torrey (1856-1928), a close associate of Moody, provided techniques for helping people reach a point of decision. He developed manuals to help ministers lead others to a prayerful decision.
 One manual states: “No conversion is clear and satisfactory until one has been led to confess Christ with the mouth before men.”
 The conversion narrative is incomplete without a public confession.

P. E. Burroughs, who published a training manual in 1914 for the Southern Baptist Convention, wrote: “Lead the person whom you would win to pray. Lost souls are not saved without prayer, an earnest cry in their own behalf for mercy and pardon. They should be directed to approach God in prayer; they should be instructed as to the petitions which they are to make.”
 Another Southern Baptist 1925 manual is similar: “If conditions are right and you are in a private place, have the sinner kneel with you in prayer. Do not force him to his knees, but persuade him. If he seems to be under conviction, ask him to lead the prayer. If he hesitates, help him. Tell him what to say. Urge him to just open his mouth and soul to God.”
 In 1945, the “prayer of committal” read as follows: “Lord Jesus, I now receive Thee as my personal Savior and Lord. Save me from all sin, make me Thy child, give me eternal life, write my name in Thy book of life, and receive me into Thy kingdom. Help me to confess Thee before me, and to love Thee and serve Thee as long as I live. Thank Thee, Lord, for hearing and answering my prayer, for Jesus’ sake. Amen.”

In the Moody-Torrey tradition and through them to the whole of the evangelical church, the prayer of faith and public confession became the accepted sign of conversion. It became America’s evangelical conversion ritual, or, as Hulse calls it, the “new evangelical sacrament.”
 Bill Leonard refers to it as “the sacrament of walking the aisle.”
 For twentieth century evangelicalism, the sinner’s prayer as the result of an altar call or invitation to walk the aisle became the climax or end-point of the conversion narrative.

Since the work of G. R. Beasley-Murray and R. E. O. White,
 New Testament scholars in the late twentieth century have increasingly recognized that within biblical theology baptism is part of the conversion narrative.
 Luke’s second volume, Acts, most clearly demonstrates this. Conversion narratives in Acts are replete with baptismal language. Men and women, Jews and Gentiles, hear the gospel, believe it and are baptized. Here are a few examples:

Acts 2:37, 41— “when they heard this….those who welcomed his message were baptized.”

Acts 8:11-12— “they listened eagerly to him…but when they believed…they were baptized, both men and women.”

Acts 8:13— “Simon himself believed. After being baptized, he stayed constantly with Philip.”

Acts 8:35-36— “Philip…told him the good news about Jesus…they came to some water and the eunuch said, ‘Look here is water. Why shouldn’t I be baptized?’”

Acts 16:14-15— “Lydia, a worshiper of God, was listening to us…The Lord opened her heart to listen eagerly…When she and her household were baptized…”

Acts 16:32-33— “They spoke the word of the Lord to him and to all who were in his house…then he and his entire family were baptized without delay.”

Acts 18:8— “many of the Corinthians who heard him believed and were baptized.”

Acts 19:5— “On hearing this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.”

These texts call attention to the frequency with which baptism immediately follows receiving the word or believing the gospel. Baptism was the concrete way in which the gospel was received. This is Luke’s narrative construct. He tells his story in such a way that there the conversion narrative has constitutive elements. Even when these are not explicitly mentioned in every case, Luke’s narrative world assumes them. Conversion, baptism and the Holy Spirit are interwoven. Luke’s narrative connects them and no conversion narrative leaves the impression that one who has the Spirit remains unbaptized or that one who is baptized does not ultimately receive the Spirit. When either is the case, the other follows in order to complete the conversion narrative.

The conversion of Saul is an important case. When was Paul converted? That is a loaded question. The narrative is not interested in a specific moment of time. Rather, it relates the story of an unbeliever who becomes a believer who seeks the Lord through prayer intensely for three days and a preacher who heals and baptizes the penitent believer. If we mean by “conversion” the whole process of becoming a Christian, Saul was converted in the context of his baptism after three days of prayer and fasting. If, however, we are asking when he becomes a believer in the risen Christ, then it was on the road to Damascus. The exact moment is not the issue in the narrative, but the transformation of an enemy of the cross into God’s witness to the Gentile world. It is process, not event, that is significant, but it is a process filled with events—Saul “sees” Jesus on the road to Damascus, he fasts and prays for three days, he is healed through the hands of Ananias, filled with the Spirit and baptized by Ananias.

We should not devalue any of theses “events.” On the one hand, those who emphasize baptism and argue that was surely the point at which Saul’s sins were washed away miss the transformative nature of his experience with the risen Christ. Saul was a changed man before his baptism. He had come to faith in Jesus. On the other hand, those who emphasize his experience on the Damascus road as the “converting moment” miss the significance of his healing, filling with the Spirit and baptism as the conclusion of the conversion narrative where Paul is assured of his relationship with Jesus and is received as a member of the Christian community in Damascus. His baptism was a washing away of his sins as he called upon (epikalesamenos) the name of Jesus (Acts 22:16; cf. Acts 2:21). The narrative assumes that faith, repentance, baptism, forgiveness and being filled with the Spirit are part of the whole experience. Whatever the sequence, the conversion narrative involved all of the above and was not complete without all of them.
Some evangelicals recognize this. Gordon Smith, for example, identifies seven elements of Christian conversion: belief, repentance, trust, commitment, baptism, reception of the Holy Spirit and incorporation into the Christian community.
 More specifically, Smith writes “we must resist any inclination to speak of baptism as subsequent to conversion” and affirm “the necessary link between baptism and the other elements of conversion’ so that “baptism is integral to conversion.”

One of the most remarkable aspects of Evangelical conversion narratives is the absence of baptism in those narratives. William J. Abraham has called the separation of conversion from baptism a “theological scandal.” He believes it is “imperative, then, that the church find a way to reunite conversion and baptism in a coherent, unified process of initiation.”

Conversion narratives in Acts read rather differently than the more popular conversion narratives in the evangelical world. Nowhere does one read that conversion is asking Jesus into one’s heart through offering the “sinner’s prayer.” Rather, the one who would call upon the name of Lord is baptized upon the name of Jesus. When Ananias finds Paul in Damascus, he tells him to “arise and be baptized.” Baptism is the “sinner’s prayer” in Acts. It is part of the conversion narrative.

In the words of Allison Krauss, recently popularized in the movie “O Brother, Where Art Thou?,” let us call seekers “down in the river to pray.” We go down in the river to pray—to offer the sinner’s prayer through a baptism of repentance. When we invite people to call upon the name of Jesus, let us also invite them down into the river to pray.
II. Calvinian Sacramental Theology.

The Zurich Reformer Huldreich Zwingli assumed a radical stance toward sacramentalism as he rejected any idea that either baptism or the Lord’s Supper could confer, convey or otherwise function instrumentally in the distribution of divine grace or blessing. “External things are nothing,” Zwingli writes. “They avail nothing for salvation.”
 Externals are material objects that cannot affect spiritual reality or effect spiritual blessings. "Material water cannot contribute in any way to the cleansing of the soul.”
 Only faith, as an internal spiritual experience, can function as an instrument of grace. Zwingli, in contrast to Luther, radicalized the Protestant understanding of sola fide. Whereas Luther believed that faith grasps the salvation that God gives in baptism, Zwingli believed that faith experiences salvation prior to baptism. By faith one already possesses what baptism symbolizes. "The one necessary thing which saves those of us who hear the Gospel,” according to Zwingli, “is faith."
 And Christ “did not connect salvation with baptism: it is always by faith alone.”

What, then, is the function of water baptism for Zwingli? Essentially, it is an ecclesial event for the benefit of “fellow-believers” and not so much “for a supposed effect in those who receive it.”
 Baptism is not primarily an assurance or seal of faith since if one’s faith is so insufficient as to need a sign, then “it is not faith.”
 Rather, it is a sign for other believers, a pledge of commitment. “Baptism is an initiatory sign or pledge,” Zwingli writes, “with which we bind ourselves to God, testifying the same to our neighbor by means of the external sign.”
 Baptism is a public act of allegiance, which signifies that recipients both belong to the church and the church recognizes them as members.

Zwingli’s baptismal theology has an anthropocentric impulse. Instead of viewing baptism as God’s faith-strengthening pledge to the believer much less a means of grace, he primarily described it as the Christian’s pledge to his fellow believers. Consequently, baptism is more about what we do rather than what God does. Baptism became a human work which testifies to God’s work, but is no longer itself a work of God. 

The Geneva Reformer, Jean Calvin, believed Zwingli went too far. Calvin does not locate the chief purpose of baptism in its public profession. On the contrary, he believes its primary significance is its correlation to saving faith. In other words, baptism is more about what God does in relation to our faith than it about what we do in our profession of faith. Much of what Calvin writes about the sacraments in general and baptism in particular in his Institutes of the Christian Religion (1559) is directed against those who would reduce the sacraments, including baptism, to some kind of anthropocentrism or mere public human profession. He writes: “we do not tolerate that what is secondary in the sacraments be regarded by them as the first and even the only point. Now, the first point is that the sacraments should serve our faith before God; after this, that they should attest our confession before men” (Institutes, 4.14.13).

Calvin understood baptism as an effective sign through which God works efficaciously by the power of the Spirit through faith. The sign and the thing signified, baptism and forgiveness, have a real, spiritual connection through faith and the Spirit. Calvin positions himself between two extremes. On the one hand, we must not think that “such graces are included and bound in the sacrament, so as to be conferred by its efficacy;” but on the other hand, “nor does he merely feed our eyes with bare show,” but rather God “leads us to the actual object, and effectually performs what he figures” (Institutes, 4.15.14). The sign conveys the “substance and reality, inasmuch as God works by external means” but only “insofar as we receive [it] in faith” (Institutes, 4.15.1). “God, therefore, truly performs whatever he promises and figures by signs; nor are the signs without effect, for they prove that he is their true and faithful author” (Institutes, 4.14.17).

Fundamentally, Calvin believes baptism is a genuine means of grace that is effective through faith and the internal working of the Spirit. God performs what the sign promises. Baptism is an effective sign. Concerning the sacraments in general, Calvin writes: “God…performs by the secret virtue of his Spirit that which he figures by external signs, and, accordingly, that on the part of God himself, not empty signs are set before us, but the reality and efficacy at the same time conjoined with them.”

Generally, Scotch Baptists such as Archibald McLean (1733-1812) were more Calvinian than Zwinglian in their baptismal theology. This is understandable since the Scotch Baptist movement arose in the context of Scottish Presbyterianism. According to Torrance, Scottish theology regarded baptism as the “sacrament of justification by grace.”
 Indeed, the 1560 Scottish Confession of Faith affirms: “we utterly damn the vanity of those that affirm sacraments to be nothing else but naked and bare signs. No, we assuredly believe that by baptism we are engrafted in Christ Jesus, to be made partakers of his justice [righteousness, JMH], by which our sins are covered and remitted.” The Scotch Baptists claimed that they arrived at their understanding of believer’s baptism by studying the Bible alone and appear to have had no explicit connections with the English Baptists and thus continental Anabaptism.

The Stone-Campbell Movement emerged from Scottish Presbyterian and Baptist roots.
 Thomas Campbell (1763-1854) and his son Alexander Campbell (1788-1866), in particular, were Scotch Presbyterians who were strongly influenced by Scotch Baptists.
 They were familiar with their leaders, particularly Archibald McLean and the Haldane brothers (James and Robert). These influences came to the forefront when the Campbells moved from Presbyterian to Baptists circles in conjunction with their rejection of the Puritan conversion narrative.

In the wake of Walter Scott’s successful revivalistic substitution of the the mourner’s bench with immersion in 1827,
 Campbell began a series of essays entitled the “Restoration of the Ancient Gospel.”
 In this series Campbell begins to use the language of means or instrumentality: “forgiveness is through immersion”
 or baptism is “a certain act by, or in which their sins are forgiven.”
 Baptism is a “medium through which the forgiveness of sins is imparted.”
 Campbell is quite adamant about this point: “I do earnestly contend that God, through the blood of Christ, forgives our sins through immersion—through the very act, and in the very instant.”
 Campbell had moved well beyond Zwinglianism and embraced a high Calvinian understanding of the instrumentality of baptism as a means of grace.

This stance was increasingly clarified as Campbell engaged his critics. For example, the Virginia Baptist Andrew Broaddus believed that Campbell ascribed to external water what belonged only to the instrumentality of faith. It is a “living faith (not immersion nor any outward or bodily act)…by which we pass from a state of condemnation, into a state of favor and acceptance with God.” For Broaddus, baptism functions as a “declarative justification” in that it is an “outward sign and declaration that the believer has experienced” the blessing of remission of sins. Only faith functions instrumentally.
 But Campbell complained that Broaddus reduced baptism to a “mere external bodily act” or a simple “mutual pledge” by which people are received into the visible church. Broaddus’s problem is that he “gives to baptism no instrumentality at all in the work of salvation.”
 In other words, Broaddus was Zwinglian and Campbell was Calvinian. Whereas for Broaddus the “exercise of faith” is wholly “internal” and a matter of the heart alone, Campbell believed that faith is exercised through “trusting in Christ, coming to him and receiving him” in the act of immersion.

Does baptism have an instrumental or simply an evidentiary function? This is the difference between Calvin and Zwingli. It is the difference between Campbellites and Baptists. For Calvin and Campbellites the instrumental function of baptism is highlighted by the use of dia in Romans 6:4 and Titus 3:5 as well as the instrumental participle of Colossians 2:12. But instrumentality does not hang on a single preposition or grammatical function. Rather, baptism is as our participation or fellowship in the reality of the work of Chirst. Through baptism we experience of the grace of the gospel. It is an existential encounter with the gospel by means of the work of the Spirit. We not only identify with or testify to the saving work of the gospel through baptism, but we also actually participate in the reality of that gospel. We are buried into Christ’s death and we are raised into his life.

Calvin and the Zwinglians ultimately came to some agreement in the 1549 Consensus Tigurinus.
 In his “Exposition” of the Consensus, Calvin summarized its theology: “The Sacraments are helps and media (adminicula et media), by which we are either inserted into the body of Christ, or being so inserted coalesce with it more and more, till he unites us with himself in full in the heavenly life. . . . The Sacraments are neither empty figures, nor outward badges merely of piety, but seals of the promises of God, attestations of spiritual grace for cherishing and confirming faith, organs also by which God efficaciously works in his elect.”

Between 1973 and 1977 the Baptist World Alliance and the World Alliance of Reformed Churches met to discuss their theological perspectives. They issued a document entitled “Report of Theological Conversations.”
 The report reflects a Calvinian understanding of baptism’s meaning. Both Alliances affirm that baptism is an “act of God and act of man.” Baptism is described as “a powerful sign and effective means of grace” because “in baptism administered by water, God himself, by his Spirit, is acting.” By virtue of the Spirit baptism is “an effective instrument of grace, actually imparting what it promises: the forgiveness of sins, union with Christ in his death and resurrection, regeneration, elevation to the status of sonship, membership in the church, the body of Christ, new life in the Spirit, the earnest of the resurrection of the body. The New Testament looks upon the operation of the Spirit in baptism as the application of the fullness of saving grace.”

This is consistent with the work of the Baptist theologian McClendon. He describes baptism as an “effectual sign.” It is effective because it is the “nature of signs not only to betoken but to do something, to convey something.” Thus, God is doing something through baptism. Human response and divine work converge in baptism. In baptism the divine action of God meets the humble “yes” of humanity. McClendon believes that “baptism is not just the act of a candidate and a human administrator, but is an act of God.”
 Baptism is not merely the thing signified. Rather, God actually effects what baptism symbolizes. Baptism in water is a performative sign (it accomplishes what it symbolizes by the work of the Spirit) through which God has chosen to mediate his grace through faith in Jesus Christ. This is Calvinian baptismal theology and it is also Campbellite baptismal theology in its best moments.

III. Baptism Serves Faith.

Is baptism a sine qua non of salvation or is faith sufficient in the absence of baptism?

We would misread Calvin if we conclude that he believed baptism was necessary for salvation in the same way that Luther argued or even that the church throughout history believed. While Calvin believed that ordinarily baptism was the means by which God worked to save and redeem, baptism is not absolutely necessary to salvation. Indeed, faith is more important than baptism, and baptism is an “inferior mean” [sic] though it is a confirmation of forgiveness through faith.
 He rejects the idea that “all are lost who happen not to be dipped in water” and thus rejects the rationale for “emergency baptisms” (Institutes, 4.15.20). Calvin believed that infants of believers are born “holy” and thus part of the redeemed through participation in the covenant family, though he is uncertain about infants who are not part of a believing family. He concludes: “Now, then, when they make baptism to be so necessary that they exclude all who have not been dipped with it from the hope of salvation, they both insult God.”

Baptism is “appointed to elevate, nourish, and confirm our faith,” so that God “speaks to us by means of the sign” in that he “washes and purifies us” so that we participant in all the benefits of union with Christ. “These things I say,” Calvin continues, “we ought to feel as truly and certainly in our mind as we see our body washed, immersed, and surrounded with water. For this analogy or similitude furnishes the surest rule in the sacraments” which is “that in corporeal things we are to see spiritual, just as if they were actually exhibited to our eye.” However, Calvin wants us to see this between two extremes. On the one hand, we must not think that “such graces are included and bound in the sacrament, so as to be conferred by its efficacy”; but on the other hand, “nor does he merely feed our eyes with bare show,” but rather God “leads us to the actual object, and effectually performs what he figures” (Institutes, 4.15.14). The sign conveys the “substance and reality, inasmuch as God works by external means” but only “insofar as we receive [it] in faith” (Institutes, 4.15.1). “God, therefore, truly performs whatever he promises and figures by signs; nor are the signs without effect, for they prove that he is their true and faithful author” (Institutes, 4.14.17).

Campbell’s basic response was that “everyone that believes in his heart that Jesus of Nazareth is the Messiah, the Son of God; repents of his sins, and obeys him in all things according to his measure of knowledge of his will.”
 Campbell compares one who is unimmersed to an imperfect Christian. He cannot bring himself to deny that any person who “is acting up to the full measure of his knowledge,” and has not been “negligent, according to his opportunities, to ascertain the will of his Master” is a Christian. He feels that if he were to paganize all the unimmersed simply because they have never had an opportunity to learn about immersion, he would be “a pure sectarian, a Pharisee among Christians.” Therefore, he cannot regard all the unimmersed as "aliens from Christ and the well-grounded hope of heaven."
 

Campbell insists that anyone who was sprinkled in his infancy ought to be immersed. Since sprinkling is “at best only the fallible inference or opinion of man,” the unimmersed ought to be immersed because in it “we have the sure and unerring promise of our Savior and Judge."
 On this ground, "the present salvation can never be so fully enjoyed, all things else being equal, by the unimmersed as by the immersed.”
 But Campbell refuses to make immersion absolutely essential to ultimate salvation, though it is absolutely necessary to the full enjoyment of assurance. According to Campbell, all who have “obeyed according to their knowledge” and are not “willingly” ignorant of the will of Heaven, “although debarred from the full enjoyment of the kingdom of grace here, may be admitted into the kingdom of glory hereafter.”
 

Campbell will not make immersion a sine qua non of heaven and eternal salvation. Everyone must be judged according to their opportunities or circumstances. Anyone who has had no opportunity to be immersed is not subject to the divine command, and consequently he would not affirm that “remission is absolutely suspended upon being baptized in water.”
 The God who has “always enjoined upon man ‘mercy, rather than sacrifice’” has “never demanded” baptism “as [an] indispensable condition of salvation.”
 Thus, Campbell “cannot make literal immersion in water, in all cases, essential to admission into the kingdom of eternal glory; yet I know that I believe the Scriptures!"

Campbell’s argument, however, is not simply about voluntary ignorance and opportunity. Rather, it is rooted in a theological perspective that perceives the heart of God and the nature of Christianity in a certain way. Thus, he alludes to God’s preference of mercy over sacrifice as well as God’s desire for character over ritual. He asks: “We have, in Paul's style, the inward and the outward Jews; and may we not have the inward and the outward Christians?”
 Campbell recognized this “inward” baptism in the holy lives of some of the unimmersed:

The case is this: When I see a person who would die for Christ whose brotherly kindness, sympathy, and active benevolence know no bounds but his circumstances; whose seat in the Christian assembly is never empty; whose inward piety and devotion are attested by punctual obedience to every known duty; whose family is educated in the fear of the Lord; whose constant companion is the Bible: I say, when I see such a one ranked among the heathen men and publicans, because he never happened to inquire, but always took it for granted that he had been scripturally baptized; and that, too, by one greatly destitute of all these public and private virtues, whose chief or exclusive recommendation is that he has been immersed, and that he holds a scriptural theory of the gospel: I feel no disposition to flatter such a one; but rather to disabuse him of his error. And while I would not lead the most excellent professor in any sect to disparage the least of all the commandments of Jesus, I would say to my immersed brother as Paul said to his Jewish brother who gloried in a system which he did not adorn: "Sir, will not his uncircumcision, or unbaptism, be counted to him for baptism? and will he not condemn you, who, though having the literal and true baptism, yet dost transgress or neglect the statutes of your King? 

Another extended statement by Campbell is worth careful reflection: 
 I cannot, therefore, make any one duty the standard of Christian state or character, not even immersion into the name of the father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, and in my heart regard all that have been sprinkled in infancy without their own knowledge and consent, as aliens from Christ and the well-grounded hope of heaven. “Salvation was of the Jews,” acknowledged the Messiah; and yet he said of a foreigner, an alien from the commonwealth of Israel, a Syro-Phenician, “I have not found so great faith--no, not in Israel.”


Should I find a Pedobaptist more intelligent in the Christian Scriptures, more spiritually-minded and more devoted to the Lord than a Baptist, or one immersed on a profession of the ancient faith, I could not hesitate a moment in giving the preference of my heart to him that loveth most. Did I act otherwise, I would be a pure sectarian, a Pharisee among Christians. Still I will be asked, How do I know that any one loves my Master but by his obedience to his commandments? I answer, In no other way. But mark, I do not substitute obedience to one commandment, for universal or even for general obedience. And should I see a sectarian Baptist or a Pedobaptist more spiritually-minded, more generally conformed to the requisitions of the Messiah, than one who precisely acquiesces with me in the theory or practice of immersion as I teach, doubtless the former rather than the latter, would have my cordial approbation and love as a Christian. So I judge, and so I feel. It is the image of Christ the Christian looks for and loves; and this does not consist in being exact in a few items, but in general devotion to the whole truth as far as known. 

Fundamentally, Campbell argues that obedient transformation into the image of Christ is more important than any particular divine command. A transformed life is more important than a misperception of God’s will regarding baptism. Baptism is not a watershed command in the sense that one’s misunderstanding of it negates God’s grace in a life transformed through faith in Christ.

Campbell used language which implied the former and even asserted it, but it was over the top even within his own theology. He clarified this on several occasions, and the most famous is the Lunnenberg letters. Our history, however, turned toward a legal rather than relational understanding of baptism. Thus, technical language of lost/saved.

By the 1930s-50s a consensus had emerged in Churches of Christ both east (Gospel Advocate in Tennessee) and west (Firm Foundation in Texas) of the Mississippi. During this period the two previous controversies, with the exception of a few peripheral figures, were concluded. Churches of Christ generally rebaptized those who had not been previously immersed “for the remission of sins” and viewed the unimmersed as those who had little, if any, hope of salvation.

Alexander Campbell’s baptismal theology articulated an instrumental understanding of baptismal grace but at the same time valued character more than ritual and mercy more than sacrifice. A living faith that exhibited a transformed character was more important than the full enjoyment of assurance in baptism. However, few in mid-twentieth century Churches of Christ believed that faith without baptism was transformative. Baptism was regarded more like a line in the sand or, to mix the metaphor, a watershed moment. Baptismal water became an absolute distinction between the lost and the saved.

Campbell had more of a relational understanding of baptism, while the baptismal consensus of the twentieth century held more of legal understanding of baptism. Henry Webb has described the difference in terms of covenantal (relational) versus contractual (legal) frameworks.
 A relational or covenantal perspective highlights transformation as the goal of God’s work and how baptism serves that goal. But a contractual or legal perspective highlights obedience as a test of loyalty and how baptism functions as the primary test of obedience. James A. Harding (1848-1922), a foundational thinker among Churches of Christ, illustrates the significance of this distinction.

Harding, among others,
 classified baptism as a “positive” ordinance in conformity to “positive law” which is different from “moral law.”
 A “positive” law is a command whose only basis of obligation is the fact that God commanded it while a “moral” law is rooted in the moral character of God. Moral law is obligatory in its own right, but positive laws are obligatory solely by the explicit command of God. For example, the command “You shall not commit adultery” is rooted in God’s own sense of faithfulness, but the command “Do not eat of that tree” is a test of strict obedience. Moral obligations have crutches. There are inducements, inclinations, and natural propensities. But a positive law is an absolute test of loyalty. The significance of the positive command, then, is that it is unencumbered by the crutches of moral obligations and it gives a clear indication of the loyalty of the person involved. 

Harding followed Franklin’s lead. Harding was involved in a rather lengthy give-and-take on the question of the unimmersed in the pages of the 1883 Gospel Advocate. Harding offered no biblical hope to the unimmersed. “That these people,” he wrote, “are not in the kingdom is evident to us.”
 Even though “salvation is of grace, and it is also through faith,” it is also equally clear that “God has made it dependent upon conditions with which man must comply; and no man, who does not comply with these conditions, has a Scriptural reason for believing that he has been, or ever will be saved.”
 “Doubtless,” Harding said in his debate with the Methodist Nichols, “there are immersed Methodists who are entitled to the name Christian. No matter how excellent and amiable a man may be, he is not entitled to the name Christ until he has been properly initiated into the church of Christ. Unimmersed people have not been so initiated.”

Harding believed that the clarity of this command was unavoidable. “If a man does not understand the baptismal question, in this country,” he argued, “it is because he will not, not because he cannot understand. It is not the Lord’s fault; he made the matter plain enough.”
 As a clear positive command, it demands obedience rather than debating. Ignorance is no excuse.

While Harding could offer no biblical hope to the unimmersed, he preferred to remain silent about those who would be immersed but could not, or those who have never been taught about immersion. In his debate with Nichols he commented on these exceptions:

And so we, whom Mr. Nichols persist in calling Campbellites, conclude that those who can obey and will will be saved, those who can obey and won’t will be damned, and those who would obey and can't (if there be any such on earth) with cheerful hearts we leave to the 'uncovenanted mercies' of God, being glad to know that he is just and good, loving and merciful, and that in every case he will do right. 

Harding left some unimmersed—those who are unimmersed through no fault of their own or because they could not be immersed for whatever reason—to the mercy of a just and good God. “We know,” he wrote, “too little of what God is doing in giving men light and inducing them to work in it, to decide upon such matters.”

Nevertheless, the positive command of God is clear and it provides a definitive line of demarcation between those in Christ and those outside of Christ. According to Harding, the problem here is not baptism, but the heart. He clarified his rationale by pointing to the heart rather than the water:

Now let it be understood I do not find fault with these people because they have not been baptized. That is not the disease; it is only a symptom; unbelief is the disease; their hearts are not right...What right have we to call upon these people who will not obey the Lord, who cannot even endure to hear all of his commands repeated, to lead the services of our Father’s house?

Because the command is so clear and so simple, according to Harding, a refusal to obey must reflect an unbelieving heart. The positive command to be immersed, then, serves its function. It provides a test of loyalty to see whose heart is genuinely interested in serving God. The unimmersed that have been taught the truth reveal their hearts by neglecting God’s command. 
The New Testament, according to Harding, is “divine law” and the “rule of doctrine, faith and practice.”
 “Legal power” obtains when a New Testament text authorizes the practice. The search for “legal power” means that the New Testament must be scanned as a legal document that authorizes only what it contains. The “New Testament is a perfect law” so that if the New Testament does not contain it, then it is forbidden.
 Consequently, Harding could read the New Testament like a legal brief. Baptism is a positive command within this perfect law. Thus, God commands immersion as a loyalty test.

While the positive law is not right in the nature of things (in so far as mortals can see), but is right because it is commanded. Baptism and the Lord's Supper under the new covenant, and the ceremonial law of the Jews under the old covenant, are illustrations of positive law…Positive law differs from moral law in that it can be obeyed perfectly. Positive law is therefore a more perfect test of faith and love, a more perfect test of allegiance to God, than moral law…For these two reasons, doubtless, God has ever been more ready to overlook the infractions of moral, than of positive law; and for the same reasons the positive is peculiarly adapted to the expression and the perfection of faith. I would not have you suppose that I think God would for a moment tolerate a willful violation of moral law. No, no; I simply mean that God, who knows so well our inherited weakness, is patient and gentle with us in our imperfect obedience to this law, and in our many backslidings from it. But positive law we can obey perfectly, and he is strict and stern in demanding that we shall do it.

The application is apparent. God is gracious toward our moral failings because he understands our weaknesses and our inability to obey moral law perfectly. He understands our sanctification will be slow and progressive due to our weaknesses. However, God is stern and unyielding in his insistence on obedience to positive law because we can obey it perfectly. Positive law has such clarity that there is no misunderstanding it. One can be immersed—the command must be obeyed as stated. 

This is how Harding explains why God can act with such grace and forgiveness toward the moral failings of David, but at the same time removes Saul from his kingship and instantly kills Uzzah. Saul and Uzzah “violated a positive law.”
 God can bear with the moral failings of his people because of their weaknesses, but God will not tolerate the violation of his explicit positive laws. Old Testament examples testify to God’s sternness. The Old Testament teaches the church to respect the sanctity of positive law. God is gracious toward violations of moral law because he knows we cannot keep it perfectly. Consequently, he looks to the heart of the believer. But he is stern toward the violations of positive law because he expects us to keep it perfectly and a failure to do so reveals an unbelieving heart. Apparently, for Harding, we can remain loyal to Jesus even with our moral failings, but we reveal our disloyalty when we fail to keep the positive law perfectly. 

This legal understanding elevates obedience in baptism above moral transformation. Baptism, then, is more important than transformation. Indeed, moral transformation is meaningless without baptism. Failure to be properly baptized, then, is as culpable, perhaps more so, than moral failure, even if it is due to ignorance or mistaken understanding. Churches of Christ, therefore, generally concluded that baptismal error was a sign of willful ignorance, stubborn pride or pernicious disloyalty to God. Consequently, the unimmersed failed the test of positive law and thus evidenced their rebellion, just as Adam did in the Garden. Consequently, according to this view, the unimmersed have no hope because they are overtly disobedient.
Faith and baptism are deeply related to each other. Faith and baptism are connected at every level so that even what is assigned to faith (e.g., remission of sins in Acts 10:43) is connected to baptism (e.g., remission of sins in Acts 2:38). They are united in their meaning and significance. However, one is more foundational than the other. Faith is the means of baptism’s effectiveness (cf. Col. 2:12) and baptism participates in the instrumentality of faith as the means of grace. Baptism serves faith rather than faith serving baptism. Baptism was made for faith rather than faith for baptism. Consequently, faith must have priority and so we value faith more than baptism. This does not devalue baptism because its value derives from God’s work through faith.

Just as the Sabbath was made for humanity rather than humanity for the Sabbath, so baptism is made for faith rather than faith for baptism. The rituals of Israel mediated the presence of God among his people. They were externals, but they were no mere symbols. Through the Sabbath, the people enjoyed the rest of God. Through sacrifice, they experienced divine forgiveness. But the effectiveness of these rituals was rooted in faith. Sacrifice without faith was meaningless. Faith was as necessary to these rituals in Israel as it is to baptism.

Nevertheless, when circumstances dictated, faith was accepted without ritual or even when the ritual was not perfectly followed. The heart that seeks God is more important than eating the Passover clean. Mercy was more important than sacrifice and the Sabbath. God accepted faith even when it did not rigidly or technically comply with the rituals. The biblical narrative views baptism the same way.

Baptism is a means of grace, but it is dependent upon faith and faith is the primary means of grace. Faith is more important than baptism. Faith is sufficient when it seeks God out of a sincere heart.

The fundamental impulse of Alexander Campbell’s baptismal theology was the assurance of the forgiveness of sins. He rejected the frontier search for assurance through a subjective conversion experience. Instead of calling the sinner to “pray through” at the mourner’s bench, the early Stone-Campbell Movement called sinners to Jesus through “washing away their sins” in the river. Baptism was God’s “sensible pledge” by which he assured believers of his gracious forgiveness. It was an objective moment of assurance and a means of grace. Campbell, in essence, adopted a Calvinian understanding of the meaning of baptism, and he recognized this in an extended quote from Calvin at the conclusion of which he wondered whether his opponents would now call Calvin a “Campbellite.”

Campbell framed this understanding of baptism in a covenantal or relational context where God’s main interest was not baptism but transformation. The “inward” Christian is more important than the “outward” Christian, and the “image of Christ” is more important than exact obedience in every detail. Consequently, while Campbell articulated a “high” view of baptism, he also understood that transformation was more important than obedience to that single command.

But Campbell’s perspective was soon overshadowed by, first, a veiled hope for the unimmersed (as in Lard and McGarvey) and, then, by a technical exaltation of baptism over moral transformation. The veiled hope would appear occasionally, but it was left undeveloped for fear of devaluing baptism. But, then, the veiled hope was lost because baptism assumed the status of a technicality where obedience to positive law was more evidential of faith than conformity to moral law. In other words, the situation became reversed. Whereas Campbell valued the “image of Christ” more than technical obedience to a single command, the Churches of Christ, in general, valued immersion more than the “image of Christ” in that they would not recognize the “image of Christ” in some believers solely because they were unimmersed.

Campbell leads believers down in the river to experience the assurance of God’s gracious forgiveness as part of God’s transforming work, but some of his theological descendents went down in the river to draw a line in the sand. They turned baptism into a legal technicality rather than a divine work of transforming assurance. They separated themselves from others and condemned them because they did not share the same understanding of baptism. Even in his own day Campbell felt that some had “given to baptism an undue eminence—a sort of pardon-procuring, rather than a pardon-certifying and enjoying efficacy.”
 On the other hand, some,
 put off by the sectarian application of a Calvinian understanding of baptism, have returned to a more Zwinglian perspective. We think this is unnecessary and reduces baptism to an androcentric ritual.

IV. Salvation as Process of Transformation.

Is salvation a punctiliar event in the life of an individual or a process of transformation? We might say both, but we would also need to correlate how they are both and what the relationship between the two is.

Evangelical stress, in which we have participated, is upon punctiliar—when were you saved? Define the moment, the time, the point. It stressed justification over sanctification, and failed to see that transformation was the essence of salvation rather than forensic justification.

Baptism is an event within the process. The process begins before baptism and continues after it. God is active in the life of the unimmersed but is also active through the event of baptism. Here is where Baptist and Church of Christ can reconcile.

Place within the narrative story as a whole, and invite people to participate in that story. Discipleship, following Christ, more Christological rootage for our baptismal theology.  A narrative approarch—event within process, part of the story and conversion is incomplete without baptism, just as the Christian walk is incomplete without the Supper.

Better move toward an eastern understanding of salvation rather than in our western, legal tradition. Here we can incorporate some postmodern understandings of narrative and process.

“As an historical theologican I agree that evangelicals must consider that: 1) “for fifteen hundred years…the church wide consensus considered baptism the time when the sinner receives forgiveness of sins and regeneration or new birth;” 2) baptism as merely symbol “was created ex nihilo by Huldreich Zwingli” (88). Hicks’s excellent historical survey of Campbell-Baptist relations pinpoints frontier anxiety about proof of forgiveness of sins, then correctly asserts "According to the Baptists, the Reformers denied the work of the Holy Spirit in the lives of the unimmersed, and according to the Reformers, the Baptists denied the work of God in baptism" (111-112). My question—can we biblically affirm that the Holy Spirit does work in the lives of those yet unimmersed and that God does work in baptism?” From http://www.stone-campbelljournal.com/archive/52/feature.htm by Robert Rea. 

Baptist problem area—giving due weight to baptism.

CofC problem area—acknowledging the work of God among the unimmersed and turning baptism into a technical act of obedience by which one crosses the line from lost to saved.

The goal of God, then, is to dwell with his people (cf. Rev. 21:3). To this end God is at work to transform fallen humanity into his image. Just as God created us in his image, so now he seeks to restore that image. Paul succinctly summarizes God’s intent in Romans 8:29, “For those whom he foreknew he also predestined to be conformed to the image of his Son.” Transformation is God’s intent. God desires his people to be fully conformed to his image. In the end God will conform us to the image of his Son in both body and spirit (cf. Phil. 3:21), but even now we “are being transformed into the same image from one degree of glory to another” by his Spirit (2 Cor. 3:18). By the power of God we pursue and are engaged in the process of transformation.

Salvation, then, is not fundamentally about the forgiveness of sins but about formation into the image of God. Forgiveness is a means toward the end of transformation, but it is not the end itself. Christians are forgiven people, but they are forgiven for the sake of transformation. The goal of forgiveness is to share God’s holy life and that is why God forgives in the first place. Salvation is not fundamentally about crossing a line in the sand marked “saved,” but about the process of being conformed to the image of Christ. It is the process of transformation.

This perspective is important because it shapes how we read Scripture. In particular, it shapes how we read “commands” in Scripture. Are “commands” fundamentally legal tests of loyalty or are they modes of transformation? When we read biblical “commands” as legal tests of loyalty, then we reduce obedience in God’s redemptive story to “crossing lines in the sand.” Obedience becomes a mechanical technicality by which we comply with the command’s legalities. Obedience becomes a “check list” of requirements. But when we read “commands” as modes of transformation, obedience to them is part of God’s transformation of character by the mediation of his presence. Obedience becomes identification with God’s values and community. In this understanding, obedience is about relationship with God and shared life with God. The first view understands “command” as a legal technicality, while the second understands it as a mode of relational transformation.

Baptism should be understood as a mode of relational transformation. We should not turn it into a legal technicality. When baptism becomes a “line in the sand,” then we have transformed it into something God never intended. We reduce his transforming work to a legal detail as if the whole of God’s work in a person’s life stands or falls on this one command. Indeed, when baptism becomes a legal watershed that divides the world into the saved and lost, between those who can go to heaven and those who cannot, we exalt baptism over transformation. We exalt the means over the end. This we must not do.

The narrative of redemption in Scripture rejects this way of reading Scripture since it misconstrues the heart of God. It pictures God as the judge of legal technicalities rather than the parental mentor who transforms us through loving guidance. God is not the God of technicalities, but the Father who lovingly pursues us and is gracious with our mistakes. This is the theological trajectory found within the biblical narrative to which we now turn our attention.

God seeks hearts that seek him, and God transforms people who seek him. God is not the supervisor of technicalities who denies mercy to those who seek him but have mistaken his rituals through ignorance, weakness or other non-rebellious circumstances. God values the transformed life above all else. We must not deny mercy to those whose transformed lives God values simply because they have not conformed to our understanding of a divine ritual. We must not deny mercy because God himself exalts mercy over sacrifice and God himself has accepted those who did not conform to the technicalities of ritual when their hearts sought him. God is not the “God of technicalities.” Rather, he is the God of transformed lives through faith in Christ and he accepts those who love him and their neighbors more than he accepts those who offer burnt offerings or immaculately follow baptismal prescriptions with hearts far from him.

Therefore, the bottom line is that God values a transformed life more than he values baptism. This does not render baptism unimportant, unnecessary or meaningless. Baptism is God’s transforming work, but God values the goal of baptism more than baptism itself. God will work toward the goal even when baptism is misunderstood and misapplied.

When God is pictured as the “God of technicalities” who zaps his people simply because they violated the technicalities of a ritual, the nature of God’s holiness is seriously misunderstood. God is not searching for technical law-breakers; he is searching for hearts that seek him. He punishes those who rebelliously violate his commands but forgives those who seek him, even when they seek him in ritually imperfect ways. The heart is more important than ritual; obedience as transformation is more important than obedience as ritual.

Conclusion

Championed as the great defender of believer’s immersion among Baptists after his debate with the Presbyterian Walker in 1821, Alexander Campbell debated the Presbyterian McCalla in 1823. But this time he also challenged the Baptist community.

My Baptist brethren, as well as the Pedobaptist brotherhood, I humbly conceive, require to be admonished on this point. You have been, some of you no doubt, too diffident in asserting this grand import of baptism, in urging an immediate submission to this sacred and gracious ordinance, lest your brethren should say that you make every thing of baptism; that you make it essential to salvation. Tell them you make nothing essential to salvation but the blood of Christ, but that God has made baptism essential to their formal forgiveness in this life, to their admission into his kingdom on earth. Tell them that God had made it essential to their happiness that they should have a pledge on his part in this life, an assurance in the name of the Father and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, of their actual pardon, of the remission of all their sins, and that this assurance is baptism. Tell the disciples to rise in haste and be baptized and wash away their sins, calling on the name of the Lord.
 
Essentially, Campbell reflects a Calvinian baptismal theology. Baptism is a mark, pledge or seal of forgiveness. It functions to assure the believer that God has forgiven their sins by virtue of God’s act through baptism. 

Yet, in that same debate, Campbell emphatically stated that “Paul's sins were really pardoned when he believed” though “he had no solemn pledge of that fact, no formal acquittal, no formal purgation of his sins, until he washed them away in the water of baptism.”
 While Campbell would, at times, fail to note the soteriological difference between faith and baptism, his mature understanding of baptism as a means of grace did not deny divine transformative experience to unimmersed believers.

Our traditions have equally run to extremes in the profession and practice of our baptismal theologies. Campbellites have often turned baptism into a technical line in the sand that divides the lost and the saved. We have, indeed, at times exalted baptism above transformation. That is our extreme. Baptists, on the other hand, have at times devalued the soteriological significance of baptism and separated it from the conversion narrative. 

I believe we can move closer to each other if, on the one hand, we Campbellites adopt a more self-conscious Calvinian baptismal theology that recognizes the primacy of faith and the goal of transformation and, on the other hand, Baptists adopt a more Calvinian baptismal theology that recognizes baptism as a divine act within the conversion narrative. In other words, Campbellites should cease questioning or doubting the eternal destiny of unimmersed believers and recognize them as pilgrims in the process of transformation on the same journey as themselves, and Baptists should invite believers to baptism as part of their conversion experience and invite seekers to baptism in the context of the sinner’s prayer rather than substitute baptism with the sinner’s prayer.

Historically, I believe we stand in an analogous situation as Jean Calvin and Heinrich Bullinger. The Swiss Reformation was divided between Zwinglian and Calvinian sacramental theology. The Zwinglians feared that the Calvinians were too Lutheran and the Calvinians feared that the Zwinglians devalued the sacraments.
 Geneva and Zurich were divided. In 1549, the ministers of the two cities reached an historic agreement called the Consensus Tigurinus though it was not published until 1551.
 The document affirmed the best of both Zwingli and Calvin.

Zwinglians and Calvinists were reconciled in such a way that the Reformed tradition has sustained a consensus throughout its history. Zwinglianism continued in the Anabaptist tradition, but the French Reformed, Puritans and Presbyterians maintained the consensus. This is evident in the Reformed creeds that always speak of the sacraments in the language of instrumentality. The consensus was not perfect. Anabaptists did not agree with it. Certainly it was not enough for Lutherans,
 Catholics, or even for some Anglicans.
 However, it did produce harmony within the Swiss Protestant Cantons and left the legacy of a united Reformed sacramental theology. It united Zwinglians and Calvinians.

This conclusion may seem a bit strange, but I think it is precisely on point. I am convinced the difference between Baptist and Campbellite understandings of baptism is the difference between Zwingli and Calvin. I believe a new consensus is possible. I have suggested four points that I hope will provide fodder for discussion as well as move us toward that consensus. Baptists and Churches of Christ have an opportunity to live in harmony, practice a shared biblical theology of baptism and together promote the kingdom of God for the sake of the world.
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