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1. Introduction
This document is aimed at addressing whether water baptism is necessary in the New Testament context; that is, whether it is made obsolete by the Baptism of the Holy Spirit. 
It is essentially divided up into 4 parts, and follows a chronological flow of events. Section 2 first investigates the Old Testament context of baptism. Section 3 discusses baptism within the Apostolic era. In section 4, a fairly detailed analysis of baptism in the Epistles is presented. Section 5 contains a discussion of the Great Commission, and section 6, concluding applications. 
2. Historical Context

In his sermon, “Baptism: A Matter of Obedience,” John MacArthur outlines the historical basis for water baptism.

“Christian baptism has at least one very important sort of a precursor and that is Judaistic proselyte baptism. Before the New Testament, let's say a Gentile had come to the knowledge of the true God. Some Gentile had heard the prophets or he had heard the testimony of a faithful Israelite or he'd come to Israel and he moved into the land and he took up residence there. Or he lived on the border, or whatever, and he was exposed to the living and true God. God moved upon his heart, he came to believe in the true and living God, he repented of his sin, and he became a follower of the true God, and he was a saved individual, a saved Gentile, who wanted to identify with God's people. He would be called a proselyte. He had been proselytized, if you will. He was now a proselyte to Judaism. He was a Gentile wanting to become identified with the Jews and worship their God, like Cornelius would be, in the New Testament. Now, he would have to go through a three-stage ceremony. The Jews had developed a ceremony by which a proselyte would enter into privilege in the covenant community.

First of all, the first phase is called milah and that amounted to circumcision. Because circumcision was a God-ordained sign, any male who came in, even in an adult, would need to be circumcised. He would need, therefore, to identify himself with the people of God by this unique circumcision ceremony.

The second thing that would happen to him, would be tevilah. Milah was the first one, tevilah was the second one, and that was an immersion. He would be dunked in water, submerged in water, in order to demonstrate this, this is what they said, it was to demonstrate that they were dead as to their old life. They were dead as to their old customs, their old habits, their old traditions, most of all their old idolatry, and their old iniquity. That was now gone; they were burying it. That submersion into water depicted the death of that old life. They would come out of that water, having arisen to walk in a cleansed and new life with God's community, God's family. 

The third part of that three-phase induction of a Gentile into the people of God, was called corban [also: korban] and it had to do with the sacrificial animal. They were to bring an animal to be slaughtered and the reason for the slaughtering of the animal was to remind that Gentile that their forgiveness, the forgiveness of their sin, [that] they were coming into the community of God's people. They were repenting and confessing the true and living God [and] that forgiveness of sin which God would grant to them would only come to them through death. So, here was the death of a substitute animal to picture the fact that there would have to be a substitute to die for their sins. They literally passed on, as it were, the symbol of a substitutionary death to those Gentiles who came in, again depicting the ultimate lamb who would come and truly take away sin. So, any Gentile who wanted to come in, would be circumcised, would be immersed, and would have to offer a blood sacrifice which was an open confession that their sin was going to require the death of a substitute. That, of course, looked forward to the Messiah who was that substitute. 

Now, into this Jewish community comes John the Baptist, and John comes preaching, and he comes preaching repentance, and then, he comes baptizing. That's not surprising. That's not surprising that John would come baptizing. They were used to that. They had gone through the ceremony. They were used to seeing people baptized, but what was shocking, what was devastating, what was remarkable, was that John the Baptist was asking Jews to be baptized. Why was that remarkable? It was an amazing thing. He was in effect saying to them, you are as what? You're as Gentiles. You're outside the covenant, you're without hope in the world, you're without God, you need to be immersed as a symbol that you have died to the old life, been washed, and brought into the cleansed family of God....

Jesus showed up on another occasion in Matthew 3:13 and He comes to John to be baptized by John [and] this is quite remarkable. Well, he can't handle this, verse 14. John tried to prevent Him, saying, "I have need to be baptized by You and You come to me?" This doesn't make sense! You don't need to reject Your old life. You don't need to repent of anything. You're sinless, holy, and undefiled. You don't need to say no to the past and yes to the future. You don't need to have some death to the old symbolized, and some resurrection to the new dramatized. That doesn't make sense. This doesn't fit You." But, Jesus answering said to him, "Permit it at this time, for this is just for now. It needs to be done, for in this way it is fitting for us to fulfil all righteousness." Then he permitted him." Why did He do this? Well, He says it: "to fulfil all righteousness." Listen; that's so important. John understood baptism to be the confession of sin. John understood baptism to be repentance. John understood baptism to be the death of the old life, to rise and walk in new life. But, Jesus didn't need to do that. He was sinless. Well, what's the point? The whole idea of this baptism was to prepare sinners to receive the sinless King, so John tried to prevent Him, but Jesus said, "No. I have to do this for now because I need to fulfil all righteousness." 

Well, what does he mean by that? Some people say, "Well, He wanted to identify with the people who were getting ready for Him." That's possible. Others have said that, "He wanted to set the example for believers in the future." I think that's very possible. That's getting close. But, let me just kind of cap it off. What He wanted to do was fulfil all righteousness and for us, all righteousness would include what? Baptism.... 

As MacArthur points out, we read these remarkable words of Jesus on the day of his own baptism:
“Let it be so now, for thus it is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness.” 

“Fulfill,” meaning to make replete, to verify and finish. Jesus, by being baptised in the common old Testament manner, was thereby making replete/finishing the very ritual act of water baptism, thereby making it obsolete. This is an exceedingly bold thing to say, but is, we believe, justifiable from the rest of Scripture.

“Thus Christ filled up the righteousness of the ceremonial law, which consisted in divers washings”- M. Henry. It is no wonder that the Lord uses these words, for a few moments earlier, we read John’s word: 
“I baptize you with water for repentance, but he who is coming after me is mightier than I, whose sandals I am not worthy to carry. He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.” (Mat 3:11).
John was contrasting two baptisms. The first, performed by Him, was a public testimony of repentance: death to an old manner of life, and a turning again to God. He was pointing forward to Christ, who would himself perform the second type of baptism: with the Spirit and fire. The medium of the first is water; the medium of the second, the Holy Spirit. Lunginbill highlights an important point as to where Jesus emphasis was:
“Indeed, it is exactly this ministry of the Spirit which is so important in Jesus' life and ministry, and it is not water baptism, but the baptism of the Spirit which Jesus emphasizes over and over (e.g., Lk.4:18; 11:13; 12:12; 24:48; Jn.7:39; 14:15-26; 15:26; 16:5-15; 20:22; Acts 1:4-8, etc.)” This sets the scene for how were are to interpret such passages as Matt 28. 
Objection 1a: (i)-(iii) Christ was baptised as an example for us. “If you're going to fulfil all the righteousness that God asks of you, you're going to be baptized” [MacArthur]. “Thus Christ filled up the righteousness of the ceremonial law, which consisted in divers washings; thus he recommended the gospel-ordinance of baptism to his church, put honour upon it, and showed what virtue he designed to put into it.” [Henry]. 
(iv) In fact, Christ, fulfilled all our righteousness, so then should be not obey at all? How can you pick and chose what you want to obey?
Answer 1a: (i) See section 2.2. Consider Luke 2:22-24, “And when the time came for their purification according to the Law of Moses, they brought him up to Jerusalem to present him to the Lord (as it is written in the Law of the Lord, “Every male who first opens the womb shall be called holy to the Lord”) and to offer a sacrifice according to what is said in the Law of the Lord, “a pair of turtledoves, or two young pigeons.” This ritual Christ certainly fulfilled; thus we do not continue it. Now, should we recommend the ritual of baptism as an example to follow, we must necessarily recommend the ritual of birth purification. (ii) Water baptism is no gospel ordinance (see end notes of Mat 28). (iii) Christ’s baptism is meaningless as an example for imitation, since being sinless, He himself needed no repentance. Should we hold it as an example, we must necessarily ask why Christ did not feign repentance and sorrow for sin on our behalf? No, but the only proper meaning it may have is as a satisfaction of Old Testament law. (iv) This act of Christ is related to the Old Testament washings spoken about in Hebrews 8:13 (see answer 3). It also related to an Old Testament Prophet, John. Therefore this particular act is in an Old Testament context, and ought not to be imitated. Other acts of righteousness are commanded in the rest of Scripture for us to imitate.
Objection 1b: Christ allowed His disciples to baptise with water after this.

Answer 1b: (i) Christ was still in the process of completing all righteousness. (ii) The New Covenant had not yet been inaugurated. (iii) They were still under a covenantal transitionary period. (iv) Isn’t it strange that Christ Himself did not baptise with water (John 4:2), but with the Holy Spirit and fire?
Objection 2: Baptism is not an Old Testament ritual. To discard water baptism is ultradispensational. It is a new ordinance given by Christ, in the likeness of an Old Testament ritual. Furthermore, believers in the early church practiced Baptism as a sign and seal of their salvation. Their example is therefore for us to follow.

Answer 2: This objection is answered by the document as a whole, but suffice it to say at this stage: (i) The argument is not that baptism is not a New Testament or transformed old Testament symbol in Acts, but that the very mode (see answer 3) of baptism with water is obsolete (being part of the Old Covanent), because it is replaced the greater mode, spiritual. The comparison is between baptism with “water” and baptism with the “Spirit.” “...unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God.” (John 3:5) “Whoever believes in me, as the Scripture has said, ‘Out of his heart will flow rivers of living water.’ Now this he said about the Spirit...” (John 7:38). Water is here used as a figure of the spiritual reality. (ii) See Answer 3 and section 3.2.  (iii) Certain examples can only be applied in principle, though not in practice, because they are only appropriate to that dispensation. E.g., foot washing, greeting one another with a holy kiss, etc. For this reason, Jeff Doak writes, 

“When one takes a Dispensational View towards Bible Study, we recognize that different parts of the Bible were written to different people at different times. By correctly distinguishing who was being written to and why, many seemingly contradictory statements in Scripture are explained. 2 Tim. 2:15-16: “Study to show thyself approved unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth.” For example, it is clear to most believers that we are not required to sacrifice animals in order to have the remission of sins. However, the Bible gives very direct commands in Mosaic Law to do just that. But these were only types and foreshadows of the perfect sacrifice Jesus Christ would perform once for all sins ever committed. Clearly this is an example how we are to view the Bible’s teachings discerning in what context the command was written.”
(iv) The understanding of baptism in Acts is transitory (see section 3.2).
Objection 3: John the Baptist did not make void the ordinance of baptism by contrasting it with Christ’s baptism. Water baptism and Spirit baptism are not contrasting elements but are corollary elements belonging to salvation and the Church.
Answer 3: Christ was making replete the mode of water baptism because of the greater baptism which he himself was to implement. “John's water baptism will be superseded by the baptism associated with the Coming One (see note on 1 Cor. 12:13). Those who repent and trust in him will receive the blessing of the Holy Spirit (cf. Joel 2:28–29; Acts 2:16–21), while the unrepentant will receive the judgment of eternal fire, and even the repentant may undergo a purifying fire.” (ESV study note). In the same way, the Old Covenant and everything that was part of it, was superseded by the new: “In speaking of a new covenant, he makes the first one obsolete. And what is becoming obsolete and growing old is ready to vanish away.” (Heb 8:13). Now what is part of the ceremonial Old Covenant, cannot logically be repeated in the New Covenant, but must be superseded by the greater:

They are only a matter of food and drink and various ceremonial washings—external regulations applying until the time of the new order. 1When Christ came as high priest of the good things that are already here, he went through the greater and more perfect tabernacle that is not man-made, that is to say, not a part of this creation. He did not enter by means of the blood of goats and calves; but he entered the Most Holy Place once for all by his own blood, having obtained eternal redemption. The blood of goats and bulls and the ashes of a heifer sprinkled on those who are ceremonially unclean sanctify them so that they are outwardly clean. 14How much more, then, will the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself unblemished to God, cleanse our consciences from acts that lead to death, so that we may serve the living God! Heb 9:10-14

“The Greek Word for “washings” in this verse is baptismois or baptisms. “...the various regulations of the law, including baptisms, were “carnal ordinances” (the “and” after “washings” is not in the original). Water baptism as a ceremonial cleansing was a physical ceremony, a shadow of good things to come (Heb. 10:1 which never could “make him that did the service perfect, as pertaining to the conscience” (Heb.9:9) It would be interesting to contrast this passage with 1. Peter 3:21 where the baptism which “doth also not save us” is a baptism that does meet the demand of “a good conscience toward God.”” [Kramer]
Washings with water are replaced by the washing introduced by Christ Himself (Jn.7:38-39; 15:26; Acts 1:4-8; Titus 3:5; 1 Cor 12:13, Mat 3:11, 1 Pet 3:21), and have no place in a New Covenant context. 
Objection 3: The Lord’s supper is also a New Testament form of the Old Covenant Passover. Therefore, why do you continue it?

Answer 3: Because the Lord specifically commands the continuance of it. It is clearly instituted as a New Covenant directive, whereas water baptism is not, either in the gospels or in the epistles (see section 3,4). (ii) Because the epistles advocate it. 

3. A transitionary period

A pressing question now is left for us to answer: why was it, then that water baptism was still performed by the Apostles in Acts? There are two possible reasons.
3.1 Jewish Context 

The apostles continued water baptism for the same reasons that they continued other Jewish traditions.  

Acts 15:28-29: “For it has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay on you no greater burden than these requirements: that you abstain from what has been sacrificed to idols, and from blood, and from what has been strangled, and from sexual immorality. If you keep yourselves from these, you will do well. Farewell.” 

Either soon after or immediately before this account, Paul had made unequivocally clear in his Epistle to the Galations: “For freedom Christ has set us free; stand firm therefore, and do not submit again to a yoke of slavery.” Yet the Apostles persisted. Why? It was not that they were under a yolk of bondage, but that they, should “give no offense to Jews or to Greeks or to the church of God.” 1 Corinthians 10:32.  During the period following Christ’s resurrection, the Apostles to the Jews (Peter, John, James, etc) were performing a water baptism that was a symbol of their turning from their old manner of life and their new identity in Christ. However, the Jews to whom Peter and the other Apostles were ministering, came from a strict background in Judaism where rituals were connected with every aspect of Spiritual Worship. To immediately go from Judaism with all of its rituals to a purely Spiritual Worship of God, would be overwhelming and hinder the acceptance of Christ by the Jews.
However, there is a more likely reason for the continuance of water baptism:
3.2 Transitionary period

The Apostles lived during a inter-covenantal transitionary period. (This of course does not mean that all in Acts is to be disregarded, for not all is transitory (Answer 9)). To illustrate the point, the second chapter of Acts describes how on the Day of Pentecost, “[the disciples] were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak in other tongues as the Spirit gave them utterance.” Yet it is remarkable to note that the disciples were saved a long time prior to this event. How could they be saved during this period when, “anyone who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him”? (Rom 8:9). Grudem, in his Systematic Theology, explains:

“The Day of Pentecost was certainly a remarkable time of transition in the whole history of redemption as recorded in Scripture.  It was a remarkable day in the history of the world, because on that day the Holy Spirit began to function among God’s people with new covenant power…

This fact helps us understand what happened to the disciples at Pentecost.  They received this remarkable new empowering from the Holy Spirit because they were living at the time of transition between the old covenant work of the Holy Spirit and the new covenant work of the Holy Spirit.  Though it was a ‘second experience’ of the Holy Spirit, coming as it did long after their conversion, it is not to be taken as a pattern for us, for we are not living at a time of transition in the work of the Holy Spirit.  In their case, believers with an old covenant empowering from the Holy Spirit became believers with a new covenant empowering from the Holy Spirit.  But we today do not become believers with a weaker, old covenant work of the Holy Spirit in our hearts and wait until some later time to receive a new covenant work of the Holy Spirit.  Rather, we are in the same position as those who became Christians in the church at Corinth; when we become Christians we are all ‘baptized in one Spirit into one body’ (1 Cor. 12:13)—just as the Corinthians were…
The disciples certainly did experience a “baptism of the Holy Spirit” after conversion on the Day of Pentecost, but this happened because they were living at a unique point in history, and this event in their lives is therefore not a pattern that we are to seek to imitate... [an inauguration period of prophetic fulfilment of the ‘giving of the Holy Spirit’; as prophesied by Joel (Joel 2:28-32)]
[The Baptism of the Holy Spirit] happened at Pentecost for the disciples, but it happened at conversion for the Corinthians and for us.”
Grudem continues by discussing the events surrounding Acts 8, Acts 10 and Acts 19, where the Holy Spirit was given after conversion. We therefore know that practically the entire book of Acts was transitionary in nature, though not always in faith or practice. Hence the reason why the book is called the ‘Acts of the Apostles’ and the reason we interpret Acts using the Epistles. 
The sample principle is applied to the transitory view of the salvation of the Gentiles. How often the Lord had said such things as, “And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all people to myself.” And yet, how long did it take for the Early Jewish Christians to recognise this! Only in the eleventh chapter of Acts do we read, “Then to the Gentiles also God has granted repentance that leads to life.” (Acts 11:18).Now should we take our theology on this subject from the previous ten chapters, we would be severely misguided. 
And the same is true for baptism throughout the whole of Acts:
As MacArthur points out, John’s baptism was both a continuance and concentration of the Jewish custom. “When people were baptized by him, going under the water symbolized both the cleansing away of sin and a passing safely through the waters of judgment and death (cf. Gen. 7:6–24; Ex. 14:26–29; Jonah 1:7–16)” (ESV study note). The apostles only naturally continued this practice in the New Testament context, without necessarily have a correct understanding of baptism or the great commission (see section 5). In fact, as we examine Acts more closely, we find a great deal of inconsistency regarding baptism. Not only do we read of conversions occurring before the Holy Spirit is given, but of baptisms occurring before the Holy Spirit is given (e.g., Acts 8:16). This is a clear indication that the Apostles were not necessarily performing baptism as a sign and seal of Spiritual baptism, but were simply performing the act in accordance with the common Old Testament mode of baptism, applied in a New Testament context. Among the many examples of baptism in Acts, consider the account of the Ethiopian Eunuch:

And the eunuch said to Philip, “About whom, I ask you, does the prophet say this, about himself or about someone else?” Then Philip opened his mouth, and beginning with this Scripture he told him the good news about Jesus. And as they were going along the road they came to some water, and the eunuch said, “See, here is water! What prevents me from being baptized?” And he commanded the chariot to stop, and they both went down into the water, Philip and the eunuch, and he baptized him. Acts 8:34-38

The immediate concern of the converted Eunuch was that he should be baptised in water. His desire was unsolicited by the Philip, and was set in the backdrop of an entire system of Old Testament framework of understanding. His natural response was to do what Jewish customs had always done: be immersed upon conversion. Yet Philip strangely concedes without any apparent theological explanation. 
Furthermore, we know that for the time before Pauls letters to the Galations, Romans and Corinthians were written, many believers only knew the baptism of John. E.g., Apollos (Acts 18:25), and the Ephesians (Acts 19:2-3), who were ignorant of the very presence of the Holy Spirit (Acts 19:2-3). We are not saying that the disciples were repeating the baptism of John, but that during this transitionary period, baptism, while then in a New Testament context, naturally continued in the common Old Testament manner. That is, in John’s mode: with water. They hardly knew anything else except what had been handed to them by tradition! 
The point goes to show that there was a great deal of confusion regarding both baptism and the Holy Spirit in Acts. Some automatically assumed the relevance of Old Testament washings in a New Testament context without being told (Acts 8:34-38), some did not know anything other than John’s Baptism (Acts 18:25); some were baptised before conversion or receival of the Holy Spirit (Acts 8:12, 17); some after (Acts 10:47); some were baptised twice (Acts 19:5)! Which method shall we choose? Before conversion? After? Before having the Spirit? After? Twice? Once? Shall we therefore presume that the disciples had a flawless view of baptism, especially in light of the fact that the disciples misunderstood the most fundamental tenant of the great commission (section 5)? Of course, this does not necessarily mean that water baptism is wrong, but it is a sure indicator that water baptism cannot be unreservedly imitated (the same way we do not blindly imitate all that happened in Acts as personal experience to be sought or administered or encouraged). Indeed, to pull every argument for water baptism from the first to nineteen chapters of Acts is to unreservedly base a system of doctrine on an inter-covenantal period, without interpreting Acts within the context of the rest of Scripture. 

“Luke reports the truth through the Spirit - even when it is an accurate account of wrong-headed behavior... This is certainly true in the case of water-baptism. The assumption on the part of even the apostles in the early going that water-baptism is a natural thing to do for those who accept Christ proceeds from an as yet incomplete understanding of the new reality of the cross and resurrection on the one hand, and of the consequent baptism of the Spirit on the other... it would seem imprudent to conclude that just because believers, even apostles, are occasionally involved in water-baptism, that the practice was necessarily the result of specific instructions as opposed to the continuing of a ritual tradition which had already been superseded by reality” [Lunginbill].
The obvious conclusion is to ask: what does the rest of Scripture say? Can we substantiate water baptism from the Epistles? 
When we examine the Epistles, we notice a deafening silence regarding water baptism. Indeed, not only do we not find a single command to baptise with water, but a rather startling comment: “For Christ did not send me to baptize but to preach the gospel.” (1 Cor 1:17, c.f. section 3). 
4. New Revelation

4.1  Chronology of baptism

Firstly, it is important to now ask when the epistles were written. Were they written before or after the water baptisms in Acts? Before or after this transitionary period? Is the nineteenth chapter significant? CCEL records the events that occurred between AD53-AD58.
cAD53-58 (range, 3 to 5 years between AD50-58) - Paul's THIRD MISSIONARY JOURNEY from Syrian Antioch, crossing Asia Minor (Turkey) to Ephesus and staying there for nearly three years. Then over to Macedonia (northern Greece), and down to Achaia (southern Greece) and Corinth for three months. During this period Paul wrote his FIRST and SECOND LETTERS TO THE CORINTHIANS, possibly his LETTER TO THE GALATIANS (unless written earlier in c AD48 or 49), and his LETTER TO THE ROMANS. He returned to Macedonia and sailed for Palestine calling at Asia Minor ports on the way. On arrival he travelled to Jerusalem for the last time [1]
According to the ESV study notes, Paul writes these letters at the end of his stay in Ephesus, that is, after Acts 19:5 and all references to water baptism prior to this verse. In fact, the ESV notes refer to a later date, “Now after these events..” (Acts 19:21). But is this significant?
4.2 Baptism in the Epistles
It is remarkable to note the shift in emphasis from water to spiritual baptism in the Epistles. As we have seen in the previous section, Paul’s words are written after the baptisms recorded in Acts and after the transitionary period (as it relates to water baptism in particular). We read these words from Paul’s earliest 3 letters:
But now that faith has come, we are no longer under a guardian, for in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, through faith. For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. Galatians 3:25-27

For just as the body is one and has many members, and all the members of the body, though many, are one body, so it is with Christ. For in one Spirit we were all baptized into one body—Jews or Greeks, slaves or free—and all were made to drink of one Spirit. 1 Corinthians 12:13

Do you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? We were buried therefore with him by baptism into death, in order that, just as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might walk in newness of life. Romans 6:2-4

As the Lord reveals more to Paul, so he comes to realise the spiritual significance of baptism. In the Epistles, the reference is no longer to water, but to the spiritual substance of cleansing. “This is not symbolic language for water could never symbolize crucifixion, burial in a rock tomb or resurrection to new life. This is all a Spiritual reality which we are to reckon true by faith. This baptism into Christ transforms the life and breaks the power of the sin nature. Could water ever do this? Only God can, and God did, by making us one with Christ through this divine baptism.” [Kramer]. 
No longer is baptism used in a symbolic sense, but is referred to as a real saving act:

Baptism, which corresponds to this, now saves you, not as a removal of dirt from the body but as an appeal to God for a good conscience, through the resurrection of Jesus Christ. 1 Peter 3:21
He saved us, not because of works done by us in righteousness, but according to his own mercy, by the washing of regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit... Titus 3:5
 MacArthur explains,

“There are times when the word baptizo is dry...

There is a baptism by Christ, with the Holy Spirit, into the body of Christ, I Corinthians 12, "We've all been baptized with the Holy Spirit into the body of Christ." When you became a Christian, you were immersed into the communion of the redeemed. You were placed in the union with every other believer so that he who that is joined with the Lord is one spirit with every other believer...

When you come to Christ as a nonbeliever and you put your faith in Jesus Christ and you believe and you repent of your sin and you're wonderfully saved, regenerated, born again; there is a spiritual miracle that takes place. I can't explain all of it in its actual reality. I can only tell you what the words are in the text that describe it to us. When you come to faith in Christ, you are literally immersed into Christ. You're literally immersed into Christ. His life becomes your life. It even reaches backwards so that He died bearing your sins so in that sense, you were there dying. He rose again for your justification, therefore you were there rising with Him. He was your substitute. He died and rose again for you, so in a real sense, He went to the cross carrying your sins and He comes out of the grave bearing your new life. 

That's what Paul in Romans 6:3 says: "Do you not know that all of us who have been immersed into Christ Jesus, have been immersed into His death." This is a dry verse here, folks. We're not talking about water baptism. He's simply saying that when you have been immersed into Christ Jesus by faith, you have been immersed into His death. When you put your faith in Jesus Christ, "He that is joined to the Lord is one Spirit," I Corinthians 6 says. Paul says in Galatians 2:20, "I am crucified with Christ; nevertheless I live, yet not I, but Christ lives in me." So, here I am inseparable from Christ, as it were. Here is Christ living in me and I am in Christ. I am in Christ; Christ is in me. My body is the temple of the Spirit of God. If any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His. Christ dwells within me. So, I am now in this inseparable, indivisible, unity with the Lord Jesus Christ. I am in an ongoing, constant, shared life. I possess the life of God, as it were. I am a partaker of the divine life. Christ dwells within me; the Holy Spirit has taken up residency in my life.
I have been literally immersed into Christ. That includes, verse 3, having been immersed into His death. I wouldn't have this relationship to Him if I hadn't died in Him in the sense that all my sins were there when He died. He was carrying my sins. It was as if I was there. God, in a supernatural and mysterious way literally puts the sinner and all his sin, in Christ. By the way, that would put all of us there because even our righteousness is filthy rags and before you were regenerate, you were all sin and nothing else so you were there, in toto, when Christ died. So, anybody immersed into Christ, was immersed into His death, and, verse 4 says, "You were buried with Him through that immersion into His death, and then you were raised from the dead to walk in newness of life." Verse 5 sums it up, "You were united with Him in the likeness of His death; you are united with Him in the likeness of His resurrection." Your old self was crucified with Him and you now, verse 9, have been raised from the dead along with Christ, never to die again and death is no longer master over Him or you....

Galatians 3:27 says, "For all of you who were immersed into Christ have clothed yourself with Christ." There's a good parallel. What he is saying, he's trying to figure ways to illustrate this union. He's saying, "You [have] been literally submerged into Christ. You've been literally immersed into Christ." Another way to say it is: you have been clothed with Christ. In other words, you are wrapped in Christ; Christ covers you. You are underneath Him; you are contained, as it were, in Christ. He envelops you. And, there is neither Jew nor Greek. You sort of lose your identity here. There's neither slave nor free man, neither male nor female. You're all one in Christ Jesus and you belong to Christ, verse 29 says. That's the idea.
In Colossians, chapter 2, similarly, verses 12 and 13, "Having been buried with Him in baptism," that's right, same idea. You were there dying in Him. You were immersed into Him in His death. "You were also raised up with Him, all of this through faith in the working of God who raised him from the dead." You put your faith in God, you believe that God raised Jesus from the dead (Romans 10, "If you believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you'll be saved."), you believed that God raised Him from the dead and by faith, in God, raising Jesus from the dead, which affirms all about the cross and all about His bearing sin, all the way through to the resurrection, you affirm that, therefore you were buried with Him, immersed into Him, in that death and in that resurrection. You were placed into union with Christ, participating in His death, His resurrection, spiritually.
This is the baptism that saves. Peter talks about a baptism that saves. That's the baptism that saves, the spiritual immersing into Christ, not the water. This is the true washing of regeneration of Titus 3:5, not the H2O. This is the real washing away of sins, Acts 22:16.”

Grudem comments on 1 Cor 12:13:

““But this has a significant implication for us: it means that, as far as the apostle Paul was concerned, baptism in the Holy Spirit occurred at conversion. He says that all the Corinthians were baptized in the Baptism in the Holy Spirit and the result was that they became members of the body of Christ: “For we were all baptized in one Spirit into one body” (1 Cor. 12:13 NIV mg). “Baptism in the Holy Spirit,” therefore, must refer to the activity of the Holy Spirit at the beginning of the Christian life when he gives us new spiritual life (in regeneration) and cleanses us and gives a clear break with the power and love of sin (the initial stage of sanctification). In this way “baptism in the Holy Spirit” refers to all that the Holy Spirit does at the beginning of our Christian lives. But this means that it cannot refer to an experience after conversion, as the Pentecostal interpretation would have it.”

Surely it is then adding to Scripture to say that water baptism is the sign and seal of conversion? We doubt that such a presupposition can be applied. The seal of every believer is the Holy Spirit (“In him you also, when you heard the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation, and believed in him, were sealed with the promised Holy Spirit” (Eph 1:13). The sign is fruit and a confession with the mouth. 
Paul has finally made the transition; he come to understand the spiritual significance of what John the Baptist had said so many years earlier,

“I baptize you with water for repentance, but he who is coming after me is mightier than I, whose sandals I am not worthy to carry. He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.”

It is a comparison that is not inclusive of both physical and spiritual baptism, but exclusive of physical baptism. In this light, it is no wonder that in I Corinthians 1:14 Paul goes on to say, 
"I'm glad that I baptized none of you." 
As MacArthur points out, “If that was a saving act, how could he say that? It doesn't save you. You can go through all the water you want and not be saved.” Yet, we might rightfully add, would he really say that if it was a command? No, surely not! 
“For Christ did not send me to baptize but to preach the gospel, and not with words of eloquent wisdom, lest the cross of Christ be emptied of its power” 1 Cor 1:17

Would he say that he was not sent to baptise if this was perhaps the greatest commission that Christ gave to all of Christendom? No, surely not! 

Rather, when he compared the greater with the lesser, when he saw the spiritual substance of the inward work of the Holy Spirit, he found no further purpose in continuing what Christ had made replete. 
 Paul, in Eph 4 says,

There is one body and one Spirit—just as you were called to the one hope that belongs to your call—one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is over all and through all and in all.

The baptism to which Pauls is referring is spiritual (see answer 6). The verse makes clear that only one type of baptism unites all believers. And if it is but one spiritual baptism, then water baptism cannot be held together with it. 
Objection 4: 1 Corinthians, Galations and Romans were written before water baptisms were still occurring in Acts, that is, before Acts 19:5. Paul was penning “dry” epistles while he was baptising “wet” believers. What about Acts 22:16?
Answer 4:  Incorrect. (i) Galations: Biblical scholars agree that Galatians was written between the late 40s and early 50s [2]. There are three main theories about when it is written. Ultimately the exact date is inconclusive and cannot be used for water baptism. (ii) 1 Corinthians is written near the end of Pauls three year ministry in Ephesus (either AD53, 54, or 55). This is after all references to water baptism. (iii) Romans was written in AD57 (Acts 20:2-3) after all instances of water baptism. (iv) Acts 22:16, which occurs after all these letters are written cannot be used in defence of water baptism as it is a reference back to Pauls conversion. Paul in no way condones the act of water baptism in this verse.
Objection 5: (i) Can you  prove that in 1 Cor 1:17, Paul is referring to water, not the Spirit? (ii) It was Paul’s primary calling, as was the case with the other Apostles, to preach the Gospel and to teach throughout their travels, not to baptise. This does not exclude water baptism (iii) 1 Cor. 1:17 is what you call a not/but. We can see an example of this in John 12:44 "he who believes in me, believes not in me but him who sent me". Jesus means by this that whoever believes not only in me, but also in him who sent me. Paul in 1 cor 1:17 is saying, " Christ did not send me to baptize only, but also to preach the gospel". Christ did not send me to baptize only, but also to preach the gospel. (iv) Paul is preventing boasting in man (that is, in himself or Apollos), so that they may boast in Christ alone.
Answer 5: (i) Paul is clearly referring to water in 1 Cor 1:17, since he mentions Crispus, whom he baptized with water in Acts 18:8. (ii) Paul’s primary calling is given by Christ: “Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” One cannot draw out from the passage that “making disciples” is in any way inferior or subordinate to “baptising.” In fact, making disciples is done by baptising [spiritually] (section 4). Furthermore, Paul makes a blanket statement: “Christ did not send me to baptize,” which clearly contradicts the great commission, if it is referring to water. If Paul was concerned about the water baptism, which he should be (if the great commission is referring to water), he would not also say, “I do not know whether I baptized anyone else.” Rather, he would be careful to remember every one, especially since there were few whom he baptised (as the passage makes clear). But should Matthew 28 be referring to spiritual baptism, there is no contradiction whatsoever. Rather, Paul is confirming the supremacy of spiritual baptism. (iii) The context explains. If Paul had been sent to not only baptise water, then he would not have been “glad” to have baptised so few people (only Crispus and Gaius). (iv) This is certainly true. But it is incorrect to use this as an argument for water baptism. If Paul was trying to prevent boasting in anyone but Christ, he would never have baptised anyone! Yet he admits to also baptising the household of Stephanus. Again, evidence of a transitionary period. The baptisms he performed were temporary. 
“First, Paul's statement in 1Cor.1:17 that he was sent to preach the gospel not to baptize is very telling. It certainly does not say that water-baptism is wrong, but it is indeed a very strange statement to make if it were, in Paul's view of things, a mandate that all believers must be water-baptized.” [Lunginbill]

Objection 6: (i) It is best to take the 'triad' in Eph 4:5as one indivisible phrase; "one Lord in whom we all believe and in whose name we have been baptised." [Scott] (ii) There is only one baptism which is received by many (perhaps a number of persons simultaneously). All the members of the congregation are baptized in the same manner, and we may well assume, after or in connection with the same sermonic elucidation. [Grosheide].
Answer 6: Each word, “Lord,” “faith,” and “baptism” are prefixed by the word, “one” in the Greek. Each phrase is a singularity. However, these three words are not in isolation, but are preceded by reference to “one body,” “one Spirit,” “one hope,” and followed by “one God and Father.” The immediate context is referring to what “we read in First Corinthians 12, "For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body" {1 Cor 12:13}, the body of Christ. Or, as Romans 6 puts it, we were "baptized into his death," {Rom 6:3}. We have been made one with him, united with him in all the value of his death and his resurrection. Now that is the one baptism of the church and it is everywhere confessed.” [Stedman]. Therefore, “this is more likely to be baptism of the Holy Spirit: the one activity of the Holy Spirit that has brought us into unity with one another and with our Lord.” [Johnson] To now add that this verse is signifying water baptism as the symbol of this spiritual baptism, is surely to add to Scripture. In both the immediate and wider context of the Epistles, it makes no sense to make any reference to water or its symbolism. 
“It is also true ...  in regard to Eph.4:5 that this verse does not rule out water-baptism. It does, however, state (on a par with there being only One Lord Jesus Christ) that there is indeed only "one" baptism. At the very least, this ought to mean that there is only one baptism of any true spiritual consequence, and, if that is true, no serious Christian would venture to place water-baptism in this premier position over and against the baptism of the Spirit.” [Lunginbill]
Objection 7: The Apostles held to two baptism in Acts: water and spirit. So did the early church. 
Answer 7: (i) section 2. (ii) The early church continued the Apostolic tradition with no Scriptural warrant for doing so, nor was it inerrant.
Objection 8: baptism is the new covenant sign which has replaced the old covenant sign; circumcision (Col 2:11,12).
Answer 8:  We believe that this misses the point of the passage. Colossians 2:12 is referring to spiritual baptism. Refer to MacArthur’s comments. Also:
“No water mentioned here. This is the glorious (and mystical) spiritual baptism of every believer that occurred at the moment of our salvation/regeneration in Christ when we placed our faith personally (see James 2:14ff on what constitutes genuine, saving faith) in His fully atoning, substitutionary work for each of us.”  [2]
“baptisma [used here in Col 2:12] from bapto = to dip as one does a cloth into a dye changing the color ... is used primarily in the spiritual sense signifying our identification with Christ.  And so when we were buried with Him in baptism a supernatural transaction took place. This transaction was placed on our account so to speak the moment we by faith believed (through faith) in Christ. It is as if one was transported back in time, nailed on the Cross with Christ, buried with Him in the tomb, and raised with Him to walk in newness of life. Thus Paul declares that “we have been buried with Him through baptism into death” (Rom 6:4)... ” [2]
(ii) YLT translates the verse, “For you were buried with Christ when you were baptized.” Should we be so bold as to say we were buried with Him when we were baptised with water, then surely the physical act of baptism results in my being buried with Christ? No, but “baptism into Christ occurs when we place our faith in Him and the Spirit accomplishes regeneration or rebirth.” [2]
Objection 9: If the apostles example is not to be imitated, then why do we have Acts at all. And would we not also have to likewise dismiss the perpetuity of the Lord's Supper? women's headcovering? giving of alms? praying for the saints in other locales? corporate worship? and even preaching?

Answer 9: Part of the answer is that Acts is given for us to understand the order of salvation, and the development of God’s plan of salvation in history. Sometimes, we may imitate by example. E.g., “they devoted themselves to the apostles' teaching and the fellowship, to the breaking of bread and the prayers.” (Acts 2:42) because the rest of Scripture commands this. Sometimes, we may only learn the principles of Acts, as is the case in certain portions of the Old Testament. I will not go into any more specifics. 
5. The Great Commission

It is in this light that we now interpret Matthew 28. 

“Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the end of the age.”

The great commission has historically been interpreted with one fundament presupposition: water. Yet in the preceding context, we believe that it is clear that the Lord cannot be referring to water, but to the Spirit. 
Consider firstly who is speaking: Christ Himself. His understanding transcended that of the Apostles. It is certainly a valid observation that the Apostles probably did interpret this verse as referring to water, which is why they continued to practice water baptism in Acts. However, the question is whether they interpreted Christ correctly. The answer to this is found by examining how the Apostles interpreted the most fundamental part of the great commission. “Go therefore and make disciples of all nations.” The disciples failed to grasp what Christ meant by “all nations.” In fact they blatantly [temporarily] disobeyed the command, by “speaking the word to no one except Jews.” (Acts 11:19). The Lord had to forcefully show Peter that he ought not regard any man as unclean, before he actually realised what Christ meant, by “all nations.” (Mat 28:19, c.f. Acts 1:8, “to the end of the earth.”). Yet through all of this, Christ’s meaning remained the same. And His words are in no way transitory. Now, will we be so bold as to hold that the disciples, who  misinterpreted Matt 28:19a, who were yet submerged in an old testament understanding of things at this stage, and who performed baptism inconsistently in Acts, correctly interpreted Matt 28:19b? It is highly doubtful. To unreservedly build a doctrine on a transitional era (we say this carefully, since we do indeed derive much doctrine from the book of Acts), without comparing it to the rest of Scripture, has been one of the pitfalls of the Pentecostals, and we fear, most of the Christian world to this day (regarding baptism).

The second question we propose is this: would Christ suddenly switch to speaking about water when he had repeatedly emphasised the Spirit? (e.g., Lk.4:18; 11:13; 12:12; 24:48; Jn.7:39; 14:15-26; 15:26; 16:5-15; 20:22; Acts 1:4-8, etc.). It seems far more consistent with the flow of Christ’s words to insist that He was indeed referring to spiritual baptism. 
Jesus was not unaware that he had “fulfilled all righteousness,” that righteousness particularly relating to the old testament rituals. He was not unaware of the spiritual realities that would be revealed in the Epistles; of the greater and more significant mode of Baptism which would supersede that of John’s. He adds the following words: 

“Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved, but whoever does not believe will be condemned.” 

“The Hebrew-Greek Key Study Bible (page 1260) says about Mark 16:16, “The word ‘believeth’ is pisteuo [4100], an aortist participle referring to one who has believed at some time in the past. Also, baptistheis (907), translated ‘is baptized,’ is an aorist participle but in the passive voice.” [3]. More correctly, 

“He who believed and who was baptized shall be saved.” (Mark 16:16)

This indicates that belief and baptism (past tense) must happen as a prerequisite for salvation. It is no coincidence that Peter, long after the accounts written in Acts, says, “Baptism, which corresponds to this, now saves you, not as a removal of dirt from the body but as an appeal to God for a good conscience, through the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” (1 Pet 3:21) This is the baptism to which Christ is referring. Dr. Lungbill comments:

“Later in his life, Peter came to understand this issue very clearly (as Paul had: 1Cor.1:17), and was prompted to discuss the matter, possibly also as Paul had from personal observation of the questionable influence that the continued use of this ritual was having in the Church:

And it is this true baptism [of the Spirit] which saves you (lit. as an "antitype" or analogy to the ark's bringing of "salvation through water"). Not any [literal] washing away of filth from your flesh, but an appeal to God for a clean conscience through the resurrection of Jesus Christ (i.e., repentance and faith result in Spirit baptism).
1st Peter 3:21”
Yet how can such a command be given to his disciples, who had no power to save? Christ continues,

“Teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you.”

The Lord knew fully well that the act of this saving baptism is by the free agency of the Holy Spirit. The work of the Holy Spirit is done through teaching of the “whole council of God.” To preach the gospel is not to baptise, but is the means by which Christ does. For we are “born again, not of perishable seed but of imperishable, through the living and abiding word of God.“ “Faith comes by hearing, and hearing through the Word of Christ.” Dr. Lungbill explains:
“No matter what we might feel about it, even if water-baptism does not seem to make theological sense, if our Lord were really commanding us to be water-baptized, that would certainly settle the issue. In fact, that is not at all what this passage, an admittedly difficult one to interpret, really relates. What this passage actually commands is for us to "make disciples" (the only imperative in the Greek), that is, to teach mankind about Jesus Christ, how to come to Him and how to follow Him. The two participles ("baptizing" and "teaching") are clearly instrumental in nature (i.e., they show the method of carrying out the order: "by baptizing" and "by teaching"). "Baptizing" and "teaching" therefore reflect the means to these two parts of the process, namely 1) entering into Christ, and 2) properly following Him thereafter. "Baptizing them into the Name of ..." thus must refer to the mediation of the gospel message by which we all are baptized by the Spirit through faith into all three Persons of the Trinity (Rom.6:3; cf. Is.30:27), while "teaching them" clearly concerns the post-salvation process of growth and discipleship which is equally essential. Beyond all question, it is the baptism of the Spirit which places us into union with God, union with Christ - and it is the indwelling Holy Spirit which is the pledge of this (2Cor.1:21-22; Eph.1:13-14; 4:30). Water-baptism has nothing to do with either. Therefore, in my view, the main point behind the baptism referred to in Matthew 28:19 is the same as the one made in 1st Corinthians 12:13 where we are all "baptized into one Body (of Christ, His Person, His Name)".
Objection 10: The negation in Mark’s gospel doesn't include baptism. Jesus did NOT say, "but he that disbelieveth and is not baptized shall be condemned."

Answer 10: A valid observation. However, (i) consider an example, Acts 2:38: “Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.” The point is not to argue over the meaning of this passage, but to note that Peter does not mention faith at all. Another example is “But the one who endures to the end will be saved (Mat 24:13). Of course, we know that faith is essential for salvation. Clearly, the argument must be considered within the realm of the rest of Scripture, which confirms the necessity of [spiritual] baptism for salvation (see MacArthurs comments in section 4.2). Furthermore, “Anyone who does not have the Spirit of Christ [through spiritual baptism] does not belong to him” (Rom 8:9) (ii) This argument presupposes water. Yet, if we hold to spiritual baptism, by which are indeed “saved,” (1 Pet 3:21) there is not problem at all.
Objection 11: Baptism "in the name of Jesus" in Acts is synonymous with "in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit" (Matt 28:19), which is indicative of water baptism.

Answer 11: Galatians also uses the terminology, “baptized into Christ” (Gal 3:27). The context confirms that this is spiritual baptism. See also Macarthur’s notes. Thus, “in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” is not necessarily indicative of water baptism.
Objection 12: Baptism now saves as the flood waters saved Noah. Peter uses the word antitupon, i.e., anti-type. God assuredly saved Noah using the ark and the water as means to that end. The water saved Noah and his family in this way. But the water didn't save Noah in and of itself. Likewise, Peter's point is that believers are not to be deceived by following the wickedness of the world as did those in the days of Noah, but rather to rest in the resurrection of Christ, of which baptism signifies and seals to all who HAVE BEEN SAVED by faith in Him. Notice that Peter speaks of a "good conscience", i.e., a conscience which is at peace knowing that salvation is in Christ whom God raised from the dead.

Answer 12: 

(i) The context within the Epistles emphasises spiritual baptism. MacArthur comments:

“Water baptism does not seem to be what Peter has in view in 1 Peter 3:21. The English word "baptism" is simply a transliteration of the Greek word baptizo, which means "to immerse." Baptizo does not always refer to water baptism in the New Testament (cf. Matthew 3:11; Mark 1:8; 7:4; 10:38-39; Luke 3:16; 11:38; 12:50; John 1:33; Acts 1:5; 11:16; 1 Corinthians 10:2; 12:13).

So Peter is not talking about immersion in water, as the phrase "not the removal of dirt from the flesh" indicates. He is referring to immersion in Christ's death and resurrection through "an appeal to God for a good conscience," or repentance. Again, it is not the outward act that saves, but the internal reality of the Spirit's regenerating work (cf. Titus 3:4-8).” [MacArthur]. See his other note in section3.

 “Peter is teaching that the fact that 8 people were in an ark and went through the whole judgment, and yet were unharmed, is analogous to the Christian’s experience in salvation by being in (union with) Christ, identified with Christ our "Ark" of salvation so to speak.” [2]

(ii) The words, “not as a removal of dirt form the body,” exclude any reference to physical water, even as an analogy. The verse seems more fitly interpreted in the light of Titus 3:5, “he saved us ... by the washing of regeneration.” Furthermore, it seems more consistent with the rest of Scripture to allow the lesser (waters of Noah) to point to the greater antitype of the Holy Spirit. “...unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God.” (John 3:5) “Whoever believes in me, as the Scripture has said, ‘Out of his heart will flow rivers of living water.’” Now this he said about the Spirit...” (John 7:38).
6. Applications

1) Unity
The issue of baptism has divided not only Protestants and Catholics, but also nearly all Protestant denominations today. Yet, if all held that there was but “ONE baptism” (Eph 4:5), "into Christ" (Gal 3:27), "by the Spirit" (1 Cor 12:13) and "fire" (Mat 3:11), that "saves" (1 Pet 3:21), and brings us into "one body" (1 Cor 12:13), there would be no cause for division. Boyce comments on Eph 4:5,

“It is interesting that Paul should include baptism in his list of unities because opinions about baptism have certainly divided churches. Do you sprinkle? Presbyterians think this is the preferred way. Do you immerse? Baptists think immersion is the only way. What about children—do you baptize them? Paul is not concerned here with modes of baptism, but with what baptism signifies, namely, identification with Christ. That is the unifying thing. Have you been baptized into Christ? I do not care how you were baptized. I do not care whether it was in a baptistery or a stream, whether it was with a little bit of water or in a lot of water. Have you been publicly identified with Jesus Christ? That is the issue. And if that is the issue, then before the world we are identified together with Jesus Christ and must stand together for him.”

While we do not agree that water baptism “signifies” anything anymore, we do certainly agree that the “one baptism” which Paul refers to is the “unifying thing,” and ought to be so for the universal church to remain united.  Baptism, instead of dividing us, should unite us. 


2) Church Membership

Traditionally, baptism has been a prerequisite for church membership. One Baptist church specifically requires that a person “join this church body by confession that [they] have repented of [their] sins, believed on the Lord Jesus Christ as [their] Lord and Savior and have previously been Scripturally baptized by immersion in another Gospel preaching church.”
This is an absurd requirement, when we consider that
“just as the body is one and has many members, and all the members of the body, though many, are one body, so it is with Christ. For in one Spirit we were all baptized into one body—Jews or Greeks, slaves or free—and all were made to drink of one Spirit.” (1 Cor 12:12)
The requirement for membership into the spiritual body of Christ is baptism with the Spirit, not water.  Shall we withhold a person from membership into a local church when they are already admitted into the body of Christ “by one Spirit”? Furthermore, shall we impose the same requirement on church officers, when no such requirement is imposed on them by Scripture?
3) Public Testimony
A common fallacy is that baptism is the public expression of faith. Again, Scripture says something far different.  Works and fruit are the sign and display of a regenerated heart. “You will recognize them by their fruits.” (Mat 7:16). “By this all people will know that you are my disciples, if you have love for one another.” (John 13:35). Furthermore, the continual offering up of a sacrifice of praise to God, that is, the fruit of lips that acknowledge his name (Heb 13:15), is what is required of us, not a single testimony during a baptismal service.
7. Conclusion

We conclude water baptism is obsolete, and is replaced by the spiritual baptism spoken of by Jesus and the Apostles in their Epistles. We cannot forcefully combine, for the sake of tradition, two distinct modes of baptism, when one mode supersedes the other. 

It must surely be incorrect to place water baptism under the banner of an “outward sign of an inward work” when there is no Scriptural warrant to do so in this post-Apostolic era. It is thus placing a yolk of bondage on believers to bind their consciences regarding an early Apostolic practice. 
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