Is Baptism a Part of
the Gospel?
A proneness to attach undue significance
to the work of men in the preaching of the
Gospel had led to factious conditions in the
church in Corinth. The situation there ob‐
taining prompted Paul to write to them as
follows:
Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name
of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak
the same thing, and that there be no divisions
among you; but that ye be perfectly joined
together in the same mind and in the same
judgment. For it hath been declared unto
me of you, my brethren, by them which are
of the house of Chloe, that there are con‐
tentions among you. Now this I say, that
every one of you saith, I am of Paul; and I
of Apollos; and I of Cephas; and I of Christ.
Is Christ divided? was Paul crucified for you?
or were ye baptized in the name of Paul? I
thank God that I baptized none of you, but
Crispus and Gaius; Lest any should say that
I had baptized in mine own name. And I
baptized also the household of Stephanas:
besides, I know not whether I baptized any
other. For Christ sent me not to baptize, but
to preach the gospel: not with wisdom of
words, lest the cross of Christ should be made
of none effect (1 Corinthians 1:10-17).

In an effort to eliminate baptism from the
plan of salvation, advocates of the doctrine
of justification by faith only cite this passage
as evidence that baptism is no part of the
Gospel. Their reasoning follows this pat‐
tern: Paul asserts that Christ sent him, not
to baptize, but to preach the Gospel. Hence,
(1) since Paul was sent to preach the

Gospel, but (2) was not sent to baptize,
(3) baptism is no part of the Gospel! Sup‐
pose that their conclusion is correct. Grant
that in so doing they eliminate baptism as a
condition of salvation, what result follows?
In avoiding one difficulty, they simply
plunge headlong into another, which, from
their viewpoint, is more serious than that
which originally confronted them. One can‐
not get into the Baptist Church—or, for that
matter, any church—without baptism. Bap‐
tism is, therefore, essential to the existence
and maintenance of the church. If baptism
is no part of the Gospel, obviously its fruits
are not. The Baptist Church, for example,
cannot exist without baptism. But baptism,
we are told, is no part of the Gospel! The
conclusion, then, is irresistible that the Bap‐
tist Church is no part of the Gospel. More‐
over, Paul warns that to preach another
Gospel than that which he preached is to
bring upon one’s self the curses of heaven.
But baptism—and, consequently, its fruits—
constitutes no part of the Gospel. Merely to
preach baptism and its consequences is,
therefore, to bring, upon one’s head the
anathemas of heaven. Are those who seek to
eliminate baptism prepared to accept the
logical consequences of their argument? We
think not.
As a matter of fact, they err greatly in
their assumption that baptism is no part of
the Gospel. The theory springs from the as‐
sumption that Paul was without a commis‐
sion to baptize—that Christ sent him not
for this purpose. Why, then, did He baptize
Crispus and Gaius and the household of
Stephanas? Were these individuals baptized
without divine authority? To assume that

Paul disavows any commission to baptize
in this statement injects this problem into
this matter: Why did he baptize at all? One
of two things follows conclusively: either
Paul overstepped his authority in baptizing
anybody in Corinth, or the construction is
at fault.
Paul was glad that he did not baptize
many in Corinth. Recently we heard a man
say (a Baptist preacher, incidentally) that if
baptism is essential to salvation, a condi‐
tion precedent to becoming a Christian—
Paul said in effect that he was glad he did
not make many Christians in Corinth! His
statement boomeranged, however, for one
cannot make a Baptist without baptism.
Was Paul glad he did not make many Bap‐
tists in Corinth? The apostle makes clear
why he was glad that he did not baptize
many there: “Lest any should say that I
baptized in mine own name” (1 Corinthi‐
ans 1:15). The state of division obtaining
there was such that Paul rejoiced he had
not contributed to it by having a large
party in the church there wearing his
name. Until they were able to place the
preachers in proper perspective, Paul was
glad that his converts in Corinth were
comparatively few in number.
What is the true significance of the
statement, “For Christ sent me not to bap‐
tize, but to preach the gospel” (1 Corinthi‐
ans 1:17)? Does Paul exclude baptism from
the Gospel, as advocates of the doctrine of
justification by faith only assert? We have
seen above that their logic follows this pat‐
tern: (1) Paul was sent to preach the
Gospel, but (2) Paul was not sent to bap‐
tize; (3) therefore, baptism is no part of the

Gospel. It is admitted that premises (1) and
(2) are substantially correct since they are
stated in this fashion in the text. But what
about, (3) the conclusion? Here the syllo‐
gism is at fault! To reach this conclusion,
one must admit that he is no logician, or
else that he seeks purposely to deceive. The
conclusion (that baptism is no part of the
Gospel) is reached. By adroitly changing a
verb (baptize) into a noun (baptism). Cor‐
rectly stated, the syllogism runs thus:
Christ sent Paul not to baptize,
He was sent to preach the Gospel;
Therefore, to baptize (the mere act of
baptizing) is no part of Gospel preaching.
A failure to see this betrays either a lack
of discrimination or else a willful attempt
to deceive. Paul, in this passage, is simply
showing that the act of baptizing is not a
part of Gospel preaching. His associates
could, and did, take the actual work of
baptizing off of Paul. This writer holds
meetings constantly, but seldom baptizes
anyone, this work usually being done by
the resident preacher where the meeting is
being conducted. Yet who could deny that
his time is spent in preaching the Gospel?
Incidentally, we have in this passage a
strong and compelling argument touching
baptism for remission of sins. In rebuking
the Corinthian church for its schism over
men, Paul says: “Is Christ divided? was
Paul crucified for you? or were ye baptized
in the name of Paul?” (1 Corinthians 1:13).
The force of the apostle’s argument is sim‐
ply this: If Paul had been crucified for you,
or if you had been baptized in the name of
Paul, then you might with propriety wear
his name. If you had been baptized in the

name of Cephas, you could be properly
styled Cephasites; if your baptism had been
administered in the name of Apollos, you
would then be Apollosites. You were not,
however, baptized in the name of these
men—you were baptized in the name of
Christ, and Christ is not divided. You are
not at liberty, therefore, to call yourselves
after these men. Being baptized in the name
of Christ, you must wear only the name
Christian!
Let us note a logical consequence of the
apostle’s reasoning: One may, properly, wear
the name of the one in whose name he was
baptized. Those who are baptized in Paul’s
name are Paulites; in Apollos’ name, Apol‐
losites; in Cephas’ name, Cephasites; in
Luther’s name, Lutherans; in Wesley’s name,
Wesleyant; in Campbell’s name, Campbel‐
lites; in Christ’s name (i.e. by Christ’s au‐
thority, which requires baptism to be
administered into the names of the Father
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit for the
remission of sins), Christians; those who
have not been baptized at all have no right
to any name, much less the name Christian!
Here, by implication, is an effective argu‐
ment indicating that those who have not
been baptized have no right to wear the
Lord’s name.
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For Christ sent me not to baptize,
but to preach the gospel:

The like figure whereunto even baptism doth
also now save us (not the putting away of the
filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good
conscience toward God,)
by the resurrection of Jesus Christ:
1 Peter 3:21

