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 Pastor: Step into my study, Charles.  Glad you could make this appointment.  I looked for 

you the other day, but— 

 Catechumen: Sorry about that, Rev. Muller…now I’d like you to enlarge on that 

statement you made a little while ago.  You spoke of “immersion in the Baptism Form.” Would 

you please explain what you mean by that statement? 

 Pastor: Certainly, Charles.  Your interest is commendable.  But then, you always were, 

and still are, especially interested in the subject of Holy Baptism.  Do you, perhaps, have a clue 

to what I was referring when I spoke of “immersion in the Baptism Form”? 

 Catechumen:  Well, I’m not sure; but I think you were referring to that clause in our 

Baptism Form which states, “This, the dipping in, or sprinkling with water teaches us…” Now I 

must admit that I’ve talked this over with a Baptist friend of mine whose father happens to be a 

Baptist minister.  He is of the opinion that this statement in our liturgy reveals that the mode of 

baptism among Reformed people hangs on uncertainty.  It is by dipping the person in water, yet 

there is an alternative mode possible: or by sprinkling with water.  He asks me, Why is 

immersion made the primary mode of baptism in the Form for Infant Baptism?  Why is that 

when you always and only sprinkle infants?  You never dip or immerse them!  It appears that 

your “covenant theology” leaves you uncertain about the mode of baptism.  Strictly speaking, it 

is by dipping but the alternative of sprinkling is ok, for the comfort and convenience of infants to 

be baptized. 

 Pastor: Now that’s interesting!  How did you answer your Baptist friend, Charles? 

 C:  I really wasn’t able to answer him.  So he laughed and replied, When you are able to 

answer me, let me know!  You see, then, Rev. Muller, how I must become better informed in this 

matter. 

 P:  All right.  The question may be cleared up by an appeal to the original Dutch of the 

Baptism Form.  It reads, Dit leert ons de onderdompeling in en de besprenging met het 

water…In De Liturgie Der Hermvormde Kerk in Nederland, instead of the word 

onderdompeling, there is the word ondergang.   But that makes no difference.  The correct 

translation is, “This, the dipping in and sprinkling with water teaches us…”  By the way, 

Charles, have you learned at the Christian school any Dutch words, phrases or sentences? 

 C:  Yes, I have.  Our teacher has had us memorize some Scripture verses in Dutch.  From 

that, I learn that the Dutch words for or and and are two different words, of and en.  Now that 

brings me to ask, Reverend, Why would the English translation of our Baptism Form have, 

“This, the dipping in, or sprinkling with water…”?  Why would the English translator render it 

or instead of and?  There seems to be no excuse for or when it ought to be and! 

 P:  You are so right!  It would seem that the English translator interpreted the Dutch as 

expressing baptism by dipping, or immersion.  But that is not what the Dutch expresses.  The 

dipping (the onderdompeling) is not the baptism, but is performed in order to effect the baptism 

(by sprinkling).  For example, there were Old Testament baptisms effected by dipping hyssop in 

the blood of the sacrifice and sprinkling of the blood on the Book, the people, the tabernacle, and 

all the vessels (Ex. 24:6-8).  In Lev. 4:6, “the priest shall dip his finger in the blood and 

“sprinkle” it.  Here notice that the dipping was preparatory to the baptism, which was effected by 



the sprinkling.  But take your concordance and notice how many times in the Old Testament 

(Can you find ten instances?) you read of dip and sprinkle. 

 C:  So then the baptism’s form’s “dipping in and sprinkling” refers to ten instances of 

Old Testament baptism? 

 P:  That’s correct: but do your “homework”:  look up all those passages, and do not read 

the baptism form as heretofore: “this, the dipping in (comma), or sprinkling…”—omit that 

comma and change or to and, so that the Form conforms to the Dutch, to Scripture, and to the 

practice of all our ministers in their performing baptisms. 

 C:  But, Rev. Muller, we still have not yet gotten to that intriguing proposition that there 

is “immersion in the Baptism Form”!  I’m at a loss to see how, especially since the clause we’ve 

been discussing, properly translated, has nothing to do with immersion. 

 P:  Not only that, but there is no ground whatsoever for making the English translation to 

even hint or suggest the possibility of baptism by immersion. 

 C:  Especially within the Form for Infant Baptism?  

 P:  Exactly. 

 C:  Then why do you insist that there is immersion in the Baptism Form? 

 P:  Let me show you— 

 C:  Now we’re getting to it— 

 P:  Yes; turn with me to the prayer used at the administration of baptism, page 56.  There 

we pray, “O Almighty and Eternal God, who hast according to Thy severe judgment punished 

the unbelieving and unrepentant world, and hast according to Thy great mercy saved and 

protected believing Noah and his family, Thou, who hast drowned the obstinate Pharaoh and his 

host in the Red Sea, and hast led Thy people Israel through the midst of the Sea upon dry ground, 

by which baptism was signified--…” Now, Charles, what are these words telling us? 

 C: I’m beginning to see the light, but please continue, Reverend. 

 P:  Our prayer at baptism has in mind two cases of Old Testament baptism: (1) the Flood 

was a baptism, and (2) the passage of the people of Israel through the Red Sea was a baptism. 

 C:  My Baptist friends would agree with that, and would hasten to add that here you have 

two pictures of baptism by immersion.  Are you saying that at this point we agree, must agree, 

with the Baptists, the Immersionists? 

 P:  No, not at all.  For Noah and his family were baptized, while the unbelieving and 

unrepentant world was drowned.  God baptized those believers, but drowned those unrepentant 

sinners. 

 P: You see, Noah and his family were baptized, but not immersed.  That world of the 

ungodly (2 Pet. 2:5) was immersed, but not baptized. 

 C:  Oh, I get it!  Then the children of Israel, including their babes-in-arms, were baptized 

in the cloud and in the sea (I Cor. 10:2) but they were not immersed.  Pharaoh and his host were 

immersed, and not baptized! 

 P:  There you have it!  Scripture distinguishes baptism from immersion.  Baptism and 

immersion are two different things. 

 C:  Then it stands to reason that we have much to do with baptism, but nothing to do with 

immersion. 

 P:  True: and conversely, those unbelieving worlds had only to do with judgment and 

destruction by immersion beneath the waters of the Flood and beneath the waters of the Red Sea, 

but had nothing to do with baptism. 



 C:  Then the people of God, in these two instances, were baptized; but with immersion 

they had no part; while the unbelieving who were immersed had no part with baptism. 

 P:  Exactly so; for baptism and immersion are two different things. 

 C:  And that’s what you meant by “immersion in the baptism form”!  I see now exactly 

what you had in mind.  So that the teaching in both Scripture and the Baptism Form view 

baptism and immersion as two entirely different things—the former we accept; the latter we 

reject, because immersion is not a scriptural mode of baptism. 

 P:  There, Charles, as to this truth, you have arrived!  As you are beginning to see, there 

were many (various) baptisms in the Old Testament dispensation (Heb.  9:10, Gk.), and all, 

everyone one of them were by sprinkling/pouring.  None were by immersion.  In those “various 

baptisms” dip as related to sprinkle is never “dip or sprinkle,” but is always and invariably “dip 

and sprinkle.” Ten instances of this action show that the dipping was not the baptism, but was 

instrumental to performing the baptism by sprinkling.  Whatever dipping there was, it did not 

happen to the baptized.  It happened to the baptizer. 

 C:  Rev. Muller, thank you so much for taking this time to make these controversial 

matters so plain for God’s Word.  Could we, at another time, consider the immersionistic “Burial 

theory” of baptism as said to be taught in Rom. 6:3-4 and Col 2:11-12? 

 P:  Yes, indeed; but you will find that theory very concisely dealt with and refuted in the 

pamphlet, “The Biblical Mode of Baptism,” pages 21-23.  So “do your homework,” and study to 

show yourself approved unto God, a workman that needs not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the 

Word of truth. 
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