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Quod scriptura, non iubet vetat

The Latin translates, “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:’

On the Cover: Baptists rejoice to hold in common with other evangelicals the main
principles of the orthodox Christian faith. However, there are points of difference and
these differences are significant. In fact, because these differences arise out of God’s
revealed will, they are of vital importance. Hence, the barriers of separation between
Baptists and others can hardly be considered a trifling matter. To suppose that Baptists
are kept apart solely by their views on Baptism or the Lord’s Supper is a regrettable
misunderstanding. Baptists hold views which distinguish them from Catholics,
Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Lutherans, Methodists, Pentecostals, and
Presbyterians, and the differences are so great as not only to justify, but to demand, the
separate denominational existence of Baptists. Some people think Baptists ought not
teach and emphasize their differences but as E.J. Forrester stated in 1893, “Any
denomination that has views which justify its separate existence, is bound to
promulgate those views. If those views are of sufficient importance to justify a
separate existence, they are important enough to create a duty for their promulgation ...
the very same reasons which justify the separate existence of any denomination make
it the duty of that denomination to teach the distinctive doctrines upon which its sepa-
rate existence rests.” If Baptists have a right to a separate denominational life, it is
their duty to propagate their distinctive principles, without which their separate life
cannot be justified or maintained.

Many among today’s professing Baptists have an agenda to revise the Baptist
distinctives and redefine what it means to be a Baptist. Others don’t understand why it
even matters. The books being reproduced in the Baptist Distinctives Series are
republished in order that Baptists from the past may state, explain and defend the
primary Baptist distinctives as they understood them. It is hoped that this Series will
provide a more thorough historical perspective on what it means to be distinctively
Baptist.



The Lord Jesus Christ asked, “And why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things
which I say?” (Luke 6:46). The immediate context surrounding this question explains
what it means to be a true disciple of Christ. Addressing the same issue, Christ’s
question is meant to show that a confession of discipleship to the Lord Jesus Christ is
inconsistent and untrue if it is not accompanied with a corresponding submission to
His authoritative commands. Christ’s question teaches us that a true recognition of His
authority as Lord inevitably includes a submission to the authority of His Word.
Hence, with this question Christ has made it forever impossible to separate His
authority as King from the authority of His Word. These two principles—the authority
of Christ as King and the authority of His Word—are the two most fundamental
Baptist distinctives. The first gives rise to the second and out of these two all the other
Baptist distinctives emanate. As F.M. lams wrote in 1894, “Loyalty to Christ as King,
manifesting itself in a constant and unswerving obedience to His will as revealed in
His written Word, is the real source of all the Baptist distinctives:” In the search for the
primary Baptist distinctive many have settled on the Lordship of Christ as the most
basic distinctive. Strangely, in doing this, some have attempted to separate Christ’s
Lordship from the authority of Scripture, as if you could embrace Christ’s authority
without submitting to what He commanded. However, while Christ’s Lordship and
Kingly authority can be isolated and considered essentially for discussion’s sake, we
see from Christ’s own words in Luke 6:46 that His Lordship is really inseparable from
His Word and, with regard to real Christian discipleship, there can be no practical
submission to the one without a practical submission to the other.

In the symbol above the Kingly Crown and the Open Bible represent the inseparable
truths of Christ’s Kingly and Biblical authority. The Crown and Bible graphics are
supplemented by three Bible verses (Ecclesiastes 8:4, Matthew 28:18-20, and Luke
6:46) that reiterate and reinforce the inextricable connection between the authority of
Christ as King and the authority of His Word. The truths symbolized by these
components are further emphasized by the Latin quotation - quod scriptura, non iubet
vetat— i.e., “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:” This Latin quote has
been considered historically as a summary statement of the regulative principle of
Scripture. Together these various symbolic components converge to exhibit the two
most foundational Baptist Distinctives out of which all the other Baptist Distinctives
arise. Consequently, we have chosen this composite symbol as a logo to represent the
primary truths set forth in the Baptist Distinctives Series.
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JDREFATORY NOTE.

INsTEAD of & formal preface, simply a few words will be offered
by way of explanation. When this work was begun, nothing could
have been further from the author’s expectations and intentions
than to write a book. His only purpose was to give the subject a
thorough investigation for himself. As it opened up before him,
however, and as his interest increased, he determined, in the midst
of the investigations, to give the result of his labors to the public,
selecting the Western Recorder as the medium. The following
chapters were, therefore, originally designed as so many articles of
a serial for that paper. This fact will account for the marked per-
sonal cast they sometimes assume in the way of appeal. Their
publication in book-form was first suggested by one of Kentucky’s
oldest and most judicious pastors, to whom the entire manuscript
was read, and whose judgment and opinion deserved the utmost
confidence and respect. The advice to put the matter into a small
book was taken, partly because it had become rather bulky for a
newspaper publication, but especially because it was hoped that by
giving to it a more permanent form, more good would eventually
be accomplished, which was the sole reason for publishing at all.

It would, perhaps, be well to state also that scattered along
through the work, in every chapter, and especially in Chapters IV,
VI. and X, are to be found a large number of concessions from
Pedobaptist authors. Many of these are new, and all of them
very valuable, and if widely circulated will be for the furtherance
of gospel truth. Special mention might be made of those quota-
tions, taken from the recent controversy on this subject, published in
the Southern (Methodist) Review, and conducted by two Methodist
divines—Rev. A. T. Bledsoe, editor of the Review, and one of his
brethren, of considerable noforiefy in this State. These will be of
great value to any one studying the subject. Great care has been
exercised to preserve perfect accuracy in all the quotations given.
All of them, unless otherwise designated, were copied directly from

4)



PREFATORY NOTE. 5

the original works; and those from a second-hand source are taken
from the most reliable authorities, whose names are also given.
Some Baptist authors have been quoted without mentioning their
names.

The quotations are made very accessible by a completed index of
authors quoted, arranged in alphabetic order.

The earnest and prayerful endeavor throughout has been to give
the subject a purely practical turn. It has been written in a Chris-
tian spirit and for a Christian purpose,and is offered for the kindly
consideration of those who differ from the positions taken. First
read, and then approve or condemn. As the work was designed
especially for the masses, any assistance in giving it a wide circula-
tion among them, will be very gratefully received. Already much
pleasure, and profit, and real Christian joy have been found in the
preparation of the work; and now that it may find its way into
the homes and hearts of many, and that, under the gracious influ-
ence of the Holy Spirit, the cause of truth may be advanced, while
that of error is checked, at least a little, by the contribution of his

mite, is the earnest prayer of
THE AUTHOR.
JuLy 17, 1875.
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PEDOBAPTISM:

Js IT FROM ijEAVEN OR_OF }V&EN?

CHAPTER 1.

It is simply impossible to overestimate, or to
state in exaggerated terms, the importance of do-
ing just what our Master has commanded. To
study the Scriptures, wherein is recorded his will,
is, therefore, a laudable undertaking. These should
be studied, not to support a preconceived theory,
but that by prayer, earnest, fervent, and by patient
labor, the truth may be reached and the Master’s
will known. To the Bible all theories, confessions,
and creeds should be made to bend. In thisspirit
—our motto being “the Bible,and the Bible alone,
is the religion of Protestants ’—let the question
asked be put to the test. It is no time now for
harsh words or unpleasant epithets, much less for
sophistry. The inquiry now is what has our Savior
commanded? To do that when known, and only

that, whatever be the consequences, whether per-
9



10 PEDOBAPTISM :

secutions by fines, by stripes, by imprisonment or
by death, is honorable indeed, and brings with it
the approbation and the blessing of the Master.

The followers of Christ have suffered martyr-
dom, not more for doing what he commands than
for refusing to do what he did not command, and
what they regarded as an encroachment upon his
ordinance. Did Christ command the baptism of
“believers and their infant children?” Answer,
and act accordingly in the fear of God. Loyalty
to Christ is the first thing.

While here and there you find a few bold men
who are advancing some new theories of infant
baptism, yet the old and oft-repeated arguments in
its favor are still being repeated again and again,
and are emphasized with fresh vigor all over this
land. And to many they are from various causes
perfectly conclusive. The following, from Dr. Alvah
Hovey, in the Bapiist Quarterly (for April, 1875,
p. 137), is a brief but correct summary of the ar-
guments :

“ Baptism is still said to have taken the place of circum-
cision, the seal of the Abrahamic covenant being changed,
but not the covenant itself. The Christian Church is still
said to be a continuation of the Jewish Church, modeled
after it in the quality of its members, part of them being
introduced as believers and part of them as unbelievers.
The households that were baptized by Paul are still sup-
posed to have included infants who received the holy rite
with their believing parents, for may not every household
have an infant in it? The language of Christ in blessing
little children is still believed to authorize the baptism of
infants, for is not any one whom Christ blesses entitled to

baptism ? The words of Paul in respect to the children
of the Corinthian Christians ‘ but now are they holy’ are



I8 IT FROM HEAVEN OR OF MEN ? 11

still supposed to prove that those children were infant
members of the Church in Corinth, though the supposition
makes the reasoning of Paul wholly illogical. The practice
of infant baptism in the third century is still thought to
imply its apostolic character, though the practice of im-
mersion at that time, as the only complete rite, is thought
tobe a perversion, superstitious, if not immodest (Coleman).
And the natural desire of Christian parents to have their
children in covenant with God is still supposed to justify,
in some manner the application of baptism to them, though
it is difficult to see why the same argument would not jus-
tify the baptism of all whom Christians long to have saved
from endless woe—that is to say, the baptism of all man-
kind.”

The frequency and the zeal with which these
arguments are repeated, demand that their refuta-
tion, so often made, be made again. With this in
mind your candid attention is asked to the follow-
ing pages.

It is by no means easy to learn even from those
by whom the rite is practiced and defended, just
what is the purpose of infant baptism, or what is
the exact status of baptized children. If they die
in infancy are they more likely to be saved than
those who die of the same age unbaptized? Do
they enjoy a single promise not equally enjoyed
by the unbaptized children of believing parents—
perhaps their older or younger brothers and sisters ¢
Certainly not. Are infants regenerated, *“ made
children of God and heirs of glory” by their bap-
tism? Some Pedobaptists respond yes, while oth-
ers, with equal emphasis, respond no, and of course
the latter are right. Does their baptism make
them members of the church? The contrary an-

swers given to this by Pedobaptists are, they
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are baptized to bring them into the church, and
they are baptized because they are already in the
church. Itis evident, however,that baptized chil-
dren (infants) are not treated as church-members.
They are not disciplined as other members are;
they are not allowed to commune as other mem-
bers are ; they are not permitied to participate in
the general privileges of the church as other mem-
bers are. What possible benefit, therefore, can
they reap from their baptism ? This is an imperti-
nent question, if God has commanded the baptism
of infants. It is simply our duty to obey. These
are minor questions, therefore, and with them we
have no concern, except so far as they bear upon
the leading inquiry: Pedobaptism ; Is it from
Heaven or of Men ? This is the standing question
of this little volume. JIf from heaven, then to
oppose it, or to disregard it, is to be found fighting
against God and taking from the sacred word.

If of men, then to defend it and to administer it,
by the authority and into the name of the adora-
ble Trinity, is to sin grievously and to add to what
is contained in the Scriptures. The question,
therefore, is a serious one, for it is a dangerous
thing to add to or to take from the inspired ora-
cles. (Revelation xxii. 18, 19.)

This question must be settled by the New Testa-
ment. For that is the Christian’s only law book,
and baptism is a New Testament ordinance. Surely
by its decision every one should be willing to abide.
To the law and the testimony. And may the Holy
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Spirit, its Author, guide us into all truth, blessing
both writer and reader.

¢« Q Father of Light! hear our feeble cry, and so illu-
minate our minds by the influence of the Holy Spirit, that,
with an eye single to thy glory, we may look above all the
paltry interest of sects and times, and plead the cause of
truth alone, desiring only the progress of true Christianity
among the children of men.”

The first baptism mentioned is that of the Har-
binger, who, as Christ’s forerunner, came preaching
the kingdom of God. The record of his baptism is
found in three of the evangelists as follows: Mat-
thew iii. 5-9; Mark i. 4,5; Luke iii. 3,7, 8. By
reading these narratives carefully you will observe
the following facts:

1. Crowds flocked to the baptism of John,

2. Descent fromn Abraham gave no one a pass to
the baptismal waters.

3. Of all who were baptized John demanded re-
pentance, nay, more, evidence of their repentance’;
“Bring forth fruit meet for” (suitable, agreeable
to) “repentance.”

4. All admitted to baptism were baptized of
him ¢«“in Jordan confessing their sins.” Do not
these simple facts, discernible to even the super-
ficial reader, utterly exclude infants from the sub-
Jects of John’s baptism ¢

The epitome of John’s baptism, given by Paul
in Acts xix. 4, only adds strength to strength :

“ Then said Paul, John verily baptized with the baptism
of repentance saying unto the people, that they should be-

lieve on him which should come after him, that is on Christ
Jesus.”
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In addition to demanding of his hearers that
they should repent, he also demanded faith in a
coming Messiah. Were infants among John’s
hearers? Did he demand of infants that they
should repent and bring forth fruit meet for re-
pentance ! Did he demand of infants that they
should believe on him that should come, that is,
on ChristJesus? Were infants baptized confessing
their sins? To all of these questions you must
give a positive no, unless an infant be capable of
doing all these things. There were no infants bap-
tized, therefore, by the first Baptist.

In John iii. 22; iv. 1, 2, is all we have recorded
of the baptizing done by Christ and his disciples
during his ministry. What his disciples did in his
name was said to be done by him. The only point
in this, that is pertinent here, is, “ that Jesus made
and baptized more disciples than John.” Individ-
uals were first made disciples, and then received
baptism. There is a manifest difference between
making disciples and baptizing them. As infants
could not be made disciples they did not receive
baptism. Why give to an infant the badge of dis-
cipleship, when it has not been made a disciple?
This record, like the other, is not only silent about
but utterly excludes infant baptism. The brevity
of these narratives is only equaled by the explic-
itness of their statement of the subjects admitted
to the ordinance of baptism in the days of John
the Baptist, and the ministry of Christ.

One other passage deserves attention here, and
simply because some—only a very few—Pedobap-
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tist consider it as supporiing the dogma of infant
baptism.

No one would ever think of pausing here, except
hailed by a Pedobaptist. And stopping, we find, as
will be presently seen, that they are disputing over
this passage, as they are in fact over every passage
ever quoted in favor of the practice; some claim-
ing, while many more discard it, as supporting the
infant rite.

Reference is had to Matthew xix. 13-15, with its
parallel passages in Mark x. 13-16, and Luke xviii.
15-17. It requires no close study of the passage to
show that the argument founded upon it is base-
less. In fact it is refuted by simply a careful read-
ing of the words:

“Then were brought unto him little children, that he
should put his hands upon them, and pray; and his disciples
rebuked them.  But Jesus said, Suffer little children, and
forbid them not, to come unto me : for of such is the king-

dom of heaven. And he laid his hands on them, and de-
parted thence.”

What are the facts? Plainly these, and beyond
them no one can go:

1. According to a well-known custom among the
Jews, of bringing their children to receive a bless-
ing from distinguished rabbis, children were
brought to Jesus also, for this specific purpose, viz:
“ that he might lay his hands on them, and pray,”
or bless them. Who will add, and for the purpose
of baptizing them ¢ The inspired record does not;
and human additions are worthless and dangerous.

2. The disciples rebuked those who brought
them. This conduct is unaccountable, if Christ had
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hitherto been in the habit of baptizing children, or
of even receiving them for the purpose mentioned.

This is prima facie evidence that up to this
time at least, Pedobaptism was a thing unknown
among the apostles.

3. Jesus was displeased, and said, suffer them to
come. “ He called them,” says Luke, “unto him.”
Perhaps, at this time, he is going to give an exam-
ple which his disciples are to follow, and which he
had not yet taught them, viz: of baptizing infants,
Don’t Pedobaptists wish he had ¢

4. But he did no such thing. He did simply what
the children were brought to him for—nothing
more if the divine record can be trusted, viz: “he
laid his hands on them,” or as Mark has it, “he
took them up in his arms, put his hands on them
and blessed them,” according to the custom already
mentioned. If it could only be added as a fifth fact,
that he baptized them, what rejoicing there would
be among those who baptize infants!

But let the impartial reader say whether these
children were baptized, or only blessed, by our
Savior, There was a specific thing to be done, and
this the Savior did—he laid his hands on them, and
blessed them, Is there anything in all this to
prove the scripturalness of infan{ baptism ¢

A presiding elder recently remarked in the hear-
ing of the writer, “ Of course these children were
not baptized because they were Jewish children,
and having been circumcised would not need to be
baptized.” Of course he knew from logical infer-
ence (?) that these children were all lz¢¢le boys, and
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had been circumcised!! But are there no cases in
the New Testament, where persons received both
the rite of circumcision, and the ordinance of bap-
tism? How about Christ and Paul and Timothy,
and the three thousand on the day of Pentecost?
If a Jewish family should be converted, and apply
for membership in a Methodist Church, would they,
or would they not, baptize the circumcised mem-
bers of the family? But more of this in another
chapter.

It has been argued from the phrase “of such is
the kingdom of heaven,” that these children, whom
our Savior blessed, were “ members of his visible
church.” And the conclusion is drawn, that being
in the church infants have a right to baptism. But
it is wholly gratuitous to assume, that by « the
kingdom of heaven ” is meant the « visible church.”
For this, proof is most earnestly demanded. It is an
erroneous assumption, born of Pedobaptist reason-
ing, something like the following: Christ says, these
children (% of such is”) are in something; they can
not be in his spirituaul kingdom, and they were
not at that time in the kingdom of glory, therefore,
it must mean “visible church,” and they are in
that. It must be proved first, that the expression
“kingdom of heaven” is ever used by the inspired
writers in a single instance, where it must, from
absolute necessity, mean the “visible church”—a
passage must be produced where it can not possi-
bly have any other meaning. It must be proved,
second, that « the kingdom of heaven,” in the pas-

sages under consideration, must necessarily have
2
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that meaning; that it can not mean either the
kingdom of glory or Christ’s spiritual kingdom, but
must of necessity mean the “visible churcL.” The
question is not what a certain passage of Scripture
may mean, but what does it mean. ’rove that in
this passage the expression can not mean anything
except “visible church,” and so far the argument
may be of some avail. But this can not be done.

And, furthermore, even granting that this was its
meaning, then the phrase “of such ¢s the Kking-
dom,” by no means necessitates the idea that those
of whom it was spoken were ¢n the kingdom. It
can have, it does have, another interpretation. If
not, then the argument would prove too much, and
would therefore be worthless. If that be the inter-
pretation, then the passage means that the “king-
dom of heaven,” whether the ¢ visible church,” the
kingdom of glory, or Christ’s spiritual kingdom, is
composed “ of such” persons (of infants and young
children) to the exclusion of persons who are older.
If the «visible church ” is meant, then the ¢« visible
chureh,” in its entirety, and completeness, conszsts,
or is made up, “of such.” How preposterous!
Christ by no means said those children, to whom
he gave a blessing, were in the kingdom of heaven;
this would simply be impossible, if he had reference
to either his spiritual kingdom, or the kingdom of
glory. And let it be repeated that it has never
been proved that ‘“kingdom of heaven” means
“vigible church;” nor that “of such’ means that
those children were 2n the kingdom.

This is all that Christ meant, that those born
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into his spiritual kingdom, in some respects re-
sembled children. He refers not so much to chil
dren as to childhood. Those born of God are like
children, not in age, not in physical stature, not in
moral character, but simply in the characteristics
of childhood—are gentle, affectionate, docile, con-
fiding, etc.

How strikingly and beautifully do the character-
istics of childhood resemble those born into Christ’s
spiritual kingdom, “ who are born not of blood, nor
of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but
of God.” (John i. 13.)

Dr. Albert Barnes, who is good authority among
Presbyterians, speaking on this passage, says:

“ Of such as these—that is, of persons with such tempers
as these—is the church composed. He (Christ) does not
say of these infants, but of such as resemble them, or were
like them in temper, was the kingdom of heaven made up.”

This idea is more fully brought out in Mark and
Luke:

“ Verily, I say unto you,Whosoever shall not receive the
kingdom of God as a little child, he shall not enter therein.”

Also in Matthew xviii. 3: “ Except ye be converted, and
become as little children, ye shall not enter into the king-
dom of heaven.” ¢ And whoso shall offend one of these
little ones which believe in me,” ete.

Here the resemblanceis still presented, and very
strongly indeed. The passage has nothing to do
with baptism whatever.

Blessed be the name of Jesus that he said, « Suf-
fer little children, and forbid them not, to come
unto me.” With great joy should parents, by early
instruction, bring their children to him. And none
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are more earnest than the Baptists in proclaiming
this joyous message of our Savior. But in all this
there is not one word about infant baptism.

Dr. Scott, a Pedobaptist, in commenting on this
passage, says: “ Christ did not order these infants
to be baptized.” Of course not; any one can see
that. The passage proves absolutely nothing in
favor of that practice. Olshausen, a distinguished
German Pedobaptist, in his Commentary, says: ¥
“We can not in truth find anywhere a reliable
proof-text in favor of infant baptism.”

Why did he not turn to this passage? In his
commentary on this very place, he says: ¢t “Of
that reference to infant baptism which it 1s so com-
mon to seek in this narrative, there ¢s clearly not
the slightest trace to be found.” Other men of
equal celebrity, and Pedobaptists at that, such as
Dr. Doddridge, Prof. Jacobi and others, might be
mentioned to the same effect. In fact, many of the
most learned Pedobaptists are abandoning this
passage as offering no support to infant baptism.
Are Baptists, then, to be charged with dullness and
stupidity, because they also fail to see here an ar-
gument for the practice? The argument can not
be very clear. Passing this text, next comes the
commission, to be discussed hereafter.

The entire ministry of Christ has now been ex-
amined ; and though the church, together with the
ordinances, have been established, or appointed,
yet not one word has been said about the baptism

*Quoted in Baptist Short Method. Page 91.
tProgress Baptist Principles, by Curtis. Page 95.
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of infants, or of their reception into the church; nay,
more, the teaching is wholly at variance with the
practice. Is it from heaven, or of men? Says
Bishop Fuller,* a distinguished Pedobaptist author :
“ We do freely confess there is neither express pre-
cept nor precedent in the New Testament for the
baptizing of infants” Do you believe that ?

*Quoted in Baptist Short Method. Page 89.



CHAPTER II.

“Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit: Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I
have commanded you.”—Matt. xxviii. 19, 20.

Tuis, with its parallels in Mark xvi. 15, 16, and
Luke xxiv. 46,47, is the Great Commission of our
Savior to his disciples—the grand “ Magna Charta”
of his church, Through all his teachings he has
said not one word about infant baptism, as was
seen in the preceding chapter. After his death and
resurrection from the dead, just before he ascended
to the glory of the Father, he sends his disciples
into the world with this commission. By this he
authorizes them to preach the gospel, and to bap-
tize. And here is the only place,so far as the rec-
ord shows, where he gave this authority. In this,
therefore, is contained the whole law of Christian
baptism. Z%%s ¢s the rule. All that come after are
but examples, and are serviceable to us, simply as
illustrating and showing how the commission was
understood by those who received it directly from
the Master. After all, therefore, /ere the question
must be settled. By the commission infant baptism
must stand or fall. Does it authorize the baptism
of infants? Did the disciples so understand it?

And did they, in accordance with tAhis commzission,
(22).
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practice infant baptism? These questions strike
at the very vitals of our subject, and will therefore
be answered at length in this and following chap-
ters.

If authority to baptize infants be found in the
commission, it must be either by a specific, positive
command, or, at least, by a plain, unequivocal,
“logical inference”’ A command you can not find.

And the only possible way to get any inference
(one that is plain and logical is simply impossible)
is to infer that, as nations are to be baptized, and
infants are a part of nations, therefore infants are
to be baptized. Is this a plain “logical inference ¢’
It may, it does, suit some, but not Baptists surely.
The following is a similar specimen of logic: “The
wicked shall be turned into hell, with all the na-
ttons that forget God.” Therefore, as infants are a
part of the all nations, they will—according to this
logic—be turned into hell. Is this conclusion ad-
missible? Baptists with one breath exclaim, No!
What say Pedobaptists¢¥ The logic is precisely the
same.

“‘Are notinfants a part of the all nations spoken
of in the commission? Certainly they are; and so
are drunkards, and liars, and swearers, and whore-
mongers, and infidels, and atheists, and idolaters,
and every wicked and abominable person, upon the
face of the earth; and if the phrase ¢all nations’
includes infants, so it does the others, and there is
just the same warrant for the baptism of one as the
other; that is, no warrant at all” The same infer-
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ence that would baptize the babe would also bap-
tize each and all of these classes.

There must surely be something wrong in the
logic, which ¢nfers infants to perdition, and per-
sons of such character to the ordinance of Christian
baptism. Those who can, may accept it, but Bap-
tists can not. And, in fact, neither can the more
learned Pedobaptists. Z. ¢, when Rev. C. W.
Miller, a prominent Methodist preacher in Ken-
tucky, published a book, in which he used this
logic, claiming by it to have found a command to
baptize infants, he was promptly met and responded
to by Dr. A. T. Bledsoe, editor of the Southern
(Methodist) Review,* who is a man of master mind,
and wields not only a ready, but a mighty pen.
The following is a part of his reply in the Review,}
showing that he will not accept such logic, though
it comes from a Methodist, and that, too, in support
of a doctrine he believes:

“ Take the command, for example, ‘Go ye into all the
world, and preach the gospel to every creature.’ (Mark xvi.
16.) Now here ‘the class is’ every creature. But stocks
and stones and dumb brutes are ‘a part of the class.” Shall
we then, in obedience to Mr. Miller’s logic, preach the gos-
pel to stocks and stones and dumb brutes? Reason and
common sense forbid. These compel us, in spite of his
logie, to limit the preaching of the gospel, first to human
beings, and then to that portion of the class, thus limited,
who are capable of hearing and understanding the gospel.”

After giving several other examples on the same
page, he continues:

*This Review will be frequently quoted hereafter. Itis published
in St. Louis, under the auspices of the M. E. Church South. But
the editor, one of the brightest lights in that church, resides in
Baltimore, Md. T For July 1874, p. 176.
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¢“ Not to multiply similar instances, as we might do ad
tnfinitum, we conclude with this one: ¢ The Lord said unto
Joshua, Make thee sharp knives, and circumcise again the
children of Israel the second time. (Joshua v. 2.) Here
the ¢class is’ the children of Israel. But yet, instead of
applying this command to ‘all the children of Israel,’
every reader of the Bible limits it to male children, in con-
formity with the well-known custom of the Jews.”

So the ¢« all nations” in the commission must be
limited to those who have been made disciples, who,
having heard the gospel, Aawe believed on the
Savior which it offered.

Pedobaptists must show, here, either a positive,
specific command to baptize infants, or, at least, a
plain, “logtcal inference,” which will support the
practice, and yet be in perfect keeping with the
entire teaching of God’s word. It is just to demand
this ; and, until they comply, they are chargeable
with “teaching for doctrine the commandments of
men.” Baptists are not, as is sometimes charged,
afraid of ¢nferences. They will accept such an one
as is here demanded—but no other—whenever it
is produced.

But, indeed, Dr. Wall and many other eminent
Pedobaptists cordially admit that the commission
does not ordain infant baptism. When they sur-
render the commission, all is surrendered. (See
Chapter IV.) Dr. Wall, in the preface to his “His-
tory of Infant Baptism” (page 29), as quoted by
John L. Waller,* says, in this commission, *that
there is no particular direction given what they
were to do in reference to the children of those

*In Western Baptist Review, Vol. I. p. 162.
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that received faith, and among all those persons
that are recorded as baptized by the apostle, there
is no express mention of any infants”” And, turn-
ing from the New Testament as insufficient to es-
tablish who are the subjects of a New Testament
ordinance, he builds his argument for infant bap-
tism on Jewish-proselyte baptism, Surely that is
a sandy foundation, for many of the ablest Pedo-
baptist writers, the world has ever known, have
denied most emphatically, that there was any such
thing as Jewish-proselyte baptism,

And Dr. Bledsoe, showing that nothing is found
in the commission in favor of the rite, says: “In
fact, one of the very best works ever written in
favor of infant baptism—namely, the work of Dr.
Samuel Miller, of Princeton, does not draw a single
argument from Matthew xxviii. 19”*—that is, from
the commission, From these facts, is it not per-
fectly evident that the commission does not author-
ize the practice? That so far as the commission
is concerned, Pedobaptism is not from heaven?
And yet this is our only authority to baptize? Bear
that in mind. But, furthermore, the commission,
given by our Savior as the law of Christian bap-
tism, not only does not authorize the baptism of
infants, but absolutely excludes them as subjects of
that ordinance.

IN COMMANDING THE BAPTISM OF BELIEVERS, THE COM-
MISSION EXCLUDES THE BAPTISM OF ALL OTHER CLASSES—
WHETHER IDIOTS, UNBELIEVERS OR INFANTS,

*Southern Review, for July, 1874, 177.
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That the Savior does, here, command to baptize
believers, no one will for a moment call in question,
unless perchance he has a purpose to serve. It is
universally admitted that a believer in the Lord
Jesus Christ is a scriptural subject for Christian
baptism. In Mark’s version of this same commis-
gion, it is said, “he thatBeLIEVETH and is baptized,”
etc., evidently connecting faith with, and giving it
a priority to baptism. From these parting words
of the Master, both Baptists and Pedobaptists get
their authority for the practice of believer’s baptism.
That it is specified in this commission will not,
therefore, be denied.

And this very specification excludes, forever, the
baptism of infants. But you say, “ Christ did not
forbid it.” Was it necessary for Christ to com-
mand, thou shalt not baptize unbelievers—infidels,
or atheists, or liars, or adulterers, etc.? thou shalt
not baptize idiots; thou shalt not baptize houses;
thou shalt not baptize dumb brutes; thou shalt not
baptize bells ; thou shalt not baptize infants, and
80 on through the whole range of created things ¢
Most assuredly not. It was only necessary for him
to specify or mention one clasg, which he did in
commanding believers to be baptized. And by that
specification all other classes, infants just as effect-
ually as the rest, are excluded. By the command,
baptize believers, infant baptism is as really forbid-
den as was any one of the classes named above.
This is in accordance with a very common law
maxim taken from Blackstone, and in every-day
use, viz: “The ewpression of one thing is the eax-
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clusion of annther.” The correctness of this prin-
ciple will not be called in question by any one.
Many examples illustrating it, both in and out of
the Bible, will at once occur to the thoughtful
reader. One will be given, viz: the command to
offer the paschal lamb. (See Exodus xii.) There
was no need of God saying to Moses, you must not
take a heifer; you must not take a lamb that has
blemish, or one that is two or three years old; you
must not get a female ; you must not put the blood
inside the house, etc. But when he commanded,
take a lamb—of the first year—a male—without
blemish, that the blood be put on the two side-posts,
and on the upper door-posts, etc.—every thing else
was excluded, except just what he had specified in
his command-—as much so as if he had forbidden
each one of the particulars by name,

Now apply this principle, universally recognized
as true, to the commission, where we have believ-
er’s baptism mentioned, specifically and positively
commanded. What, then, becomes of all other
baptisms ? The conclusion is irresistible—they are
excluded—that of infants with the rest.

Did Christ, by his command to baptize those
that believe in him, forbid the baptism of all un-
believers, of idiots, and of base, immoral persons,
of stocks or stones, of houses or bells? Then did
he also just as effectually, and as truly, forbid also
the baptism of infants, It is, therefore, excluded
from the commission. By what law? By the law
of Him who ¢“is over all, God blessed forever.”
There is no rack of interpretation, by which a law
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to baptize believers, can be tortured to include
the baptism of the unconscious babe. Even Dr.
Hibbard, who has been called the Carson of Meth-
odism, in his « Christian Baptism,’ p. 236, admits,
as quoted by Dr. Pendleton,* that “a command to
baptize belzevers is no authority for baptizing n-
fants.” Certainly, then, the commission is ¢ no
authority for baptizing infants,” for it is “a com-
mand to baptize believers.” Such is the decision
even of this distinguished Pedobaptist.

“It may be more satisfactory to present the ar-
gument in syllogistic form. Here it is: ‘A com-
mand to baptize belzevers is no authority for
baptizing ¢nfants’ The commission contains a
command to baptize believers; therefore, the com-
mission is no authority for baptizing infants.”’}
These premises are admitted, and you can not re-
ject the conclusion. Then ¢ the commission of
Christ to the apostles in requiring them to baptize
disciples, believers, prohibits in effect the baptism
of all others. It will not do to say we are not for-
bidden in so many words to baptize infants.  The
same may be said of unbelievers; aye, of houses,
and cattle, and bells.”

You ask, however, “ could not Christ have given
another commission which would have authorized
the baptism of infants ¢’ Certainly he could. But
did he do it? The fact, that infants are excluded
from this commission, does not preclude his giving
another. But who has ever found that other com-

*« Three Reasons,” p. 15. {Same, p. 16.
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mission, wherein infant baptism is commanded?
In what chapter and verse of the New Testament
do you find it? What rejoicing there would be if
Pedobaptists could point their finger to one single
chapter or verse in all ihe New Testament, and say,
here it is, a plain command to baptize ¢ believers
and their infant children.” The very welkin would
be made to ring with the outbursts of their joy, as
they would exclaim “Zurcka! FEureka!” And no
one could blame them. But there is no such place,
nor one that even hints at any such thing. (See
Chapter V1.) Here, and here alone, is the author-
ity to baptize, and by this commission no authority
is given to baptize the unconscious babe.

And, furthermore, if a command were found in
the Bible to baptize infants, that would not do
away with ¢4z commission. /¢ would still require
that they, even those baptized in infancy, be bap-
tized when they become believers in the Lord
Jesus. Or, as the great Carson puts it:

¢« This commission, to baptize believers, does not indeed
imply that it is impossible that another commission might
have been given to baptize infants, but, by necessity, it ex
cludes them forever from being included in this command.
If infants are baptized, it is from another commission ; and
it is another baptism founded on another principle. But
not only does this commission exclude infants from the
baptism it enjoins; if there were even another commission
enjoining the baptism of infants, when these infants, who
have been baptized in infancy according to this supposed
second commission, believe the gospel. they must be bap-

tized according to this commission (Matthew xxviii. 19),
without any regard to their baptism in infancy. The com-
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mission commands all men to be baptized on believing the
gospel.”*

To the candid it must be evident that this bap-
tism, by its very command, is limited to believers,
those who are made disciples. And this will be
corroborated by a further examination of the com-
mission, in the following chapter.

Unconscious infants can not believe, and, there-
fore, from necessity they are excluded from baptism.
This chapter will be closed by the following quota-
tion from Dr. J. M. Pendleton:t

“T know it will be said, for it has been said a thousand
times, that if infants are not to be baptized because they
can not believe, they can not be saved because they can
not believe. If the salvation of infants depends on their
faith, they can not be saved. They are incapable of faith.
They are doubtless saved through the mediation of Christ,
but it is not by faith. It seems to me that our opponents
egregiously fail to accomplish their object in urging this
objection to our view. They must intend to make us ad-
mit the propriety of infant baptism, or force us toa denial
of infant salvation. We make neither the admission nor
the denial. As soon as we say that infants are not saved
by faith, but without faith, their objection is demolished.”

*His Work on Baptism, p. 170.  }*“Three Reasons,” p. 19.



CHAPTER IIL

INFANTS ARE UTTERLY INCAPABLE OF BEING THE SUB-
JECTS OF A SINGLE ONE OF THE THREE THINGS WHICH
THE COMMISSION ENJOINS, and of course, therefore,
they are necessarily excluded from it, and from the
baptism it enjoins. Read carefully again the
words of the Master as given in Matthew xxviii.
19, 20 ; Mark xvi. 16, and Luke xxiv. 46, 47. These
are the different versions of the great commission
given by our Savior to his disciples.

What is enjoined in this commission? The an-
swer is found in the language of Dr. George Camp-
bell, a distinguished Presbyterian of Scotland. In
his notes on this passage, he says:

“ There are manifestly three things which our Lord here
distinetly enjoins his apostles to execute with regard to the
nations, to-wit: Matheteuine, baptizine, didaskine; that is,
to CONVERT them to the faith, to initiate the convertsinto the
church by baptism, and to <nstruct the baptized in all the
duties of the Christian life.”

Noticing the emphasized words,would any one sup-
pose, that either of the things enjoined could have
for its subject an unconscious infant? Could an
unintelligent babe be converted to the faith ? Or
oould it be among the converts “initiated” into the
church by baptism? Or could it be among the

baptized converts who were to be znstructed in all
(32)
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the duties of the Christian life? Please pardon
the asking of such simple questions, for the theory
here opposed makes it necessary to ask them. It
is proposed to take each injunction of the commis-
sion separately, and to ask if that can be executed
with regard to an infant,

The Savior commands that the disciples go, and
Jirst, “ TEACH ALL NATIONS,” or as Mark gives it,
“Preach the gospel to every creature.” The word
“ teach,” it will be observed, is used twice in Mat-
thew’s version of the commission. In the original,
two words are used, and evidently mean different
things. The question now before us is simply this,
What is meant by the word ¢ feach,” as first used,
which is a translation of the Greek word (mathe-
teuo)?

By the advocates of Pedobaptism, 7. e., some of
them, it has been argued that the word (mathe-
tewo, here rendered teach) means simply to enroll
as scholars, as a parent would assign his children
to a school, and that, therefore, it does not mean
to teach, and may in that sense be applied to in-
fants as well as to adults.

But the simple fact that the word in the King
James translation is rendered ¢each is very strong
presumptive evidence that it involves the idea of
enstruction. That the word, although its full
meaning is not expressed by the English word
teach, does involve the idea of instruction ; that it
means to make disciples by instruction, . e, by
preaching the gospel, is most unquestionably true,

and 18 sustained by the very best authority among
3
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Pedobaptist scholars. In fact, this is denied only
by those who have felt that their cause was in a
desperate condition. That such is the meaning of
the word will appear, however, from the following
considerations:

1. The word (matheteuo) is used only four times
in the New Testament, and in each of the other
three places, is l¢mited necessarily to adults, and
necessiates the idea of instruction.

“ Every scribe who is instructed (matheteutheis) unto
the kingdom of heaven, is like unto a man that is a house-
holder, which bringeth forth out of his treasure things new
and old.” (Matthew xiii. 52.) “A rich man of Arimathea,
named Joseph, who also himself was Jesus’ disciple (emathe-
teuse).”’ (Matthew xxvii. 57.) “And when they had

preached the gospel to that city, and had taught (mathe-
teusantes) many,”’ etc. (Acts xiv. 21.)

Paul and Barnabas, acting under this very com-
mand of Jesus, preached the gospel to the people
of Derbe, and by their preaching many were made
disciples. In these three instances the force of
the verb (matheteuine) can not be mistaken. No
one will deny, that in these cases it refers to adults
alone, and, at least, ¢nvolves the idea of instruction.
And it is scarcely possible that the word would be
used in a different sense in the only remaining
place, where it is found in the New Testament,
and that, too, as it is used by Matthew, the same
author, who makes use of it in fwo of the other
places.

2. The word here used by our Savior is a deriva-
tsve word, which being traced to its origin gives
the same meaning. It comes from a noun (math-
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etes), which all through the New Testament is
translated disciple. This is its uniform meaning
and translation. And notwithstanding this noun
disciple (mathetes) is found in the New Testament
about two Aundred and sixty-four times, yet not
even once 18 it so used as that unintelligent infants
could be included.

This is significant in its bearing upon our sub-
Ject; but not at all singular. For this noun itself
is derived from another Greek verb (manthano),
which is always used in the sense of learning, and
of being taught or instructed ; and is defined by
Pickering, in his Greek Lexicon, as follows: « 7o
learn, understand, to seek to learn or inquire
about,” etc. It seems to carry the idea of impart-
ing instruction where inquiry is made. It is well
to keep before our minds that from whatever side.
the word (mathetewo) in the commission is ap-
proached, infants are by its very meaning excluded,
as incapable of being its subjects.

3. As lexicons are based upon the use of words,
depending upon that for their definitions, of course
this word will be defined by them in harmony with
its use as pointed out above. Hence, we have the
following definitions, from the very best authorities,
given to this word (matheteno).

Pickering—« T0 teach, to be a scholar.”

Liddell and Scott— 7o make a disciple of any
one, N. T.: pass. 70 be instructed.”

Robinson’s Lexicon of N.T.Greek—“70 disciple.
Do train as a disciple, lo teach, to instruct.”
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Sophocles.—“7o be a matheles.” “2. To make
a disciple of, to instruct.”

This authority and these definitions will not be
questioned by any one capable of judging.

4, With such testimony before you, as to the
meaning of the word, you can not miss the mean-
ing of our Savior when he gave this command, “ Go
teach all nations.” Nor are you surprised when it
is said: The almost unanimous rendering of these
words by commentators and translators is, “make
disciples of [from among] all nations,” which was
to be done by such instruction as was imparted in
preaching the gospel. Adam Clarke, on this,says:
“ Make disciples of all nations, bring them to an
acquaintance with Godwho bought them, and then
baptize them,” ete. “Itis natural)” he adds, in
view of this fact, « to suppose that adults were the
first subjects of baptism.”

Grotius, a learned German commentator, as
quoted by Mr. Alexander Campbell,* says: Mathe-
tewo “means to communicate the first or element-
ary principles, and then after baptiziny those who
receive these rudimental views, teach (divdasko) or
introduce them as persons initiated into the higher
branches of Christian doctrine.”

Dr. George Campbell, in his translation of the
New Testament, renders this by “convert the na-
ttons.” And then in his notes on it says: « Wynne
in saying ‘make disciplesy has hit exactly the
sense of matheteno.” And further says that here he

*Lex. Debate, p. 367.
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(Campbell) has used the word «conwvert” in the
same sense. This translation necessitates in the
word the ideas both of ¢nstruction and persuasion—
the only means by which persons could be converted.

Other Pedobaptist authority might be given, but
let these suffice.

This construction of the text agrees with the
language of Mark: “ Preach the gospel to every
creature ;” and of Luke, “that repentance and re-
mission of sins should be preached in his name
among all nations,”

Surely Richard Baxter,* one of the most pious
Pedobaptists that ever lived, had the spirit as well
as the meaning of these men when he wrote the
following interpretation of this passage:

¢« By the first teaching or making disciples, that must go
before baptism, is meant the convincing of the world that
Jesus is the Christ, the true Messiah, anointed of God
with fullness of grace, and of the Spirit without measure,
and sent to be the Savior and Redeemer of the world; and

when they were brought to acknowledge this, then they were
to baptize them,” ete.

He also says:

“ Matheteuo means to preach the gospel to all nations, and
to engage them to believe it, in order to their profession of
that faith by baptism.”

Such is the meaning of the word as defined by
even Pedobaptists themselves. Now, is it possible
to apply this word to an infant ¢ Is it possible for
an unintelligent babe to be the subject of what is
expressed in the word metheteuwo (here rendered

*Campbell and Rice Lex. Debate, p. 381.
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teach)—to be enstructed, persuaded, brought to an
acquaintance with God, to be made a disciple by
the preaching of the gospel 2 Most assuredly not.
From the very meaning of the word, as understood
by Pedobaptists, infants can not be made disciples.
And, as we have seen, the word (disciple) is nowhere
used so as to include the infant; but,rather, the word
(mathetes ) of whichit is a translation entirely pre-
cludes any such idea—a babe be a learner,or a babe
be a disciple, how monstrously absurd! «If any man
[man is supplied, any one] will come after me
[will be my disciple], let him deny himself, and
take up his cross, and follow me.” (Matthew xvi.
24.) “And whosoever doth not bear his cross,
and come after me, can not be my disciple.” (Luke
xiv. 27.) Can an infant deny itself ¢ Can it take up,
and bear its cross ¢ Can it follow Christ? You must
answer no. Then it can not be Christ’s disciple.
It is to no purpose to urge that they were made
disciples by baptizing them. How trivial this often
repeated objection appears in view of what has
been already written! And, further, if infants are
made disciples by baptism, so are adults. Is it
possible, that by baptism an individual is made a
believer or a disciple, when he must be tAat before
he receives the ordinance ¢ And¢“if persons are
made belrevers or disciples by baptizing, why re-
quire faith of adults in order to their admission to
the ordinance, seeing they would receive faith by
being baptized ¢ And let us carry out this doc-
trine; and since the thing may be done,let us
look at the result of its operation. An infidel, by
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being baptized, becomes a believer in Jesus!
Idolaters and Jews, as was done by order of some
of the Roman emperors and of Charlemagne, being
taken by force and baptized, become disciples!
Those infants in Germany who, not long since,
were torn from the arms of their Baptist parents,
and baptized by order of the civil magistrates,
were made disciples of Christ! The untold
millions of the unconverted [some of them the
basest of the baser sort], now living and that have
lived, who were baptized in infancy, were all made,
by their baptism, disciples or believers!! And a
Turk, a worshiper of Juggernaut, or of Boodh,
would become a disciple by simply baptizing him!”
If an infant is a disciple, it is an wntaught, unbe-
lieving disciple!!

What a solecism ! “ Oh the follies of infant
baptism! Your name is legion!”

Paul rejoiced in making disciples,but was thank-
ful that so few were baptized by him at Corinth.
He was sent to the Gentiles, commissioned “to
open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness
to light, and from the power of Satan unto God,
that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and
inheritance among them which are sanctified by
faith that is in me.” (Acts xxvi. 18.) Paul was
sent to make disciples, not by baptizing, but by
preaching the gospel of the grace of God, which
he preached so fervently and in which he always re-
joiced. He distinctly declares: “Christ sent me not
to baptize, but to preach the gospel.” (1 Corinthians
i. 17.) To preach the gospel and to make disciples
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was one thing, while to baptize them was alto-
gether another thing, in the sight of this grand old
apostle. He but imitated his Master who made
and baptizcd disciples—first making men disciples,
and then giving them the badge of discipleship.
Baptists have ever been satisfied to follow in the
wake of their Master and his immediate and in-
spired apostles; and, therefore, they have never
practiced the baptizing of unconscious infants.
Baptists, by preaching the gospel, make disciples,
and then baptize them.

Again, the second injunction of the commission
is to administer the ordinance of Christian bap-
tism. “Baptizing them into the name,’ etc.

“ Baptizing them.”—Whom? Evidently those
previously made disciples.

If all the nations were made disciples, or
became believers in the Lord Jesus, then all the
nations were to be baptized. Butifnot, then only
that part of the nation were to be baptized, who
were made disciples by the preaching of the gospel.
It has been shown above that the “all nations” must
be understood in alimited sense, or we are forced to
conclusions so absurd that no one will accept them.
So far as the grammatical construction of the sen-
tence is concerned,* the relative pronoun “tiem’
(autous, although of the masculine gender), may
have for its antecedent either the “all nations” (cth-
na, which is neuter gender), or the noun disciples,
which, although not expressed in the preceding
clause, yet is supposed and understood in the verb

* Winer’s Greek Grammar of N. T., pp. 141, 146.
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(matheteusate) “ teach,” or make disciples. Which-
ever be the case, Christ himself has most certain-
ly, by the verb teach, or make disciples, limited
the “all nations,” so far as it contains the parties
to be baptized, and ic referred to by the pronoun
“them.”” And the true sense seems, then, to be,
that it (the pronoun) looks to the ¢« all nations” as
its antecedent—but to the “ all nations” as lemited
by Christ with the verd “teach.”

In pointing out the subjects for baptism, the
pronoun (“¢hem”) refers, therefore, no more to in-
fants, who are, indeed, a part of the “all nations,”
but who can not be made disciples, than to drunk-
ards and liars, infidels and atheists, or idiots even ;
all of whom are a part of the «all nations,” but
who have not been made disciples of the Lord
Jesus Christ—that is, are not believers, rejoicing
in the hope of the glory of God. Again, therefore,
we are shut up to believer’s baptism ; while in-
fants are excluded by necessity.

But furthermore, ¢nfants are utterly incapable
of receiving the ordinance of Christian baptism.
It is not meant that infants can not be immersed as
was formerly done, or sprinkled as is now done by
Pedobaptists; but that an infant can not be bap-
tized, as Christ commanded that ordinance to be
administered. This commission is our only author-
ity for baptizing anyone; and consequently this
is our only baptismal formula. And instead of
its authorizing the baptism of infants, it rather
excludes them from that ordinance.
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“ Baptizing them "—but why stop, that does not
finish the command? Read it through, and see if
it does not exclude infants. ¢ Baptizing then INTO
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Spiret.” These words, while they give a
command to baptize believers, at the same time
cul up infant baptism “root and branch.” What
is meant by “ baptizing ¢nto the name,” ete? Truly,
it signifies that the act is done by the authority of
the Triune God. And he who baptizes an infant
by this formula—and no other is used—says, by
the action, he does it by the authority of the
adorable Trinity. But Pedobaptists have never
shown that authority to the world—if they have
ever found it. “Who hath required this at your
hands #’

But the expression, ¢ daptized into the name,”’
has another signification, and one that is exceed-
ingly suggestive and impressive.

Surely, no one will object if those who defend
the practice of Pedobaptism be allowed to tell
what that signification is. Their testimony there-
fore will be given,

Robinson, in his Greek Lexicon, says:

“To be BAPTIZED INTO (baptizo eis) a person or the
name of a person,is to be baptized into a profession of
Jaith in and sincere obedience to the person.”

Baptism by this formula, therefore, is a profession
of faith in and a pledge of sincere obedience to the
Trinity. But an infant has no faith ; can make no
profession ; can not pledge obedience,
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Moses Stuart, as quoted by the Western Baptist
Beview,* says:

“The word baptize may be followed by a person or a
thing (doctrine) which has eis before it. In the first case,
when it is followed by a person, it means by the sacred rite
of baptism, to bind one’s self to be a disciple or follower of a

erson, to recetve or obey his laws * * *  or ¢t means to
acknowledge him as Sovereign. Lord, and Sanctifier. E. g.,

Matthew xxviii. 19,” <. e., the commission.

Can one word of all this be applied to an unin-
telligent babe? When baptized <nto thc name,
does the infant express any profession of faith?
Does it bind zZself to be a disciple or a follower ?
Does it, thereby, obligate ITSELF o obey the doc-
trenes and the laws of Christ ? Does it acknowl-
edge the Trinity, claiming the Father as its Sover-
eign, the Son as its Lord, the Holy Spirit as its
Sanctifier ¢

To ask these questions of an intelligent person,
is to answer them in the negative. And yet the
infant must do this in being admitted to the ordi-
nance of Christian baptism! With this formula
infants are baptized! Could any thing be more
supremely absurd ¢

In his commentary on this passage, Dr. Scott,
another Pedobaptist, says:

“To be baptized, therefore, ¢ into the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,” implies a professed
dependence on these three divine Persons, jointly and equally,

and a devoting of OURSELVES to them as worshipers and
servants.”’

* Vol. I. p. 243.
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Lvery word of this is true. But it is absolutely
without any meaning in the baptism of infants. It
is worthy of notice that these distinguished advo-
cates for infant baptism have not even left room for
the sponsors. But they tell us truly, that it signifies
an act done for “ond’s self” and a “devoting of
ourselves” to the worship and service of the
Trinity.

It is unnecessary to tell an intellgent reader,
that the words, quoted from Robinson, Stuart and
Scott, all of whom are Pedobaptists of high rank,
are, whether so intended or not, the ax laid at the
root of the tree of Pedobaptism.

Already its boughs are trembling, and sooner or
later, beneath the strokes of the glistening steel, it
must fall. You may immerse the infant, you may
sprinkle watler into its upturned face, smiling in
beauty before you; but never with the least
shadow of meaning can you baptize an unintelli-
gent babe, “¢nfo the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.”

Again, there is another fact which, inasmuch as
it shows that the infant can not receive this ordi-
nance, may, with propriety, be mentioned in this
connection,

“ Baptism is the answer of a good conscience to-
ward God.” (1 Peteriii, 21.) The judgments of
conscience are based upon a knowledge of actions
as right or wrong. Like a just judge, the con-
science gives its decisions, according to the knowl-
edge of the case, which is obtained by the facts
presented. But as infants can not have a knowl-
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edge of their action in baptism, they can not have,
therefore, the answers of a good conscience in re-
lation to that act. Baptism can not be to them
the “answer of a good conscience,” but is a nul-
lity.

The judgments of conscience, moreover, have
reference only to a person’s own actions, One
person can have neither a good nor abad conscience
in relation to the actions of any other person or
persons. Baptism, as administered to an infant,
with a sponsor, is not its own personal act. The
babe knows nothing about it, and therefore can not
have the answer of a good conscience in reference
to it. As infants, therefore, can not know right and
wrong, and can not have the answer of a good con-
science in their baptism, neither can they receive
Christian baptism, for it is “ not the putting away of
the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good con-
science toward God.” An intelligent, conscientious
young lady, well known to the writer, anxious to
know if her infant baptism was acceptable obedi-
ence to Christ, as is the case of every one who loves
Jesus in sincerity and in truth, was referred to this
line of argument. After long, earnest and prayerful
inquiry, reading and conversation with Christian
friends, she reasoned about as follows: ¢« My parents
tell me I was baptized in infancy, but as Christian
baptism is the answer of a good conscience toward
God (1 Peter iii. 21), and as I know nothing about
my infant baptism, and as it was not my own act
(but the act of my parents), I did not have the an-
swer of a good conscience toward God, and it,
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therefore, was not Christian baptism. And, hence,
I am unbaptized, and it is my duty to obey Christ
in that ordinance.”

What a struggle to tear away from and count as
a nullity the baptism (%) given by her parents!
But while she loved them, she loved her Savior
more. And as a result of that struggle she was soon
buried with Christ in baptism, and has ever since
rejoiced in the answer of a good conscience toward
God. Sometimes it is said in answer to this, that
when persons, baptized in infancy, become believ-
ers, they adopt their infant baptism, and thus make
it their own act. Were this so, even then it fol-
lows that they are without baptism, through all
those intervening years, until the actis so adopted.
And if they can adopt baptism as the act of their
parents, and thus make it their own, why not adopt
any other act, as the worship and the service of
their parents? This would indeed be serving God
by proxy! Infant communion, having been intro-
duced along with infant baptism about the third
century, has long since been abandoned because
infants can not discern the Lord’s body in that or-
dinance. So now, infant baptism—its twin-sister—
ishould be abandoned, because infants can not have
%the answer of a good conscience toward God in
this ordinance. But taking a somewhat different
view of this passage, the same result is reached.
The conscience, having been made good in regen-
eration, demands that we render obedience to
Christ in the act of baptism. And our baptism is
the answer or the response given to that demand
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of a good conscience toward God. No conscience
is good, nor will it make this demand, previous to
its being purged from dead works, and purified by
the blood of Christ.

The conscience of an infant is not purified, and,
as the infant has not been regenerated, it is not
“a@ good conscience,” and, therefore, it makes no
demands to which the baptism is an answer.

The conscience of an infant, moreover, because
of its own natural weakness, can not make any de-
mands. To what, then, is the baptism of an infant
an answer or a response? KEcho answers——What ?
And further, conscience demands that this act of
obedience in baptism, as in everything else, shall
be a personal act. It is sheer folly to talk about
the demands of your conscience being answered or
satisfied by the acts of some one else! Hence,
parents can not act for the child in this matter.
Sponsors are unknown in the New Testament, as
also in church history for years after the apos-
tles. Obedience by proxy is one of the many ab-
surd inventions of men, necessitated by the exi-
gencies of Pedobaptism. ¢ Every one must give
an account of Asmself unto God.” That the con-
science of those baptized in infancy is satisfied and
approves, in later years, the baptism given them
by their parents, proves nothing. For what is the
approbation, or the satisfaction of a perwverted con-
gscience? The perverted conscience of Saul of
Tarsus approved, while he persecuted the Church
of Christ. For he verily thought that in doing so
he did God service,
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Is it not the part of candor to admit that infants
are incapable of being the subjects of the second
injunction of the commission—are unable to re-
ceive the ordinance of Christian baptism ?

The zA¢rd thing enjoined is, tAat those previously
made disciples and baptized, shall be further taught
in all the commands of Christ. ¢ Teaching them”
(<. e, the baptized disciples) “to observe all things
whatsoever I have commanded you.”

Of course this can not apply to unintelligent in-
fants, as they are incapable of being taught. The
three injunctions of the commission have all been
considered.  Christ commanded, make disciples,
baptize, and teach. Of these three things, it has
been seen, not one, (even baptism) can be executed
upon an infant, It was this fact that lead the great
German Pedobaptist commentator, Olshausen, after
stating in his notes on Lydia’s household-baptism
(see Chapter V.) that « there is altogether wanting
any conclusive proof-text for the baptism of chil-
dren in the age of the apostles,” to add the follow-
ing foot-note : “In the words describing the ¢nsti-
tution of baptism, in Matthew xxviii. 19, the
connection of matheteuine, discipling, with baptiz-
ine, baptizing, and didaskine, appears quite posi-
tively to oppose the idea that the baptism of chil-
dren entered at first into the view of Christ.”

Here we have the institution of baptism by
Christ himself, yet the very things enjoined show,
as this Pedobaptist says, that Christ had no refer-
ence to the baptizing of infants. And Neander *

*Rice and Campbell Debate, p. 895.
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also, the Pedobaptist church historian, says: « It
IS CERTAIN THAT CHRIST DID NOT ORDAIN INFANT BAP-
tisM.” How could an honest man, who was a
reader of the New Tesament, and a writer of
church history, say otherwise? If Christ did not
institute it, then it is of men. It might be well to
state here that the order laid down in the commis-
sion—make disciples, baptize, and teach—is the
divine order, given by Christ. And let no one be
so presumptuous as to think that he can improve
on the divine plan, and baptize individuals—in-
fants even—previous to their being at least pro-
fessed disciples.

This is the natural order, too. For who, of their
own will and choice, will submit to Christ’'s eom-
mand, to be baptized, until they become Christ’s
disciples—until they love him¢ «If ye love me,
keep my commandments,” is the test which Chrhst
laid down for all. Obedience, to be acceptable to
him, must be willing and personal, and must spring
from a heart that lowes. “ And every one tnar
loveth is born of God.”* Whenever it is necessary,
in order to support a given theory, to transpose
the words of Scripture, the correctness of the
theory itself may well be suspected. Pedobaptism,
to be sustained, demands not only a change in the
order of the words in Christ’s command, but a per-
version of the very words he used in giving that
command.

No one will gainsay the soundness, the natural-
ness and scripturalness of the following paraphrase,

*1 John iv. 7.
4
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which is offered only as an interpretation, of the
commission :

“@o ye, therefore, and” (no longer confining
your labors to the Jews) “make disciples from
among all nations, baptizing them” (7. ¢, those
whom you have previously made disciples from the
nations) “into the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit; teaching them ” (<. e.,
those previously made disciples and baptized) “to
observe all things whatsoever I have commanded
you. Andlo,I am with you alway, even to the
end of the world.” This is the order which our
Savior gave. And let no one dare to violate it,
even to support a pet theory.

If more than this was commanded, it was not
obeyed, for those commissioned certainly did no
more. Guided as they were by the Divine Spirit,
they did just as they were commanded--no more
and no less. Their practice, therefore, will plainly
exhibit what they understood by this commission
of their Lord and ours.



CHAPTER 1V.

Berore passing to the practice of the apostles,
however, another remark may be made on the
commission, True, its discussion has already been
rather protracted, but so important is its bearing
upon the subject under consideration, that its full
force can not be too fully developed or too urgent-
ly pressed. For, the whole question is settled by
this commission. It has been previously stated,
and let the rerasrk be reiterated with double
emphasis, that the commission is the only author-
ity we have for administering the ordinance of
Christian baptism to any one; and the subjects of
baptism therefore must be limited to those men-
tioned in this commission. Mark and Luke do
not give another, but simply a different version of
the same commission.

Says an able Baptist writer, Rev. John L. Wal-
ler: *

“ This passage (Matthew xxviii. 19, 20) is all the authority
in the Seriptures for the use of the solemn and awful
name of the Trinity in baptism ; and all who baptize in-
fants use this name in their ministration. The true
question is: Does this commission authorize the baptism of
infants? If it does not, che minister who baptizes an in-

*In Western Baptist Review, Vol. I. p. 161.
(61)
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fant in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Spirit, acts without divine warrant, and performs as
much an act of will-worship as if he baptized a bell in this
name. But if this commission does warrant infant bap-
tism, then the inference may legitimately be drawn that
it was practiced by the apostles and their co-laborers,
although no instance of their having done so may be upon
record. The commission, then, must settle the contro-
versy.”

When Christ gave this command—his only re-
corded words in reference to the ordinance—he
thereby issued, and perpetuated to the end of time,
the whole law of Christian baptism. And by this
his disciples must be controlled until he revokes
the order, or gives another that will nullify this
one. He certainly gave no other command—so
far as the inspired account can be relied upon—
while he was here on earth. From Matthew to
Revelation it can not be found.

This is conceded—it is even affirmed—by C.
W. Miller, one of the most zealous, though not one
of the most judicious advocates of Pedobaptism,
belonging to the Methodist denomination. If the
rite, therefore, be not authorized in this commis-
sion, then it can not claim for itself to be of divine
appointment, but must rest under the charge of
being from man. Does it get any authority here ?
This is the naked question before us.

The candid reader, it is believed, will answer
this question in the negative.

However this may be with yow, it is none the
less true, that a decided and emphatic negative is
given to this very question by a large number of
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the most learned advocates of infant baptism. Al-
though making out (%), as they suppose, their
cause in some other way, yet, in plain words, and
by fair implications, they have asserted over and
over again, that this text (Matthew xxviii. 19) has
no reference whatever to infant baptism. Pedobap-
tism has received its death-blow from such conces-
sions, which honest men are compelled to make,
despite their belief in the dogma.

From an article published in the Southern
(Methodist) Review,* and written by its able
editor, Rev. A. T. Bledsoe, LL.D., a few quota-
tions will here be given The object of this article
was to show that the claim made by C. W. Miller,
to have found “a command for the baptism of
infants,” was false—a strange issue, indeed, to be
made between two Methodist divines. And you
may see how the Doctor carries the fort with a
perfect storm. He says:

“Now, no one can, at first sight, see any command for
infant baptism in these words (Matthew xxviii. 19); for
they contain no mention, whatever, of infants, or of infant
baptism.”

Again:

“ Let him (Mr. Miller) begin at home, and first convince
the great lights of Pedobaptism that he has found ¢a com-
mand for infant baptism,’ [!! marvelous, indeed ; don’t they
believe that!!/] and then we may entertain some better
hopes of his success abroad. But, until then, we fear his
discovery [of a command to baptize infants], however

* For July 1874, pp. 226, 227, 228.
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original, will only be laughed at by our adversaries, and his
exploits deemed a little quixotical.”

Again:

“John Calvin was certainly a great master in logic.
Grant his premises and he is a match for the world. Yet
his logic, clear and strong as it was, did not enable him to
see in Matthew xxviii 19, anything like a command for in-
fant baptism. Nay, he even admitted that those words, in
themselves considered, relate to adults only, and have no
reference to infants. * * >k Thus, in spite of all his
zeal for infant baptism, he found no proof for the doctrine
in Matthew xxviii., much less an ‘express command ’ in its
favor., * * * He admits, as we have seen, that the
words of Matthew xxviii. 19, 20, relate exclusively to adults,
and to no others.”

Yes, reader, however strange it may seem, this
is the language of an LL.D., in the Methodist
Episcopal Church South, commenting upon the
language of John Calvin, the founder of the Pres-
byterian Church!

The Doctor continues:

“In like manner, Dr. John Dick, in his learned and
powerfully reasoned Lectures on Theology, can no more see
that the baptism of infants is enjoined in the words of
Matthew xxviii. 19, than could John Calvin. Adults, says
he, and not children, ‘are specified in this commission.’
Hence the words of the commission, in themselves con-

sidered, have no bearing on the subject of infant baptism.”
) X * b X x® X * x *

Again:

“The Rev. J. C. Ryle is one of the latest, the most
learned, and the most universally admired evangelical
expositors of the Gospels, and yet where Mr. Miller sees
(in Matthew xxviii. 19) ‘a command for infant baptism,’
this great Pedobaptist does not see one express word in ils
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favor. * % * Hence he adds: ‘I purposely abstain
from saying anythmg on the subject of infant baptism.
There is nothing in this tewt (Matthew xxviii. 19) which
can be fairly used either way in settling this much vexed
controversy.’”’

The Doclor adds:

¢TIt is incumbent on Mr. Miller ¢ to show a command for
infant baptism,” to Presbyterians and Methodists, to the
followers of Calvin and Wesley, and open their eyes to see
it, before he tries his novel ‘method of proof’ on the
Baptists.”

Yes, neither Presbyterians, with all their learn-
ing, nor Methodists, with all their ardent zeal,
have ever seen, according to Dr. Bledsoe (and of
course he knows),in this, or any other text, a
command to baptize infants.

Is it a wonder, then, that Baptists have never
seen it either ?

In taking the testimony of one, the testimony of
several Pedobaptists has been obtained. They all
agree that the commission has nothing whatever
to do with infant baptism, but refers to adults
exclusively—the wery thing contended for all
along. Remember ¢Zat ; and then remember also
that the commission is the only aeuthority on
record for baptizing any one, even adults. Then
what becomes of infant baptism? Is it not devoid
of any support from divine authority ¢ If it is not
in the commission, then it is no where. That it is
not in the commission, its very best friends abund-
antly and emphatically concede and show. They
endeavor, of course, to meet the difficulty. In the
same issue of the Sowuthern Review,* as quoted

* P 171,
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above, appears a paragraph, not in the same
article, but from the same pen, which shows
how keenly this difficulty is felt by Pedobaptists,
and how they attempt to meet it., For the sake of
convenience and to avoid repetition, in quoting the
language, some insertions will be made, desig-
nated, in every case, however, by the brackets,
which are used for that purpose. The following is
the sentence from Dr. Bledsoe’s ready pen:

“We object to the bold statement of Mr. Miller, that
Matthew xxviii. 19, ¢is the only authority we have for
administering baptism to any one.” For if so [and it has
never been, nor can it be successfully contradicted, for
where is any other to be found?], then we have no authority
whatever for administering baptism to infants [and that is
exactly the case], since Matthew xxviii. 19 [unquestion-
ably our only authority to baptize] does not say one word
about infants, and can not beextended to infants, unless you
look beyond the words themselves for our authority to do
so.* Hence,in confining our authority for baptism to these
words alone [which all are compelled to do], he has be-
trayed the cause of infant baptism into the hands of its

* But what right have you to extend the meaning or authority
of the commission even by looking beyond the words themselves?
For the authority is contained only in the words. Certainly every
means should be used; the surroundings of a text should be care-
fully and prayerfully studied in order to know the meaning of the
text—in this case to learn what Christ meant and awthorized by this
commission. But by no means can that meaning or that authority
be extended, so as to include more than was intended by the in-
spired writer. Take one of Dr. Bledsoe’s examples: “ God com-
manded Joshua to make sharp knives and to circumcise again the
children of Israel.” You may look beyond these words to the cus-
tom of that people, simply to learn their meaning and tke extent of
their authority. And when that is know, we dare not, we can not
go beyond it, or extend it. So with the commission. The words
must be studied; and so the surroundings. Learn what it authorizes;
and then to extend that authority to infants, even by looking be-
yond the words themselves, is impossible and absurd, if Christ did
not include them. But this Dr. Bledsoe denies,
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enemies. Are not the numerous—we had almost said the
innumerable —instances of baptism, in the New Testament,
some authority for the administration of this rite? [Cer-
tainly not, except as they derive their authority from the
commission—our only authority to baptize ] Are not,” he
continues, “the words of Mark xvi 16, ¢ He that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved,” some authority for the im-
portance as well as for the existence of the rite of baptism?”

Certainly, these words show ¢ the zmportance,”
and show “ the existence,’ and they may be some
“ quthority for the adminisiration of the rite” of
baptism. But why this sudden change of terms
—¢“importance as well as existence,” instead of
“ administration of the rite”—in the Doctor’s lan-
guage? But it is no matter, for the words of Mark
are simply a different version of the same commis-
sion given in Matthew xxviii. 19-—0UR ONLY AUTHOR-
ITY TO BAPTIZE. And, besides, if it was another
commission, surely no support is offered to the
cause of infant baptism by such words—“ he that
believeth and is baptized.” And, furthermore, the
“ numerous instances of baptism recorded in the
New Testament,” are not the least authority for
the administration of baptism. Why is not the
“ community of goods” binding upon the churches
of to-day ¢ Because that was a temporary provi-
sion, which the disciples, guided no doubt, however,
by the Holy Spirit, devised for the pinching exi-
gencies of those special times. And it passed
away, therefore, with the necessity that gave it
being. Not so, however, with the baptisms they
performed and left on record. These were admin-
istered under the direct authority, or in obedi-
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ence to the direct command of the Lord Jesus
Christ. This command was given in the commis-
sion; where Christ not only authorized but also
perpetuated to “the end of the world ” this sacred
ordinance. = Under this command the disciples
acted then, and under this command the disciples
of the same Savior act now. Christ’s ministers to-
day have their authority to administer the ordi-
nance of baptism, not at second-hand from the
apostles, but from the same source with them—
viz: from the commisston. Leave that, and no
where can you find a command or any authority
to baptize. While the baptisms performed by the
apostles, and their co-laborers, may serve as exam-
ples to us, showing the extent of the authority
given by Christ; yet they are themselves not the
least authority for us to baptize. Hence, again,
the necessity for abiding by the commission of our
Master.

Now, mark you, in the last quotation given from
Dr. Bledsoe, he admits, and it is the admission of a
master mind, that if the commission *“ contains our
only authority for baptizing, then is ¢nfant bap-
tism betrayed into the hands of its ememies,” and
there is “no authority whatever for administering
baptism to infants, since Matthew xxviii. 19 does
not say one word about infants, and can not be ex-
tended to infants.” I therefore devolves upon
Pedobaptists to show another command, or some
other authority, outside of this, for baptizing, which
will include the infant as well as the believing
adult. This demand is reasonable and just. And
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until they do this, their cause has not the least
sanction in the word of God. Pedobaptists them-
selves being the judges, the commission certainly
contains no authority for the baptism of infants.
This is all that is contended for now. And in con-
ceding this, they have, with their own hands, re-
moved the very foundation-stone upon which rested
every pillar that supports the whole superstructure
of the Pedobaptist theory. And a crash is in-
evitable. Their time-honored temple—

“ With gilded roofs and towers of stone,
Now instant all around,
With sudden crash and dreadful groan,
Rushes thundering to the ground.”

The labor done by the apostles and their co-
laborers, such as preaching the gospel, baptizing,
etc., they did under the authority of tAis commis-
sion, Their doings, therefore, may be considered
as a manifestation of its practical workings, show-
ing how it was understood by those to whom it was
immediately given, and who were so miraculously
guided by the Holy Spirit that they could not err
in its interpretation. To the Acts of the Apostles,
therefore, and to the Epistles so far as they bear
upon this subject, your attention is now called.

But let it be distinctly restated, and ever re-
membered, that this is done, not for the purpose of
finding, there, authority to baptize, but simply to
learn how the commission was understood by them.
Nor is this reasoning in a circle, an appeal from the
commission to the apostolic practice, and then vice
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versa. But these—their practice on the one hand,
and the commission on the other—form the two
sides of an arch, each supporting the other. And
this gives to ¢ believer’s baptism only” a founda-
tion, which has stood through the ages, and which
still stands as solid and as immovable as the ever-
lasting hills. About ten days after receiving the
commission from their risen Lord, who immediately
thereupon ascended to glory, the apostles began
their labors in Jerusalem (Acts ii), having been
commanded to abide in that city “ until endued with
power from on high.” And there they abode in an
upper room, and “continued with one accord in
prayer and supplication.” “And suddenly there came
a sound from heaven, as of a rushing mighty wind,
and it filled all the house where they were sitting.
And there appeared unto them cloven tongues
like as of fire, and it sat upon them. And they
were all filled with the Holy Spirit, and began to
speak with tongues, as the Spirit gave them uitter-
ance.’

This was the “ power from on high,” the baptism
in the Holy Spirit, whom Jesus, “being by the
right hand of God exalted, and having received of
the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost,” was
now shedding forth upon his disciples to be their
comforter and guide amid the trials and labors that
should come upon them; and who should “teach
them all things, and bring all things to their re-
membrance, whatsoever he had said unto them.”
These were indeed favorable auspices under which
to begin their work, Now, it is impossible for
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them to mistake the meaning of Christ’s language.
They are filled with the Holy Spirit.

The first thing the commission enjoined, and the
fist thing they did, was to preach the gospel to a
large concourse of people——¢devout men, from
every nation under heaven ”—gathered in Jerusa-
lem to attend one of their annual feasts.

Under that sermon, many were “ pricked tn thesr
hearts,” and cried out, “ Men and brethren, what
must we do?” DPeter answered (see Acts ii. 38,
39). Here are the facts in the case: 1. Peter
preached the gospel. 2. Some, being ¢ pricked in
their hearts,” inquired what to do. 3. Peter an-
swered: “ Repent, and be baptized every one of
you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission
of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy
Ghost.” Is there any place here for infants$
Could they have the gospel preached to them ¢
Could they be pricked in their hearts—convicted of
sen # Could they be, with any reason, commanded
to repent? Could infants be baptized ¢n the name
of Jesus Christ? or for the remission of sins—
whatever be the meaning of “for?” Could unin-
telligent infants, upon their baptism, receive the
gift of the Holy Ghost? And yet baptism is con-
nected with all of these things. Who were bap-
tized? “Then they that gladly received the word”
(2. e., believed the gospel just preached) “were bap-
tized.” (Verse 41.) Pedobaptism is wholly un-
known here. Let him find it who can. As the ex-
pression, «“The promise is unto you and your chzl-
dren,’ though formerly considered as one of thei1
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strong proof-texts, is now abandoned by many able
Pedobaptists, as in no sense bearing upon infant
baptism, it may be passed over with a single re-
mark. The word cAildren is used not in the sense
of babes of those parents then present, but of pos-
terity simply. This is a common use of the word.
Remember, too, that to these children is the prom-
ise of the Holy Spirit; and these the Lord our God
shall call. Now, when it comes to pass that a
babe can receive the miraculous gifts of the Spirit,
and can hear the calling of God, it will be time
enough then to give this text a further notice. It
is not at all strange that Dr. Whitby,* a Pedo-
baptist, would write as follows:

“ These words will not prove a right of infants to receive
baptism, the promise here being that of the Holy Ghost
mentioned in verses 16, 17, 18, and so relating only to the
times of the miraculous effusions [?] of the Holy Ghost,

and to those persons who by age were capable of these ex-
traordinary gifts.”

Albert Barnes on this passage says:

“It does not refer to children as children, and should
not be adduced to establish the propriety of infant bap-
tism, or as applicable particularly to infants. It is a prom-
ise, indeed, to parents that the blessings of salvation shall
not be confined to parents, but shall be extended to their
posterity.”

And so other Pedobaptists could be quoted, but
it is useless. For no one, in this age of improved
biblical exegesis and interpretation, would venture
to found an argument on this passage for infant
baptism—unless, forsooth, his cause was in the last

*Quoted in Howell’s Evils of Infant Baptism, p. 48.
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desperate struggle. If Christ, in giving the com-
mission, authorized infant baptism, it is most re-
markable that we have no mention of the practice
here, where, since the giving of the commission,
the gospel was first preached, and the ordinance
was administered for the first time. Moreover,
every circumstance connected with, as also every
word in the narrative, is irreconcilable with the
practice.

And when, through persecution, the disciples
were scattered abroad, they went everywhere—
not, as some would have us believe, baptizing men,
women, and chidren, irrespective of their age or
moral preparation, as if by that to make them
disciples—but « preaching the word,;” by preaching
the gospel they made disciples, and then baptized
them as their Master had done, and had com-
manded them to do. Philip went to the city of
Samaria, and unto the citizens of that city he
« preached Christ.,” Notice how he follows the
order of the commission. ¢ And the people gave
heed, hearing and seeing the miracles which were
wrought.” (Acts viii. 5, 6.) As infants could not,
of course, be included in this first part of the work,
so they can not in the other. For ¢ When they
believe” (or were made disciples by) ¢ Philip
preaching the kingdom of God, and the name of
Jesus Christ, they ” (then, just as the commission
had enjoined) “ were baptized, both men and
women.” (Acts viii, 12.) No infants here. And
yet the disciples understood the commission and
labored in accordance with its injunctions. Again,
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in the same chapter, Philip meets the Eunuch.
This case subserves no purpose here, except to
show the direction given in the commission.
Philip preaches Jesus; the Eunuch felzeves, be-
comes a disciple under his preaching ; then Philip
baptizes him. Jesus is preached; Jesus is believed
on; Jesus is obeyed. Such is the divine order.
And such is the case in every example on record.
Next, Peter, by invitation, visits Cornelius at his
home in Cesarea. (Acts x.) Having arrived he
“found many that were come together,” and hav-
ing heard the explanation of his being sent for, he
began preaching the gospel.  While he yet spake
these words the Holy Spirit fell on all them that
heard his word,;” they were made disciples and did
all magnify God. And thenr Peter «“commanded
them to be baptized.” Also (Acts xviii. 8): « And
many of the Corinthians delieving were baptized.”
It is worthy of remark, how, in all these examples
of the apostolic practice, they uniformly followed
the injunctions of the commission, even in ¢Ae
order—a matter of little importance to some of
this day—in which the Savior gave them. In every
instance, (1) by the preaching of the gospel, per-
sons were made disciples, became believers in the
Lord Jesus Christ, and (2) then they were baptized
—put on the badge of discipleship.

The household baptisms of the New Testament
are in perfect harmony with this practice. This is
claimed as strong ground. And by their bold as-
sertions, Pedobaptists seem to think that even in-
telligent persons will helieve that one example of
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infant baptism has really been found. But with
the most diligent searching, they have been unable
to produce one single infant from all these house-
holds. It is to argue wildly and fallaciously, that
because households were baptized, therefore in-
fants are baptized. The argument is completely
overthrown by simply asking are there not num-
bers of households in which there is not a single
infant? It must be proved beyond all doubt; it
will not do to @ssume that the households mentioned
had infants among their number. In the New
Testament there are two households mentioned as
believing, with nothing said of their baptism.
(John iv. 53, and Acts xviii. 8.) There are two
others whose baptism, as well as their faith, is
mentioned. There is one other whose baptism is
spoken of, but nothing is said about their faith.
The most superficial thinker would naturally sup-
ply the faith where it was not mentioned in the
one, just as they would the baptism where it was
not mentioned in the other cases.

The baptism of the Philippian jailer and his
household is recorded in Acts xvi. 31-34. On
reading the narrative you will observe the follow-
ing facts : 1. Paul and Silas “spake unto him the
word of the Lord, and to all that were in his house”
2. And then baptized “him and all his, immedi-
ately.” 3. And having brought Paul and Silas into
his house (he had previously taken them out to
wash their stripes and was baptized while out), the
Jailer “ set meat before them, and r¢joiced, believ-
ing in Go5d with all his house” Were there any
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infants in this household, think you? Could they
be spoken to, 7. ¢., have the gospel preached unto
them ? Do you candidly believe that unintelli-
gent infants were made disciples by the preaching
of the gospel? That they became belzevers in the
Lord Jesus Christ, and believing were baptized ?
That they rejoiced, believing in God?” You po?
What! that there were infants in the jailer’s house-
hold, and were baptized ? And that these same tn-
Jants certainly hAeard the gospel, believed it, and
rejoiced ? Verily, then, they were extraordinary
infants ! _

A Pedobaptist commentator, Bloomfield, says :

¢“Tt is taken for granted that his family became Chris-
ttans as well as himgelf.””

It is childish to talk of infant baptism in this
household. Nothing but the greatest extremity
would force one to take shelter under it. Here, as
in all the other narratives, there is an inspired com-
mentary on the commission. 1. The gospel is
preached, and by it men are made disciples—be-
come believers, 2. Then as believers they are
baptized. A contrary case can not be found in all
the New Testament., These men were guided by
God’s unerring Spirit. Hence, the uniformity of
their practice.



CHAPTER V.

THERE was also the household of Stephanas,
who were baptized by Paul. (1 Corinthians i. 16.)
But, most unquestionably, there were no infants
among them. For in the same Epistle (xvi.15) it
is distinctly said: ¢ Ye know the household of
Stephanas, that it was the first,fruits of Achaia,
and that they have addicted themselves to the min-
wstry of the saints.” It will be time enough to
give this case a further notice, when it has been
proved, or when it is even thought, that unintelli-
gent babes can be conwerted, or in any sense can
be the fruit, the result of, or made disciples by,
the preaching of the gospel, and when it shall be
further shown that infants can addict themselves
to the ministry, to the waiting on, or the attending
to, the saints. This household of Stephanas was
the first-fruits of the apostolic preaching in Achaia,
the first in that heathen land, who, by the preach-
ing of the gospel, had been persuadcd to turn from
their idols, to serve the true and living God, and
these converts had given themselves to the min-
istry of the saints.

And now comes the ¢ gsrronenoLD” of Pedobap-
tism, viz: the baptism of Lypra and HER HOUSE-
HoLD. (Acts xvi. 18-15, 40.) Her “heart the Lord

(67)
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opened, that she attended unto the things which
were spoken of Paul,” while he sat by the river
side, “and spake” (or preached the gospel)“unto the
women which resorted thither.” Lydia and others
were converted under the sermon. ¢“And when
she was baptized, and her household, she besought
us, saying, If ye have judged me to be faithful to
the Lord, come unto my house, and abide.” This
verse is claimed to support the dogma of infant
baptism. It is constantly asserted and reasserted,
over and over again, that this household was bap-
tized upon the faith of Lydia. To which, however,
it is sufficient to reply, that the Scriptures say no
such thing. The language does not even <mply,
much less necessitate, such an intrepretation.
Should it be said, “ when Mrs. A was baptized,
and her husband, she prevailed on the ministers to
stop at her house,” would any one suppose that
the husband had been baptized upon the wife’s
faith? Why then suppose, in a similar case of
construction, that Lydia’s Aouse was baptized on
her faith ¢ If this be the meaning, then it would
follow that so soon as the wife was converted and
baptized, her husband, no matter how wicked and
immoral in life; all her children, no matter as to
either their age or moral standing; and all the
servants, no difference either how old, or how
wicked, or how profligate, they may be; these all
must be at once baptized upon the faith of the
wife, the mother, the mistress! Take the position
that Lydia’s household were baptized upon her
faith, and this conclusion is inevitable: you must
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either abandon the position or accept with 1t the
conclusion. Which will you do? Baptists say
“ every man must give an account of A¢mself unto
God.” But even admitting that they were bap-
tized upon her faith, which is not done, it by no
means follows that there were ¢nfantsin her house,
or that infants were baptized. How do you know
there were any infants there? This must be clear-
ly established before the passage can be of the
least avail to Pedobaptists. To prove this they
assume (1) that Lydia was married; (2) that she
had children; (3) that these children were all in-
fants; (4) that she had them with her at Philippi,
three hundred miles from her home in Thyatira.
These are all necessary adjuncts to the argument,
and yet are all merely gratuitous assumptions—
none of them are probable, but are all ¢mprobable!
Four baseless assumptions! Do four ciphers,
added together, make anything? So certainly, do
four smprobable assumptions prove nothing.

No one doubts that Lydia was baptized upon a
profession of her faith. And in view of the com-
mission, which commanded the baptism of be-
lievers, and all the former actions of the apostles,
baptizing only upon a profession of a personal faith
in a personal Savior, who can reasonably doubt, this
household, like those persons at Corinth and other
places, “ believing, were baptized?” The baptism
of Crispus’ household is not questioned, because it
is not mentioned, it being stated simply that they
belicved. Of course they would be baptized as
they were disciples or believers. In the case of



70 PEDOBAPTISM ;

Lydia’s household, however, nothing is said about
their believing, but only they were baptized. It
was not necessary to meuntion their faith. Ifit
were said of a certain Baptist minister that he had
baptized a number of persons, would you suppose
that he had baptized some who were not professed
believers, simply because the fact of their believ-
ing is not mentioned¢ The apostles, in their day,
were not more uniform in the practice of baptizing
only professed disciples or belicvers, than are the
Baptists to-day. The very fact that a Baptist min-
ister has baptized an individual is full evidence
that such an individual had made a profession of
faith. So in the case of those baptized by the
apostles. If nothing had been said about Lydia,
except what is contained in verse fifteen, “And
when she was baptized,” etc., no one would doubt
for a moment that she had believed. Why doubt
about the household? The very fact that they
were baptized is evidence sufficient that they were
believers or disciples.

Dr. De Witt, a Pedobaptist, feeling the force of
this, in his commentary* on the passage, says:

¢“ This passage has been adduced in proof of the apos-
tolical authority of infant baptism, but there is no proof
here that any except adults were baptized.”

Dr. Olshausen, a German Pedobaptist, also says
in his commentary t on the New Testament :

“There is no trace to be found here of instruction be-
fore baptism [is it possible that he overlooked the fact

¥ Baptist Short Method, p. 109.
T In hoe loco.
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that Paul had preached the gospel to Lydia and the rest
of them, verse xiv.?]; without doubt, the rite took place
merely on a profession of faith in Jesus as the Messiah.
But for that very reason it is highly improbable that the
phrase (oikos autes), her household, should be understood as
including infant children.”

See how a learned Pedobaptist expresses himself
on this passage. He excludes infants, and does it
upon the precise ground as the Baptists do, viz:
because “ 3¢ took place merely upon a profession of
faith in Jesus as the Messiah” And then in this
immediate connection, and right under the shadow
of the ¢ strong (?) hold of Pedobaptism,” the same
distinguished writer adds:

¢ There s altogether wanting any conclusive proof-passage
Jor the baptism of children in the age of the apostles, nor can

the mecessity of it be drawn from the nature of the ordi-
nance.”

That those composing her household were not
infants, but believers, is confirmed by what is said
in verse forty of the same chapter. Paul and
Silas ¢ went out of the prison, and entered into the
house of Lydia, and when they had seen the 3reth-
ren, they comforted them, and departed.” Here
her household, the first converts of that famous
city, are called drethren and are comforied. Can
infants be classed among such ¢ Can they receive
the comforts of the gospel? Would you call them
“the brethern ¥’ Do you believe that there were
infants among those comforted brethren in Lydia’s
household ?

It is all in vain to say that these were Paul’s
traveling companions. Only ¢Aree persons went
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with him to this chief city of Macedonia. Silas,
one of these, is in prison with him, Luke, another
one of them, in writing the record says: ¢Paul
and Silas went out of the prison and,” not came (as
he would have put it, if he had been in the house
al the time) but “¢ntered into the house of Lydia,
and comforted” (not us, as he would have said, had
he been among them, but) ¢4e brethren, who were in
the house. Most likely, therefore, Luke was not
in the house at the time,and, consequently, not
among those whom Paul comforted. Where Tim-
othy, the only remaining companion, was, it is not
stated. But surely the inspired historian would
not call him “¢he brethren.” Perhaps Timothy,
and Lydia, and her ¢nfant children, were the com-
forted brethren!/!! But who were they? If we
must infer, surely “ the most reasonable inference
is that her household consisted of persons in her
employ, that they believed and were baptized as
well as Lydia, and that they were ‘¢he brethren’
whom Paul and Silas comforted, when released
from prison they ‘entered into the house of Lydia.’”

This household baptism has been considered the
strongest example for infant baptism that can be
furnished by all the practice of the apostles. And
yet there is no evidence, absolutely none, that
there were any infants there ; while there is proof
positive on the other hand that there was simply
the baptism of believers. Before these New Testa-
ment household baptisms can, in the least, advant-
age Pedobaptists, it must be established beyond
the shadow of a doubt, either (1) that in every
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household there are infants; or (2) that in those
mentioned here—of the jailer, of Stephanas, and
Lydia—there were most unquestionably infants to
be found. The first has never been attempted.
For there are scores of households all over this
country—many of them in Bapiist churches—in
which there is not a single infant.

It is a thing of common occurrence for Baptist
ministers to baptize households, as did the apostles,
but they do not baptize infants.

To establish the second of these, some have
tried, but most signally failed. The only cvidence
that infants were baptized, is that Aowscholds are
mentioned—and this is no evidence at all, not
even presumptive evidence. The fallacy in the
argument is perfectly patent. For many Baptist
ministers, both in this country and foreign lands,
have baptized more households than are mentioned
in the New Testament, and have so reported. But
Is any one either so ignorant, or so insane, as to
infer from the reading of household baptisms, in
these reports, that therefore infants were baptized
by Baptist ministers ¢

On the other hand, Baptists have gone further
than could be required of them, and shown con-
clusively that these households, in the New Testa-
ment, were all bel¢eving households; that “facts
and circumstances are related which render it a
moral certainty that there were no infants in those
baptized families.” There is not a single baptism
mentioned in the New Testament, but what, in con-
nection with it, some statement is made that
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necessitates the exclusion of the unintelligent
babe. Indeed,the concessions made by some able
Pedobaptists concerning household baptisms have
utterly broken the force of the arguments drawn
from them by others,

In Kitto’s Biblical Eyclopedia * is an article on
baptism, prepared by Professor J. Jacobi, at the
request of Neander, and indorsed by him ¢ as in
unison with his own principles.” Alluding to
household baptisms, as the “strongcst argument”
from scripture for infant baptism, the writer says,
however, that:

¢“ Innone of these instances has it been proved that there
were little children among them; but even supposing that
there were, there was no necessity for excluding them from

baptism by plain words, since such an exclusion was under-
stood as a matter of course.”

Neandert himself says:

“ We can not infer the existence of infant baptism from
instances of the baptism of whole families, for the passage,
1 Corinthians xvi. 15, shows the fallacy of such a conclu-
sion, as from that it appears that the whole family of
Stephanas, who were baptized by Paul, consisted of adults.”

From Coleridge, who stands among Pedobaptists
second neither to Neander nor Jacobi, the same
work} gives also the following quotations:

“I must concede to you that too many of the Pedobap-
tists have erred. * * * If I should inform any one

that I had called at a friend’s house, but had found nobody
at home, the family having all gone to the play; and if he,

* Curtis’ Prog. Bapt. Prin. p. 98.
T Same, p. 94.
i P. 94,
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on the strength of the information, should take occasion to
asperse my friend’s wife, for unmotherly conduct in taking
an infant, six months’ old, to a crowded theater, would you
allow him to press the words ‘no body ’ and ‘all the family’
in justification of the slander? Would you not tell him
that the words were to be interpreted by the nature of the
subject, the purpose of the speaker, and their ordinary
acceptation ; and that he must or might have known that
infants of that age would not be admitted to the theater?
Exactly so with regard to the words, ‘heand all his household.’
Had thebaptism of infants at that early period of the gospel
been a known practice, or had this been previously demon-
strated,then, indeed, the argument thatin all probability there
were infants or young children in so large a family, would
be no otherwise objectionable than as being superfluous, and
a sort of anti-climax in logic. But if the words are cited
as the proof it would bea clear petitio principis, though
there had been nothing else against it. But when we turn
back to the Scriptures preceding the narrative and find re-
pentance and belief demanded as the terms and INDISPENSA-
BLE CONDITIONS of baptism, then the case above imagined
applies in its full force.”

Will you not, with these learned Pedobaptists,
abandon the Aouscholds of the New Testament,
and never mention them again in connection with
infant baptism ? In all the practice of the apos-
tles, who no doubt understood the law of baptism,
as through the four Gospels, there is nothing to
show this to be from heaven or a divine appoint-
ment. The whole ground, so far, has been surren-
dered, step by step, by Pedobaptists themselves.

The Epistles now remain.

In connection with these there are two facts—
the one renders it ¢mprobable, the other impossible,
that Pedobaptism was a thing known, much less
practiced, by the apostles or the apostolic churches.
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The first is, that throughout the Epistles, not one
word is said about “the children of the covenant,”
“the baptized children of the church;” “their
covenant relations,” or any such phrases which
abound in the service and in the prayers of Pedo-
baptists, as well as in their literature. This is
remarkably singular upon the hypothesis that
Pedobaptism was them practiced. Verily, the
apostles were censurably neglectful of the «little
lambs of the fold!” « Would a Pedobaptist apostle
have pursued this course? To bring the matter
nearer home, would a Pedobaptist missionary write
a letter to a Pedobaptist Church—making special
mention of parents and children, urging both to a
faithful performance of relative duties—and say
nothing of the obligations of either parents or
children, as connected with, or growing out of in-
fant baptism #” Of course not. And yet this is
just the course pursued by the inspired writers of
the New Testament.

The second fact is, that these same writers, in
addressing the churches, used terms which are
absolutely inadmissible as being applicable to un-
conscious babes. Z. g., “FHaithful brethern,” “The
called in Christ Jesus,’ “Called to be saints,” and
such kindred terms, which abound in the Epistles,
and will be readily remembered by those familiar
with them. Certainly these terms can not be ap-
plied to infants. And, besides, those who were
baptized are spoken of in such a way as to make it
impossible for snfants to have been among them.
“ Paul refers to the ‘baptized, as ¢dead to sin’—as
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rising from the baptismal waters to ¢ walk in new-
ness of life ’—as ¢ putting on Christ’—as ‘risen with
him through the faith of the operation of God’--as
‘baptized for the dead,” orin the becle¢f of the resur-
rection——as making a ‘profession of faith,’ a ‘profes-
sion before many witnesses,” etc. These phrases are
utterly destitute of meaning if applied to unintelli-
gent babes.” Are these facts without a most
significant bearing on the question—«Is it from
heaven or of man%’ Is not this the natural con-
clusion, that Pedobaptism, or infant membership,
was not thought of, by either the apostles or the
apostolic churches, and are therefore of human
origin? Can this be fairly denied ¢ There is
one passage which perhaps ought to be referred
to in this connection, viz: 1 Corinthians vii.
14, “Else were your children unclean, but now
are they holy.” Read carefully the entire con-
text, and yow will see that there is not the slight-
est allusion to baptism, either of adults or of
infants. The case is simply this: the question is
asked, shall there be a separation of husband and
wife where one is a believer and the other an un-
believer ? Shall the believing husbands and wives
put away their unbelieving partners? No, says
Paul, you can not do that, for by such an action
you would prove your own children (whose parents
are in the church) unclean, 7. ¢. ceremonially, ille-
gitimate before the law, and they must be put
away also, on the same ground. But now are your
children (¢. ¢., of belicving parents) holy, ceremont-
ally clean, legitimate before the law, and of course,
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therefore, they must not be cast off. Neither must
the unbelieving husband and wife be put away
for they sustain to their unbelieving partners,
the same relation as children sustain to their
believing parents. ¢« The passage is intensely
strong agains{ infant baptism. It shows that child-
ren of the members of the Corinthian Church
sustained the same relation to the church that
unbelieving husbands and wives did, and that
if believing husbands and wives abandoned their
unbelieving partners, believing parents might,
with the same propriety, separate themselves
from their children.” This is manifestly the apos-
tle’s argument to show that the believer must
not put away the unbelieving partner, (Verses 12
and 13.) He classes in the same category children
of believing parents, and the unbelieving husband
or wife whose partner is a believer. And one may
be baptized with as much propriety as the other

On this passage Albert Barnes, in his commen-
tary, says:

“There is not one word about baptism here, not one
allusion to it, nor does the argument in the remotest de-
gree bear upon it  The question was not whether children
should be baptized, but it was whether there should be a
separation between man and wife, where the one was a
Christian and the other not. Paul states that if such a
separation should take place, it wouldimply thatthe marriage
was improper, and, of course, the children must be regarded
as unclean."’

Olshausen, also, in his commentary on the text,
says:

“It is moreover clear, that Paul would not have chosen
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this line of argument had infant baptism been at that time
practiced.”

Professor Jacobi, in the article on baptism pre-
viously quoted, says:*

“A pretty sure indication of its (infant baptism) non-
existence in the apostolic age may be inferred from 1 Co-

rinthians vii. 14, since Paul would certainly have referred to
the baptism of the children for their holiness.”

The North British Review, a Presbyterian jour-
nal of Scotland, and edited by Dr. Hanna, is
quoted by Curtis in the same work,t as con-
taining in its August number, 1852, the following :

¢“1 Corinthians vii. 14, is incompatible with the suppo-
sition that infant baptism was then practiced at Corinth.
* * * Many, indeed, have explained the term
holy as meaning ¢ have been admitted to baptism,’ making
the verse say that if the faith of the unbelieving partner
had not sanctified the marriage, the children would not
have been admitted to baptism, whereas they had been
baptized. But this s to re-write Scripture, not to inter-
pret it.”

Must it be repeated that these four men, Barnes,
Olshausen, Jacobi, and Hanna (to whom could
have been added others), are all learned Pedo-
baptists, and of good standing in their churches?
Yet they declare in the most emphatic language
that the passage, 1 Corinthians vii. 14, has not a
thing to do with baptism.

The New Testament, in which is to be found the
whole law of Christian baptism, has been diligently
searched ; not in all the sayings of Christ, not in

*Curtis’ Prog. Bapt. Prin. p. 96.
1P. 97.
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all the doings and sayings of the apostles, not in
the commission, where the ordinance was insti-
tuted, and the law given by which the ordinance
was to be controlled ; not in all the ¢nspired com-
mentary on that commission, found in the Acts of
the Apostles, nowhere from Matthew to Revela-
tion, one single precept, or example, or even “ one
word,”’ has been found to justify the baptism of un-
intelligent infants.  The Pedobaptist world has
been challenged time and again; they have been
offered large rewards to produce from the New
Testament, just one precept or example for the
practice. But they have never produced it. It
can not be found.

Hence, Colridge, in Curtis’ work* already quo-
ted, says:

“I confine myself to the assertion—not that infant bap-
tism was not—but there is no sufficient proof that it was
the practice of the apostolic age.”

And Neander, also quoted by the same writer,}
says:

“ It is certain that Christ did not ordain infant baptism.
We can not prove that the apostles ordained it.”

Julius Mueller, quoted by Dr. Alvah Hovey, in
Baptist Quarterly,} and called by him “one of
the ablest theologians of Germany,” says:

« According to the very idea of baptism it supposes, be-

sides the external act, a person who receives the same with
faith in the promise of J esus Christ, and confesses this faith;

*P. 97.
1P. 108.
jFor April, 1875, p. 139.



IS IT FROM HEAVEN OR OF MEN ? 81

and this presupposes an antecedent preaching of the word
of Christ to him. The scriptural proofs for the necessity
of infant baptism are untenable. * * * The
fact that new-born children were baptized by the apostles
can in no way be shown; on the contrary, the manner in
which the apostles everywhere speak of baptism, together
with 1 Corinthians vii. 14, and the narratives of the oldest
church history, PUT IT BEYOND DOUBT THAT INFANT BAP-
TISM HAD NO PLACE IN THE APosroLic CHURCH.”

And he a Pedobaptist! The wonders under
heaven are numerous indeed! By what authority
is this thing done ? Is this practice from heaven
or of men? In the next chapter other learned ad-
vocates of the practice may give their further
testimony to this question.

But, dear readers, together we have gone
through the New Testament, and now what think
you of the subject? Suffer a few personal ques-
tions. It is no desire on the part of the writer to
sustain a theory, simply for the theory’s sake. (O
blessed Redeemer, if my cause is not thy cause,
let it perish, that truth may be cstablished!) Were
you baptized in infancy ¢ Then in the name of Him
who loved us, and gave Himself for us, may it be
asked: In the light of all the facts presented in
the foregoing pages, have yow been baptized by ¢he
authority (where can the authority be found), and
INTO the name, of the adorable Trinity?  Was
your baptism, administered when you knew noth-
ing of it, a profession of your faith in Christ?
the answer of your conscience, then made good by
regeneration, toward God? Did your conscience,
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