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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION,

My gratitude is due to God, and to his people, for
the kindness with which this little work has been re-
ceived. A second edition is demanded at a much
earlier period than I had anticipated. I have pre-
pared it with as much attention as my circumstances
would permit. Some portions of the book, as will be
seen, have been recast, and a new Chapter has been
added, on Infant Salvation. More perspicuity and con-
clusiveness have, as I think, been thus given to some
of the arguments, and the whole work made much
more complete. Again I send it forth, with the earn-
est prayer that it may prove a blessing to the cause of
true religion.

Rop’r Boyre C. HoweLt.

Ricamonn, Va., Dec. 17th, 1851.






PRE¥ ACE.

Tue following pages were written with the specific
design of considering, not the “mode of baptism,” nor
“the subjects of baptism,” but “the EviLs of INFANT
baptism.” What baptism is, and who are authorized
to receive it, have been questions of controversy during
fifteen hundred years. The last two centuries have
been especially prolific of essays and books on these
subjects. Great learning and zeal have been called
into requisition on both sides of the discussion. The
conflict, as time passes, loses nothing of its interest,
but grows each year, more and more warm. Nor will
it ever cease until all christians fully understand the
divine teachings in the premises, and submit them-
selves to the guidance of the word of God. The evils
of infant baptism seem, however, to be a topic which
has attracted heretofore, but very little attention. I
have seen an occasional allusion to it in books, and

periodicals, and sometimes a paragraph or two, af-
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firming and sustaining the mischievous results of the
rite. I myself wrote a small tract on the subject,
more than twenty-five years ago, entitled ¢ Plain
Things for Plain Men,” suggesting most of the prop-
ositions contained in this work. Beyond these
almost nothing, so far as I know, has been pub-
lished.*  Consequently the advocates of infant bap-
tism, driven from every other quarter, have here felt
themselves safe. They affirm, and expect us to admit,
that “If it does no good, it does no harm.” It is
innocent, and therefore may be practised. It was this
very apology, offered in its behalf lately, by a friend
in my presence, and which I had before so often heard,
that called forth the book now before you. I thought
it wrong to permit the public mind longer to remain
involved in this error; and as I knew of no one who
was likely soon to expose it, I determined to undertake

the task myself. I have attempted, with what success

* Since the first edition of this work went to press, I have seen
Dr. Gill’s Tract, ¢ Infant Baptism a Part and Pillar of Popery,”
cdited by Gebrge B. Ide, D.D., and published in a handsome
little volume, by the American Baptist Publication Society. This
volumie has a chapter by Dr. Ide on ‘“ The Influence of Infant
Baptism on Protestant Churches, Historically considered.”” This
is an able and conclusive chapter, of which, in this second edition,

I have fully availed myself.
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my readers will judge, to show that infant baptism is
far from being harmless. On the contrary, that it is
one of the most calamitous evils with which the church
has ever been visited.

Permit, if you please, a word of explanation in the
outset, regarding some terms, and phrases, of frequent
occurrence. I have spoken of it as baptism, when
only sprinkling was used, and infants were the sub-
jects, not that I suppose any such thing really baptism,
or that others than believers are capable of the ordi-
nance, but simply as a matter of courtesy, and in com-
pliance with common usage. In the same sense I have
spoken of ‘“the church,” “the churches,” and * the
churches of Christ.” In the use of these, and like
expressions, I shall certainly, by all intelligent people,
be perfectly understood.

One other prefatory remark will be pardoned. In
this, as in every other book I have written, I have
carefully sought the utmost simplicity and plainness.
I write for “the million,” and I have determined that
“the million” shall understand me. I am unwilling
to sacrifice force and directness to elegance of style.
I do not enter in the presence of my readers, into la-
bored criticisms, nor abstruse disquisitions, but give

them the results simply, without fatiguing them with
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the process ; and they have them in the plainest Saxon
I can command. It has been my purpose to present
the truth fully, fairly, and candidly, but at the same
time, with all proper respect for the opinions of oth-
ers. I have not introduced an argument which I do
not believe to be logical and conclusive, a single pas-
sage of scripture which I am not persuaded is rele-
vant, nor an authority from any writer, ancient or mod-
ern, which I am not assured is justly adduced, and
applicable to the subject. My sole desire is the honor
of truth, and the salvation of men.

With these observations premised, I send forth this
little volume, earnestly praying that God our Heavenly
Father, may make it a blessing to his cause and

people.
Ros’r Bovre C. HowsLL.

RiosmonD, VA., March 24th, 1851.
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THE EVILS OF INFANT BAPTISM.

CHAPTER I.

INFANT BAPTISM IS AN EVIL BECAUSE ITS PRACTICE IS
UNSUPPORTED BY THE WORD OF GOD.

Proposition stated ; no authority in the Bible for infant baptism ; confessions
of its advocates; the great Protestant rule in religion ; their arguments; it
is no baplism ; forms of the evil.

PerrecTION on earth, in its absolute form, unhappily
no longer exists. “ Man’s first disobedience” brought
sin into the world. Evil was its attendant. And since
that fatal hour, evil has been connected with all that
pertains to our race ! It is like the air we breathe, an
ever present influence. It corrupts all that is pure,
and impairs all that is beautiful. Where are the natu-
ral beings whose perfections it has not disturbed ?
What rule of moral action is there, from compliance
with which it has not turned men aside? But these
are not its most lamentable developments. Evil is found
prevailing even in the professed churches of Christ!
Nor is its presence in the sanctuary seldom apparent.
Scarcely is there a feature in our holy religion, which it
has not somewhere, marred or distorted! 7n no form,
however, has it afflicted the cause of truth and salvation

Ok
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18 INFANT BAPTISM IS

more grievously, than in that of infant baptism ; a rite
generally prevalent, but without divine authority ; re-
pulsive in itself, and in its consequences always inju-
rious. This declaration I hold myself bound, in the
following pages, to sustain by adequate testimony. At
present I solicit your attention to the proposition an-
nounced : “Infant baptism is an evil because it is un-
supported by the word of God.”

It is assumed that infant baptism is unsupported by
the word of God. This is the subject of the proposi-
tion. If, upon examination, it be found true, the preds-
cate, that 1t is an evil, follows as a matter of course.
The forms and bearing of that evil may then be con-
sidered. Is infant baptism supported by the word of
God ? 1 aver that it is not. It is nowhere command-
ed. It is nowhere, in any form, divinely authorized.
Examine the holy record, from first to last, and you
will discover not a trace of infant baptism. If it s
anywhere commanded, or authorized, the passages in
which that fact appears, can be produced. Where are
they ? Let them be forthcoming. We have a right to
see, and to examine them, for ourselves. We demand
the texts. But this demand has before been often
made, and always in vain. They have never been
produced. They have not yet been found. They nev-
er can be found. They do not exist. The word of
God, in all its length and breadth, contains not a sylla-
ble of authority for infant baptism, in the form of com-
mand, of precept, of permission, of example, or in any
other form whatever. In that sacred book not one
word in relation to it, is anywhere uttered. He who
claims divine authority for infant baptism, must justify
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himself by adducing it. Until he does so, the least that
can be said of it, is that “<t ¢s unsupported by the
word of God.”

The authority demanded, has however often been
essayed. Learned, ingenious, and protracted efforts
have been attempted by every sect into which Pedo-
baptist christendom is divided. But as if God had de-
termined to defend his own truth by the individual con-
flicts of its adversaries, it has turned out that no two
of them have been able to harmonize either as to what
may be regarded as testimony in the premises, or the
class of infants divinely authorized to be baptized !
Each is in collision with every other. Wall, Ham-
mond, and others of that school, claim that Jewish
proselyte baptism is its broad and ample foundation.
Owen, Jennings, and many more, repudiate Jewish
proselyte baptism, and predicate it upon circumcision
as taught in the Abrahamic covenant. Beza, Dod-
dridge, and their associates, teach that children are
holy, and are therefore to be baptized. Wesley, and
his disciples, teach that they are unholy, and must be
baptized to cleanse them from their defilements. Bur-
der, Dwight, and their class, permit no other infants to
be baptized but those of christian parents, all of whom
they contend, are born in the church, and are there-
fore entitled to its ordinances. Baxter, Henry, and
those of similar faith, baptize infants to bring them
into the covenant and church of the Redeemer. The
evangelical divines of the Church of England, and of
the Episcopal Church of America, tell us that ¢ the
doctrine of infant baptism is deduced by analogical
reasoning, from statements of scripture applying more
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expressly, to the case of adult baptism.” But those
of the opposite character teach that baptism gives to
the infant the regeneration of the Holy Ghost, and
must thereforc be administered. Many others receive
and practise it, because, as they say, ‘It isin conso-
nance with the general spirit of religion!” Each of
these theories shows all the others to be wholly desti-
tute of scriptural support. Among the several classes
of religionists now indicated, are to be found very many
men of the most extensive learning and research. Why
are they all thus in hopeless conflict on the subject ?
The moment one brings forward his scriptural proofs
of infant baptism, all the others clearly show them to
be utterly false. Could this be the case were the
ordinance anywhere enjoined or authorized ? Kvery
unprejudiced mind must see that, taken together, the
arguments of all classes of Pedobaptists, destroy one
another throughout. Like the builders at Babel, no
two of them speak the same tongue, although every
one protests that e utters the language of the Bible!
It is true consequently, for any thing that yet appears
to the contrary, that infant baptism s unsupported by
the word of God.

But we have testimony in proof of our proposition
still stronger if possible, than any which has yet been
submitted. Very many of the most lewrned and pious
Pedobaptist Biblical critics, themselves candidly confess
that infant baptism s not distinctly enjoined, nor direct-
ly taught, in the word of God. Some of these I will
now proceed to specify.

Martin Luther, the great father of the Reformation,
says :— It cannot be proved by the scriptures, that
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infant baptism was instituted by Christ, or begun by
the first christians after the apostles.”* John Calvin
testifies thus :—¢ It is nowhere expressly mentioned
by the evangelists, that any child was by the apostles
baptized.”t Bishop Burnet avers :— There is no ex-
press precept, or rule given in the New Testament, for
the baptism of infants.”’f Strarck says:—“ The con-
nection of infant baptism with circumcision deserves no
consideration, since there were physical reasons for cir-
cumeising in infancy.”§ Angusti says :—* The paral-
lel between circumcision and kapiism is altogether for-
eign to the New Testament.”| Bishop Jeremy Taylor
thus writes :—¢ For the argument from circumecision, it
is invalid from infinite consideraiioas. Figures and
types prove nothing, unless a command go along with
them, or some express to signify such to be their
purpose.”®@  Dr. Woods of Andover remarks:—«1It
is a plain case that there is no express precept respect-
ing infant baptism in our sacred writings. The proof
then, that it is a divine institution must be made out in
some other way.”** Prof. Stuart says:—“ Com-
mands, or plain and certain examples in the New Tes-
tament, relative to it [infant baptism] I do not find.”$¢
And finally Dr. Neander declares :— As baptism was
closely united with a conscious entrance on christian
communion, faith and baptism were always connected

* Apud Van. Inf. Bapt., part 2, p. 8.

t Institutes of Religion, Liber 4, &ec.

{ Expos. 89 Arts., Art. 18. § List Bap., p. 11.
| Works, vol. 7, p. 829.

9 Liberty of Prophesying, pp. 228-246.

*% Lect. on Inf. Bap., p. 11.

11 Biblical Repository, 1838, p. 385.
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with one another ; and thus it is in the highest degree
probable, that baptism was performed only in instances
where both could meet together, and that the practice
of infant baptism was unknown” to the apostolic age.*
In another work Neander says:— Baptism was at
first, administered only to adults, as men were accus-
tomed to conceive baptism and faith as strictly con-
nected. We have all reason for not deriving infant
baptism from apostolic institution.”t Multitudes of
other similar declarations could, were they necessary,
be readily produced, but these are amply sufficient.
It is acknowledged that the word of God does not
teach infant baptism. This acknowledgment is made
candidly, by those who ought to know, since they were
among the most learned men, and best Biblical critics
the world has ever produced, made against themselves,
voluntarily, freely, and of their own accord, and ought
therefore to be considered decisive of the question.
Infant baptism is not found in any form in the Bible.
Every effort to deduce it from the sacred records, no
matter how ingeniously conducted, has proved a wretch-
ed failure. It is confessed by its advocates that it is
not found in the inspired pages. JInfant baptism 1is
therefore, unsupported by the word of God.

May I now, in view of all thesc facts, and consider-
ations, solicit your attention to the great Protestant
principle in religion, so familiarly known to all who are
in the least conversant with sacred literature ?—¢ The
word of God is a perfect rule of faith and practice.”
To this maxim every evangelical denomination professes

* Planting and Training, p. 101.
+ Church History, vol. 1, p. 811, Torrey’s Translation.
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to bow with entire submission. It avows the scrip-
tures to be not the supreme authority only, but also the
sole authority, in all that pertains to religion. It repu-
diates all tradition. It looks not to the Fathers of the
church of whatever period, except in so far as they
are sustained by the divine word. It relies exclusively
upon the scriptures. If any doctrine or practice be
there clearly taught, it must be received heartily, and
fully. If otherwise, you dare not admit it. ¢ The
word of God is a perfect rule of faith and practice.”
For myself, and for my brethren—although we are
not Protestants—I declare for this christian law in re-
ligion the sincerest reverence. We receive it fully, and
conform to it in every respect. We do this however,
not simply because it is wise in principle, and safe in
practice, but because it is really an embodiment in an-
other form, of the law of God himself. It comes to us
with the sanction not of men only, but of God. The
language of Jehovah on the subject is this :— What
thing soever I command you, observe to do it. Thou
shalt not add thereto, nor diminish from it.”*¥ And in
another place he says :— Ye shall not add unto the
word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish
ought from it, that ye may keep the commandments of
the Lord your God which I command you.”t Is not
this a plain declaration, in other terms, that, < The
word of God is a perfect rule of faith and practice ?”
Does any one suppose that since these precepts had a
more direct reference to the law of Moses, that they
are not equally applicable under the gospel ? To such
it may be replied, that the law was much less perfect

#* Deut. xii., 8. t+ Deut. iv., 2.
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than is the gospel. Did our Heavenly Father enforce
the obligations of the former with the most jealous
particularity, and is he less careful as to our compliance
with the demands of the latter ? Such an objection
is unreasonable. It is also in direct conflict with apos-
tolic teaching. To this very topic Paul refers, when
he says:—* God, who at sundry times, and in divers
manners, spake in times past to the fathers, by the
prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us, by
his Son.”* < Therefore we ought to give the more
earnest heed to the things which we have heard, lest at
any time we should let them slip. For if the word
spoken by angels [messengers, in the law] was stead-
fast, and every transgression, and disobedience received
a just recompense of reward, how shall we escape if
we mneglect so great salvation, which at the first began
to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us
by them that heard him, God also bearing them wit-
ness, both with signs and wonders, and divers mira-
cles, and gifts of the Holy Ghost 77’4 <« See that ye
refuse not him that speaketh. For if they escaped not
who refused him that spake on earth, much more
shall not we escape if we refuse him that speaketh from
heaven.”] Thus it is seen that if the inspired apostle
knew whercof he affirmed, and reasoned not illogically,
it is unquestionably true that the gospel requires to be
obeyed, not with less, but with more carefulness, par-
ticularity, and fidelity than did the law. To no com-
mandment of the gospel therefore, may you add any
thing whatever; neither may you diminish aught from
it. You are obliged to obey, and in the manner en-

* Heb. i, 1. + Heb. ii., 1-4. 1 Heb. xii., 25.
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joined, all that Jehovah has there revealed for your
guidance. It is “the word of God,” and that “is «
perfect rule of faith and practice.”

But we are constantly told that the gospel, unlike
the law, is in many respects, indefinite in its instruc-
tions, giving only the outlines, and great principles of
religion, and leaving the details to be filled up by the
wisdom and pious discretion of the followers of Christ.
He who has arrived at this conclusion has wholly mis-
taken the subject. If the word of God is a perfect
rule of faith and practice, then the assumption cannot
possibly be true. It is unreasonable in itself; it is in
conflict with the inspired teachings just recited ; and it
proceeds on the false assumption that the gospel is
less perfect than the law! On the contrary, in the gos-
pel every duty required is distinctly enjoined. No one
need mistake its authority, or its nature. That rule is
certainly not perfect, to whatever department of life it
may pertain, which only sketches general principles,
and great outlines, and leaves the details to be supplied
by each individual in such manner as may seem to him
most proper. The word of God is no such rule. Itis
perfect. It is disfigured by neither redundancy nor
defect. It must be obeyed in all things, without addi-
tion, diminution or change. You can never depart
from it in any particular, without incurring imminent
peril.

It is proper to remark in passing, that our pedobap-
tist brethren have yet another method of satisfying
themselves that infant baptism is scriptural. When, as
we have seen, Dr. Woods stated that since “1It is a
plain case that there is no express precept concerning

Q
(3]
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infant baptism in our sacred writings,” and that conse-
quently, “The proof that it is a divine institution
must be made out in some other way,” you were per-
haps, at a loss to conceive what that “other way”
could be. By what process can any ordinance be
proved ‘a divine institution,” in regard to which not
a word is saild “in our sacred writings ?” No such
thing can be done. Since the Bible is our only author-
ity in all cases, the proof proposed is clearly impossi-
ble. We will however hear Dr. Woods. He obtains
his proof thus :—* It cannot with any good reason, be
denied, or doubted, that those christian writers who
have, in different ways, given testimony to the preva-
lence of infant baptism in the early ages of christiani-
ty, are credible witnesses. Nor can it be denied that
they were under the best advantages to know whether
the practice commenced in the times of the apostles.
On this subject, as they were not liable to mistake, so
their testimony is entitled to full credit I”* This is the
meihod. It is by tradition, vouched by the Fathers,
that protestant pedobaptists discover that the word of
God teaches ordinances which are confessedly not in
the word of God! These protestants will not allow
the papists to prove, in the same way, the divine au-
thority for the invocation of saints, prayers for the
dead, the use of holy water, and such like * institu-
tions,” which they can do, readily and fully. Zhey
arc popish. But this is protestant. If therefore the
Fathers say, this was an apostolic tradition, it was an
apostolic tradition! And more; in this matter, these
same Fathers “were not liable to mistake!” Their au-

* Apud Hodges on Inf. Bap., p. 89.
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thority therefore, though entirely worthless when in
Javor of the Catholics, is when infant baptism is to be
proved scriptural, as good at least, as that of the apos-
tles, since of them no more can be said than that they were
not liable to mistake! "Who would have supposed that
theological professors could have been guilty of rea-
soning so absurdly ? The argument, it would seem,
needs not a word of refutation. I would not stop to
consider it, if Dr. Woods alone, relied upon such testi-
monies. But it is a common pedobaptist resort. I
will offer two or three examples.

Dr. Miller deposes thus regarding tradition :—¢ The
history of the christian church from the apostolic age,
furnishes an argument of ¢rresistible force, in favor of
the divine authority of infant baptism.” He proceeds
—<« Can the most incredulous reader who is not fast
bound in the fetters of invincible prejudice, hesitate to
admit, first, that Augustine, and Pelagius, verily be-
lieved that infant baptism had been the universal prac-
tice of the church from the days of the apostles;’ and
secondly, that situated, and informed as they were, it
was impossible that they should be mistaken ?”* These
men flourished four hundred years after Christ. The
word of God says not a word about infant baptism.
This however does not disconcert Dr. Miller. Augus-
tine, and Pelagius, say it was an apostolic tradition.
And ¢this he says, is “an argument of irresistible force,
in favor of the divine authority of infant baptism,” and
by which every one ‘““not fast bound in the fetters of
invincible prejudice,” must be convinced. But these
‘Fathers also declared that infant communion was an

¥ Inf. Bap., pp. 21, 26.
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apostolic tradition. This Dr. Miller does not regard as
of any importance. Their testimony makes infant bap-
tism scriptural ; but it has no such effect upon infunt
communion! Was Dr. Miller dreaming when he ut-
tered this logic ? Richard Watson says :— The anti-
quety of infant baptism,” taken together with the other
arguments, ““ establish this practice of the church upon
the strongest basis of scripture authority I”  In another
place he says :—“That a practice which can be traced
up to the very first periods of the church, and has
been till very modern times, its uncontradicted practice,
should have a lower authority than apostolic usage, may
be pronounced impossible.”* 'To these I will add the
declaration of Mr. Hodges. He says:— Were there
no other testimony but that of Ireneeus alone, it seems
to me, every unbiased and conscientious man must hold
himself bound to continue infant baptism, were the
scriptures even silent on the subject.”’t By these and
such like arguments, our pedobaptist brethren essay to
prove infant baptism scriptural, not. by the seripiures,
but by the Fathers. It is a plain case,” say they,
“that there 1s no express precept respecting infant
baptism in our sacred writings;” yet we are assured
that the fraditions of early times, vouched by the Fa-
thers, ¢ establish the divine authority of infant bap-
tism with irresistible force.”” The Fathers say it was
practised in the time of the apostles, and it was im-
possible that they should be mistaken!” It is not in
the scriptures, but it is undeniably scriptural! And
these men who so contradict themselves, and abuse

* Theol. Insts., vol. 8, pp. 882, 397, 899.
t Inf. Bapt., p. 125.
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common sense, are Protestants, who proclaim that “The
word of God is a perfect rule of faith and practice,”
and who clamorously join in the cry, ““The Bible, the
Bible alone, is the religion of Protestants.” Yet to-
tally aside from the Bible, and by tradition exclusively,
they hold infant baptism. Thus they renounce, in this
case at least, their professed protestant principles, and
return to the old and exploded dogmatism of popery.
Their position is utterly inconsistent, and cannot be
maintained. They are in truth, compelled either to
reject all the traditions, as they do all the teachings of
the Fathers, which are not sustained by the word of
God, and thus become Baptists; or, as in this in-
stance, they must receive them all irrespective of their
biblical character, and thus become avowed Roman
Catholics. However this may be, by the confession
that the Bible does not in itself teach it, they have
surrendered the argument to us, and made the truth
still more sure, that Infant baptism is unsupported by
the word of God.

How unlike the reasoning of Woods, and Miller,
Watson, and the rest, on patristic tradition, is that of
their brother pedobaptist, the great Neander! He
says :—* Not till so late a period as—at least certainly
not earlier than—Irenseus appears a trace of infant
baptism. That it first became recognized as an apos-
tolic tradition in the course of the third century, is evi-
dence rather against, than for, the admission of its
apostolic origin, especially since, in the spirit of the
age when christianity appeared, there were many ele-
neents which must have been favorable to the introduc-
tion of infant baptism.” These were ‘ the same ele-

3*
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ments from which [afterwards] proceeded the notion
of the magical effects of outward baptism ; the notion
of its absolute necessity for salyation; the notion which
gave rise to the mythus that the apostles baptized the
Old Testament saints in Hades. How very much must
infant baptism have corresponded with such a tenden-
cy, if it had been fovored by tradition! It might in-
deed, be alleged on the other hand, that after infant
baptism had long been recognized as an apostolical tradi-
tion, many other causes hindered its universal intro-
duction, and the same causes might still earlier stand
in the way of its spread, although a practice sanctioned
by the apostles. But these causes could not have
acted in this manner in the apostolic age. In later
times we see the opposition between theory and prac-
tice, in this respect, actually coming forth. Besides, it
is a different thing that a practice which could not al-
together deny the marks of its later institution, al-
though at last recognized as of apostolic founding,
could not for a length of time, pervade the life of the
church ; and that a practice rcally proceeding from
apostolic institution, and tradition, notwithstanding the
authority that introduced it, and the circumstances in
its favor arising from the spirit of the times, should not
yet [in the third century] have been generally adopted.
And if we wish to ascertain from whom such an insti-
tution was originated, we should say certainly, not im-
mediately from Christ himself. Was it from the prim-
itive church in Palestine, from an injunction given by
the earlier apostles? But among the Jewish christians
circumcision was held as a seal of the covenant, and
hence they had so much less occasion to make use of
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another dedication for their children. Could it have
been Paul, who first among heathen christians intro-
duced this alteration in the use of baptism ? But this
would agree least of all with the peculiar christian
characteristics of this apostle. He who says of him-
self that Christ sent him not to baptize, but to preach
the gospel; he who always kept his eye fixed on one
thing, justification by faith, and so carefully avoided
every thing which could give a handle or support to
the notion of a justification by outward things; how
could he have set up infant baptism against the circum-
cision that continued to be practised by the Jewish
christians ? In this case the dispute carried on with
the Judaizing party, on the necessity of circumecision,
would easily have given an opportunity of introducing
this substitute into the controversy, ¢f ¢t kad really ex-
wsted. The evidence arising from silence on this topic
has therefore the greater weight.”* Thus this distin-
guished scholar, and Ecclesiastical Historian, disposes
of the question about which others are so confident,
whether infant baptism was really an apostolical tradi-
tion. He fully proves the whole to be an utter fiction,
not less gross than that which insisted that ‘ the apos-
tles baptized the Old Testament saints in Hades.”
There is still one other argument however, which is
supposed by many, to be sufficient to sustain infant
baptism upon @ scriptural basis, as  a divine institu-
tion.” I am told [t is not forbidden in the word of
God. It may therefore be practised. Not forbidden,
forsooth ! Infant baptism not forbidden in the word of
God! It may therefore, be practised! And is this

* Church History. On baptism,
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the fashion of your argument? Upon this principle
what may you not do? You are obliged to baptize all
to whom God has commanded the ordinance to be ad-
ministered ; and you may also baptize all others whose
baptism he has not expressly forbidden !/ What shall
I say of a proposition so monstrous ? Its folly can be
concealed from no one, who will think for a single mo-
ment on the subject. Need I enter into its formal ref-
utation ? This is surely unnecessary. Yet, since the
argument is so easy and plain, it may be as well to
prove that infant baptism s in truth, actually prohibit-
ed by the word of God.

It 1s prohibited, in the first place, by the fact that it is
-unrecognized in the sacred records, as a divine institu-
tion. The great christian axiom which teaches that
“The word of God is a perfect rule of faith and prac-
tice,” is, as we have seen, adopted by every protestant
denomination upon the face of the earth. We have,
besides this, seen that it is fully sustained by the
teachings of divine revelation, and that no other princi-
ple in religion, can be true in theory, or safe in prac-
tice. Whatever God has revealed, we are bound to
receive in the love of it, and to obey with reverence,
and fidelity, without addition, diminution, or change.
Infant baptism, we have clearly seen, is not taught in
the Bible. Its friends and advocates confess that it
does not there appear, and therefore they vainly seek
to sustain it by tradition, and the authority of early
Christian Fathers. 1s all this true ? 1Is the word of
God not a perfect rule of faith and practice? Are
you, as taught by Moses and Paul, permitted to add
any thing to the commandments of God, or to diminish
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aught from them ? Dare you receive any doctrine as
an article of faith, or practise any rite as a christian
ordinance, not taught, and instituted by Jehovah? To
these inquiries who will venture an affirmative answer?
No one, surely. Is infant baptism directly enjoined in
the word of God ? It confessedly is not. Then it is
not by the word of God allowed. It is unlawful
And that which cannot be allowed, because i1t is not
lawful, is clearly prohibited. Thus God has, in his
word, clearly prohibited infant baptism.

Infant baptism is prohibited, secondly, by the apos-
tolic commission. This is the “law of baptism” in-
stituted by Jesus Christ himself, and “the only law,”
as Baxter justly observes, “he ever ordained on the
subject.” As recorded by Mark, it has the following
reading :— Gro ye into all the world, and preach the gos-
pel to every creature. He that believeth, and is bap-
tized, shall be saved.” This statute is perfectly simple
and perspicuous. It ordains first, that the gospel shall
be preached ; secondly, that it shall be preached to every
creature ; thirdly, that all those who believe the gospel
shall be baptized ; and fourthly, it promises that those
who so believe, and are baptized, shall be saved. These
are all positive declarations. Every positive necessarily
has its negative. And does not every one know that
the requirement of the positive is, as a general rule, the
prokibition of the negative? When God commands
you to do a specified thing, the command embraces
that particular thing only; and all that is not embra-
ced is, by the very terms of the order, necessarily ex-
cluded. Especially is forbidden whatever is inconsist-
ent with the faithful performance of the duty enjoined.
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All these are self-evident truths. Let them be applied
to the law of baptism as contained in the commission.
Only those are permitted to preach who are called of
God to the work ; they are not allowed to preach, as
coming from Christ, any thing but the gospel; and
those, and those alone, who believe the gospel, they are
required to baptize. The persons to be baptized are
minutely described. They are believers. Believers
therefore, and believers only, are to be baptized. A
law to baptize believers is necessarily confined in its ad-
ministration to believers. It embraces no others. To
baptize any others is a violation of the law. It is un-
lawful. It is prohibited. Infants are not believers.
The baptism of infants supersedes and prevents the
baptism of believers, and is therefore inconsistent with
a faithful compliance with the law. Every violation of
the law is unlawful, and consequently prohibited. In-
fant baptism is a violation of the law; is therefore
unlawful ; and consequently by the law itself, clearly
prohibited.

Infant baptism, thirdly, is prohibited by the very na-
ture and design of baptism. This ordinance was insti-
tuted and enjoined as the form in which you publicly
profess your faith in Christ, and devote yourself to his
service. Paul so teaches when he suys, “ As many of
you as have been baptized into Christ have put on
Christ.” Episcopalians and Methodists consent to this
truth when they concur in the declaration that it “is a
sign of profession, and a mark of difference, whereby
christians are distinguished from others that are not
baptized.”* Presbyterians and Congregationalists, of

#* Arts. of Rel., Art. 17.
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all classes, regard it as “ Not only for the solemn ad-
mission of the party baptized into the visible church,
but also,” of “ his giving up unto God, through Jesus
Christ, to walk in newness of life.”* 1In this great
fact, therefore, all parties are in theory agreed. I now
submit the inquiry whether such a profession of faith,
and devotion to Christ, as baptism expresses, must not
necessarily be a voluntary and intelligent act, on the
part of the baptized ? To me no fact appears more
certain. To those who are incapable of such voluntary
and intelligent action, baptism can never be administer-
ed. Infants cannot profess their faith, even if they
had any faith to profess. They cannot devote them-
selves to Christ. By the very nature of the ordi-
nance therefore, since they are incapable of compli-
ance with its demands, they cannot be baptized. Any
baptism which is unreasonable and inconsistent, be-
cause it does not embrace the design, nor express the
sense of the ordinance, is unlawful, and therefore pro-
hibited. Infant baptism is unreasonable and inconsist-
ent, because it does not embrace the design, nor ex-
press the sense of the ordinance. It is therefore un-
lawful. It is prohibited.

It must now, I think, be evident to every unpreju-
diced mind that infant baptism is by the word of God
actually prohibited. It is prohibited by the fact that
it is unrecognized in the sacred records, as a divine in-
stitution ; it is prohibited by the terms of the apostolic
commission ; and it is prohibited by the very nature
and design of baptism.

My proposition is thus fully established. We have

* West. Conf., chap. 28, sect. 1.
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seen that ¢« Infant baptism is not supported by the
word of God,” because it is not found to be instituted,
or in any manner authorized in the inspired records ;
because the different sects who imagine that they find
it there, prove the contrary by their mutual refutation
of each other; because the most pious and learned
among pedobaptists themselves, confess it is not direct-
ly taught in the sacred writings; because the great
christian axiom whieh teaches that the divine word is
our sole authority in religion, does not permit us to re-
ceive as scriptural what is not recognized in the scrip-
tures ; because the attempt to make it a divine institu-
tion by the testimony of the Fathers, through the
medium of tradition, is a miserable failure; and be-
cause it is really and distinctly forbidden in the word
of God. Infant baptism is, in truth, therefore, no
baptism at all. God in his word, does not recognize
it as baptism. It never can be recognized as baptism
by the people of God. It is exclusively an institution
of men foisted surreptitiously into the religion of Christ.
It is therefore a most appalling evil. Some of the
forms and bearings of this evil may now not improperly
be considered.

It betrays ministers into most fearful presumption.
When an infant is baptized the minister performs the
rite professedly, in the name, and by the authority of
Jesus Christ! But Jesus Christ never authorized any such
thing! On the contrary, he has discountenanced and
forbidden it! What then, shall be said of the act ?
What magistrate in civil society would venture, under
pretence of law, to do a thing, and especially in his of-
ficial capacity, for the sanction of which no law could
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be produced, and which by existing laws, according to
any reasonable interpretation, is plainly prohibited ?
Such an officer would act most presumptuously. He
would violate his trust. In what well-regulated com-
munity would his administration long be endured ?
And shall ministers of religion thus conduct them-
selves, and that too without compunction, and without
rebuke ? In this unauthorized and prohibited cere-
mony of infant baptism, shall they not only meet no
discountenance, but on the contrary be sustained, and
defended ? How can a conscientious servant of Christ
occupy a position so revolting, and abhorrent ?

But ministers are not alone concerned in this evil.
Infant baptism must create in the minds of the people
generally, who are under its influence, a want of proper
respect for the word of God. The habit of acting
without law, and in opposition to law, leads to this re-
sult inevitably. This truth is so obvious that no argu-
ment is needed in its support. May men do, under
pretence of law, the most important acts for which no
law can be produced ? May they indeed, do all these
things, and be sustained in them, even in opposition to
law ? How long then, will it be to them a matter of
any special concern what the law may require ? They
are not obliged to conform to its demands. They may do
what they please with impunity, without regard to law!
Do they any longer yield a due respect to the law? Do
they feel for it any special deferénce? Assuredly they
do not. In civil society this is true, and it is pre-emi-
nently true in religion. Infant baptism necessarily de-
stroys respect for the authority of the word of God.

The evil is still more striking in the fact, that it is a

4
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bold attempt to perfect that which it is vainly conceiv-
ed God has left imperfect. It is greatly more criminal
to do in the name of Jesus Christ, what he has not
commanded, than it is not to do what he kaes com-
manded, since when you fall short you thereby confess
the difficulty of obedience, but when you go beyond,
you impugn his wisdom. In the former case you ac-
knowledge your own deplorable weakness. In the lat-
ter, and especially when you claim what he has not
authorized or permitted as a part of his religion, you
madly charge him with defectiveness, and attempt by
additions of your own, to make his government more
complete. Why did Ae not ordain infant baptism ?
Evidently because he did not design that his religion
should embrace any such ordinance. You have dis-
covered that it is necessary, and have therefore added
it! You saw that it was demanded to make God’s ap-
pointments complete! You know better than Jeho-
vah, what is requisite to give perfection to his re-
ligion !

Who, in view of all these facts, can avoid the con-
clusion that infant baptism is a sin against God ?
What is sin? Is it not any thought, word, action,
omission, or desire contrary to the law of God 2% «Sin
is the transgression of the law.”t Infant baptism is
not according to the law of God. It is a violation of
the law of God. It is the transgression of the law
of God. Therefore infant baptism is a sin against
God.

These are some of the forms in which, as an ordi-
nance not instituted, nor sanctioned by Jesus Christ,

* Crudin on the Word. 1 1 John, iii. 4.
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the evil of infant baptism is developed. Its practice
betrays ministers into fearful presumption ; it creates a
want of respect for the divine law ; it charges imper-
fection upon the institutions of Messiah ; and it is a sin
against God. Infant baptism is unsupported by the
word of God. It is therefore a great and fearful evil.
In conclusion permit me to entreat for these facts
and arguments, your patient, unbiased, and prayerful
consideration. You fervently desire to glorify God,
and in all things to do his will. You have no wish to
depart in any respect from the divine law. You would
not encumber religion, much less pollute it, with any
doctrines, or observances, not sanctioned from on high.
You must therefore, remove infant baptism from its
place in your theological system. While it remains
there, it will continue to produce its natural fruits. Its
extirpation only, can relieve you from its inherent evil.
Humbly receive, and diligently practice the religion of
Christ, guided in all things, exclusively by his most
holy word, and infant baptism will be known no more.
To the ascertained will of our Heavenly Father meekly
submit yourself. Upon this principle alone is it possi-
ble for you to ‘ keep the commandments of the Lord
your God which he commanded you.” ¢ Behold to
obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken than the
fat of rams.” DBut “rebellion is as the sin of witch-
craft, and stubbornness is as iniquity and idolatry.”



CHAPTER II.

INFANT BAPTISM IS AN EVIL BECAUSE ITS DEFENCE
LEADS TO MOST INJURIOUS PERVERSIONS OF THE WORD
OF GOD.

The general principle ; instances in illustration, from the apostolic commis-
sion ; from Peter’s sermon; from Paul’s instructions to the Corinthians ;
from Christ’s blessing the children ; forms of the evil

TuE defence of infant baptism, unsustained as it is by
divine authority, necessarily leads to most injurious per-
versions of the word of God. The same may be said
also, of every other departure from truth, to support
which a resort is had to the sacred record. The evil
resulting will of ceurse, be in proportion to the magni-
tude, and peculiar bearing, of the error sought to be
established. Infant baptism is not a mere ceremony,
which when performed, ceases to be of any further im-
portance. Considered in itself, it may indeed seem of
little consequence. It is not however thus isolated.
Its relations, and influences extend themselves into ev-
ery department of christianity. It is the process by
which the churches which practise it, receive their en-
tire membership, and must therefore enstamp upon
them all, its own peculiar character. It leads to insid-
ious and hurtful expositions of scripture ; imposes upon
the people false doctrines ; subverts the true ecclesias-
tical polity ; corrupts the spirit of religion; vitiates
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christian intercourse ; weakens the power of the gos-
pel ; and hinders the conversion, and salvation of men.
Like an error in the beginning of a mathematical calcu-
lation, it runs through the whole process, continually
increasing in magnitude as it advances, until every part
of it is involved in hopeless confusion. How then, can
infant baptism be taught and defended without most
injurious perversions of the word of God ?

In proof of the proposition now before you, I will
point you to appropriate examples. But these are so
numerous that I know not where to begin. A proper
exposition of them all would require a volume. In the
space allowed to this chapter it is not practicable to do
more than briefly to refer to a few instances. These,
however, of themselves, will be sufficient to establish
the truth of the proposition now befote us.

The apostolic commission, which I had occasion in
the preceding chapter to recite, has been confidently
claimed as a law for the baptism of infants. “ Go ye
therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost; teaching them to observe all things whatsoever
I have commanded you; and lo I am with you alway,
even unto the end of the world.” This is the version
of Matthew. That of Mark is as follows: « And he
said unto them, Go ye into all the world, and preach
the gospel to every creature. He that believeth, and
is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not
shall be damned.” How plain! How perspicuous!
How comprehensive! To mistake its sense would
seem almost impossible. The solemn obligations thus
imposed, are to be faithfully and always obeyed by

4%
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both the teachers, and the taught. And let it not be
forgotten that the several parts of the commission
are to be observed in the order in which they are en-
joined. The order is plainly as imperative as the
commands themselves. A violation of the order is in-
deed a violation of the commands. This interpreta-
tion so evidently correct, is not peculiar to Baptists.
Pedobaptists also give it their concurrence. Baxter,
for example, says :—* This is not like some occasional
historical mention of baptism, but is the very commis-
sion of Christ to his apostles, and purposely expresseth
their several works in their several places and order.”
¢“To contemn this order, 1s tQ renounce all rules of or-
der ; for where can we expect to find it if not here ?”¥
Each duty in the commission must therefore be ob-
served in the order in which it is enjoined. Thus far
all is simple and obvious. The commission is evi-
dently, as before seen, a law to baptize believers, and
believers only.

By what kind of process, we now inquire, can it be
possibly made to appear, that this law to baptize be-
lievers is a law to baptize infants? Pedobaptists shall
themselves answer, and in their own words. ¢ In this
commission to his apostles,” says Dr. Worcester, * his
direction was that all nations should be baptized, and
children constitute a part of all nations;” therefore
children are to be baptized.t Dr. John Edwards re-
marks :—¢ This general commission includes all partic-
ulars.  Go baptize all nations, is as much, and as
full, as if Christ had said, Go baptize al/, men, women,

* Disp. of Rights to Sacr., pp. 91-149, 150.
1 Letters on Bap., p. 115.
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and children.”* Matthew Henry observes:—“If it
be the will and command of the Lord Jesus that all
nations should be discipled by baptism, and children,
a part of all nations, are not excepted, then children
are to be discipled by baptism.”’t These are fair ex-
amples of their teaching, and of the manner in which
they bring infant baptism into the commission of Christ
to his apostles.

Consider these expositions attentively. How evi-
dent the perversions they contain! Were the apostles
directed to baptize all nations without respect to moral
character, or any other religious qualifications? Surely
not. Is the commission a command in other words,
to “ baptize all, men, women, and children ?” Pre-
posterous claim! If infants are not in the commission
“excepted” in express terms from baptism, are they
therefore to be baptized ? How surprising the pre-
tension! Is any one ever “ discipled by baptism 2
To disciple is to teach. To teach is one thing. To
baptize is another. They are not the same thing. To
pretend then, that any one is “discipled by baptism”
is nonsense. Here we have four perversions of this
portion of the word of God, all palpable, and all made
evidently for no other reason than to defend infant
baptism. When great and good men, such as these,
and the thousands of others who agree with them,
thus interpret the commission, we cannot but lament
the blindness of mind into which this pernicious error
has betrayed them.

One striking instance is now before you of the per-
version of the word of God, made for the sake of de-

* Theol. Ref., vol. i., p. 568. t Treat. on Bapt., p. 114.
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fending infant baptism. Take if you please, another.
In a learned and very elaborate work recently publish-
ed, by a distinguished clergyman of the Episcopal
church, we have the following passage :—* The chief
scripture ground upon which it [infant baptism] is
placed, is the text, ‘The promise is unto you, and
your children’—Aects ii., 39. And one of its best
supports is St. Paul’s statement that the children of a
believing parent are in a certain sense Aoly.—1 Cor.
vii.,, 14.”%¥ We have here therefore, as claimed by pe-
dobaptists themselves, the two passages which are, the
one their “chief scripture ground” for infant baptism,
and the other “its best support.” We will therefore,
briefly examine them both, and see to what extent
they have been perverted for the defence of the rite
in question.

“The promise is to you, and to your children.”+
This text we are told, is ‘“ the chief scripture ground
upon which infant baptism is placed.” That you may
understand it perfectly, I will refresh your memory
with the circumstances under which this inspired decla-
ration occurred. It was uttered by Peter, in Jerusa-
lem, during the ever memorable pentecost. Multitudes
had on that day, been called together by the signs,
and wonders, and miracles” resulting from the fulfil-
ment of the promise of God in the gift of the Holy
Ghost. This intrepid apostle seized the occasion to
preach Christ to the people. His sermon evinced
great power, and was attended with singular success.
Large numbers were convicted of sin, and in the an-
guish of their heart cried out :—* What shall we do ?”

* @oode on Bapt., p. 81. + Acts ii., 89.
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In the strictest consonance with the apostolic commis-
sion, and almost in its very words, he answered :—
“ Repent, @nd 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. For the
promise is to you, and to your children, and to all
that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God
shall call.”

What, I now inquire, was the promise of which the
apostle here spoke ? It was undoubtedly, the gift of
the Holy Ghost. Peter himself so declares. < This is
that which was spoken of by the prophet Joel :*¥ And
it shall come to pass in the last days, saith God, I will
pour out of my spirit upon all flesh ; and your sons
and your daughters shall prophesy, and your young
men shall see visions, and your old men shall dream
dreams ; and on my servants, and on my handmaidens
I will pour out in those days of my spirit.” “ And it
shall come to pass that whosoever shall call on the
name of the Lord shall be saved.”t It is decided
therefore that the promise was the Holy Ghost, whose
influences as predicted by Joel especially, were at that
moment seen so conspicuously among the people. This
truth is indubitable.

To whom, 1 next ask, was this promise made?
Peter answers, ‘“To you Jews, and to your children,
and to all that are afar off.” The words of the prom-
ise in Joel, recited by Peter, are, To you Jews, and to
“your sons and your daughters.”” By ¢ children”
therefore, the apostle means ¢ sons and daughters,” or
in general terms, posterity.} The gentile nations are in

* Joel ii., 28-32. t Acts ii., 16-21. 1 rekva.
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other places of the scriptures spoken of as “ them that
are afar of.” They are, therefore, the persons al-
luded to in that form of language. But was it the
promise of God that all or any of these classes of per-
sons, who in reality included “all flesh,” should re-
ceive the Holy Ghost in the times of Messiah—the
last days” —unconditionally ? No one will surely
maintain that it was, and especially since these very
conditions were explicitly stated. They were according
to Joel, that the persons in question should “ call on
the name of the Lord.” Pefer instructs us that by
calling on the name of the Lord is implied, that they
should “repent, and be baptized in the name of the
Lord Jesus.” The promise was to be fulfilled to all
those who should comply with these conditions, and to
none others. If you Jews repent of your sins, and by
baptism profess your faith in our Lord Jesus Christ,
you shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost, for the
promise s to you. If your ¢ children,” or as Joel
calls them, “your sons and your daughters,” repent of
their sins, and by baptism profess their faith in the
Lord Jesus Christ, they shall receive the gift of the
Holy Ghost, for the promise is to your children. Nor
are these privileges and blessings to be confined to your
nation. They are to be extended to ¢ them that are
afar off,” to “all flesh,” to “every creature,” to “all
nations,” to as many as the Lord our God shall call by
his gospel, and who shall repent and he baptized, no
matter to what people they belong. They also shall
receive the gift of the Holy Ghost, for the promise s
to them. To that anxious multitude how full of en-
couragement was this precious gospel message! It fell
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upon their hearts like gentle showers upon the parched
earth. Hope sprang up in the bosoms of about three
thousand, who ¢ gladly received the word.” They be-
lieved it ; they acted upon it; they became the sub-
jects of renewing grace, and received the Holy Ghost,
according to the promise of God.

Thus, briefly, I have submitted the sense of the
passage, and that it is the true sense it seems to me
impossible to doubt. In what part of it is infant bap-
tism taught ? Not the remotest reference is found to
any such thing. Yet say our friends, “ It is the chief
scripture ground for infant baptism!” How is it pos-
sible for them to make good this assertion? It can-
not be done. But you shall hear their arguments.
They shall speak for themselves. Mr. Henry gives the
meaning of this passage as follows. Peter, he as-
serts, intends to say, jn other words, to the people :—
“Your children shall have, as they have had, an in-
terest in the covenant, and a title to the external seal
of it. Come over to Christ to receive those inestima-
ble benefits ; for the promise of the remission of sins,
and the gift of the Holy Ghost, is to you, and to your
children.” ¢ When God took Abraham into covenant
he said, I will be a God to thee, and to thy seed ;—
Gen. xvii., 7—and accordingly every Israelite had
his son circumcised at eight days old. Now it is
proper for an Israelite, when he is by baptism to
come into a mew dispensation of this covenant, to
ask, What shall I do with my children ? Must they
be thrown out, or taken in with me? Taken in,
says Peter, by all means; for the promise, the
great promise of God’s being to you a God, is
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as much to you and your children now, as ever it
was.”’¥*

Who that possesses any tolerable knowledge of the
scriptures could readily imagine that learned and good
men would venture this as the sense of the passage in
question ? It is crowded in nearly every line, with ab-
surdities and perversions. Let them be separately, and
more particularly designated.

In the first place, the representation that the word
“children” in the passage means the babes of those
then present is absurd for three reasons ; first, because
Joel says they were their sons and their daughters, who
should then prophesy; and Peter did not intend to
contradict Joel: secondly, because their babes could
not fulfil the conditions upon which the promise was
made: and thirdly, because of the nature of the prom-
ise itself, which was that they should receive the gift
of the Holy Ghost, and prophesy. The word “chal-
dren” is unquestionably used by Peter, in the sense of
posterity simply. This fact is so obvious that it is
frankly conceded by some of the best biblical critics
among the pedobaptists themselves. Dr. Whitby says:
—<« 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 re-
lating only to the times of the miraculous effusions of
the Holy Ghost, and to those persons who by age were
capable of these extraordinary gifts.”t Limborch of
Amsterdam, says :—¢ By children the apostle under-
stands not infants, but posterity.” < Whence it ap-
pears that the argument which is commonly taken

* Comm. in loco. + Annot. in loco.
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from this passage for the baptism of infants is of no
force, and good for nothing.”* With these distin-
guished interpreters agree Doddridge, Hammond, and
many others. To represent Peter therefore, as refer-
ring to infant children, and inculcating their baptism, is
a most injurious perversion of the word of God.

A second perversion is found in the implication that
the faith and baptism of their parents, were the con-
ditions upon which their infant children were to re-
ceive the Holy Ghost, and the remission of sins. This
passage teaches no such thing. Our pedobaptist breth-
ren however represent Peter as saying in other words,
to the Jews there under conviction of sin, and whom
they, singularly enough, suppose to be inquiring,
“ What must I do with my children;” “ Come over to
Christ to receive these inestimable benefits; for the
promise of the remission of sins, and the gift of the
Holy Ghost, is to you and to your children.” Do you
join the church of Christ, and your children, by virtue
of their relation to you, shall be entitled to the same
blessings you receive. They shall share with you ev-
ery gospel blessing, and especially ‘the remission of
sins, and the gift of the Holy Ghost.” Do not hesi-
tate therefore ; “ come over to Christ.”” What a mon-
strous perversion !

A third perversion of this passage is committed.
Our pedobaptist brethren insist that the promise in
question, relates to the blessings pledged in the cove-
nant with Abraham. The promise as stated by Peter,
was the gift of the Holy Ghost to believers. But
their version is wholly different. They interpret the

* Comm. in loco.
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apostle as saying to the Jews:—¢ Your children [in-
fants] shall [still] have, as they have had, an interest
in the covenant [with Abraham] and a title to the ex-
ternal seal of it,” all which the gospel gives to you,
and consequently to them !

This short passage is subjected to a fourth perver-
sion. They maintain that ¢ke gospel covenant is a con-
tinuance of the covenant of circumcision! Their lan-
guage is, “ When God took Abraham into covenant,
he said, I will be a God to thee, and to thy seed ;—
Gen. xvii., 7—and accordingly every Israelite had his
son circumcised at eight days old. Now it is proper
for an Israelite when %e és to enter into @ new dispensa-
tion of this covenant, to ask, What must be done with
my children ?”  And is the gospel a new dispensation
of this covenant that God made with Abraham, ac-
cording to which ¢ every Israelite had his son circam-
cised at eight days old ?” The gospel a new dispensa-
tion of the covenant of circumcision! And does Peter
so teach ? No such thing appears, either in this text,
or elsewhere.

The fifth perversion of this passage, and the last I
shall mention, is the claim that Peter means by “ the
promise,” that infants are to be baptized, receive the
Holy Ghost, and be taken into the church. < An Is-
raelite” is represented as inquiring, If I “ come over
to Christ,” and unite with this gospel church of yours,
“ What must be done with my children? Must they
be thrown out, or taken in with me ?” To this they
represent the passage as answering :—* Taken in, says
Peter, by all means ; for the promise, that great prom-
ise of God’s being to you a God, is as much to you
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and your children now, as ever it was.” How mani-
fest a perversion is here! Strangely are good men
blinded, so blinded by infant baptism, that they it
seems, really believe that Peter teaches what they rep-
resent in the passage !

Having thus disposed of “the chief scripture ground
upon which it is placed,” and found that no allusion
whatever is made in it to infant baptism, we now turn
to the other passage, which is, ““one of s best sup-
ports.” This «“is St. Paul’s statement that the chil-
dren of a believing parent are in a certain sense holy.”
In what sense are they holy? To comprehend the
whole matter perfectly, let us turn to the sacred rec-
ord, and together with its context, read carefully the
entire passage. ‘“Now concerning the things whereof
ye wrote unto me,” says Paul, and proceeding, he gave
various instructions to the Corinthians regarding mar-
riage, and domestic duties. Among other things he
says: “Let not the wife depart from her husband ; but
if she depart let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled
to her husband; and let not the husband put away his
wife.” < If any brother hath a wife that believeth not,
and she be pleased to dwell with him, let him not put
her away. And the woman which hath a husband that
believeth not, and if he be pleased to dwell with her, let
her not leave him. For the unbelieving husband is sanc-
tified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified
by the husband ; else were your children unclean, but now
are they holy. But if the unbelieving depart let him de-
part. A brother, or a sister, is not in bondage in such
cases ; but God hath called us to peace. For what
knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy hus-
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band ? Or what knowest thou, O man, whether thou
shalt save thy wife ? But as God hath distributed to
every man, as the Lord hath called every one, so let him
walk. And so ordain I in all the churches.”*

We will here pause if you please, until we have as-
certained definitely, the true sense of this interesting
portion of divine truth. Paul is without doubt, in-
structing the Corinthians regarding their conjugal, do-
mestic, and social relations. This fact no one can ration-
ally question. On these topics they needed to be en-
lightened, since they were evidently disposed to go
astray. By some means, probably the instructions of
Judaizing teachers among them, the church had, it
seems, become agitated with the question whether the
old Jewish law which required Israel to regard all gen-
tiles as unclean, and their touch polluting, whieh in a
word prohibited all familiar intercourse with them,
ought not to govern christians in their relations with
unbelievers. Should not the church regard all who are
not members as unclean to them in the same sense that
gentiles were formerly looked upon as unclean to Jews ?
To this opinion the brethren of Corinth appear to have
strongly inclined. They soon saw, however, that such a
rule of intercourse if adopted among them, must be at-
tended with the gravest consequences. It would not
only sever their social and domestic relations, but would
actually break up and destroy their families, since some
of them were married to unbelievers, from whom of
eourse, they must instantly separate. That this was
the true state of the case, and the actual question sub-
mitted by them to the apostle, is so plain, from his

*1 Cor. vii,, 1-17.
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answer alone, that it is confessed by some of the pe-
dobaptist commentators and divines themselves. Even
Henry, for instance, could not avoid seeing it. He
says :—* They thought that (the unconverted members
of their families) would be common, or unclean, in the
same sense as heathens in general were styled in the
apostle’s vision.”* Dr. Miller, notwithstanding his
prejudices, is still more full. He says :— It appears
that among the Corinthians to whom the apostle wrote,
there were many cases of professing christians being
united by the marriage tie with pagans; the former
being perhaps converted after marriage, or being so un-
wise as after conversion deliberately to form this une-
qual and unhappy connection. What was to be deemed
of such marriages seems to have been the grave ques-
tion submitted to this inspired teacher.”+ Upon this
point therefore, we are certainly right.

These were the perplexing circumstances under which
they wrote to Paul for advice. He answered them in
substance, that the old Jewish law regulating inter-
course with gentiles, was not applicable to them, not
only because the ceremonial dispensation to which it
exclusively belonged had passed away, but also because
in their case, (and the same was true of all other church-
es,) its observance was impracticable. Any attempts
to enforce it, must have been attended with the most
disastrous consequences. The christians, unlike the
Jews, lived, and must li<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>