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But the Roman Catholic Church is consistent. It does not claim
that infant baptism is taught in the Bible, or was administered
by the apostles; but it does claim that that church is God’s
representative and vicegerent on the earth, and has a right to
change or institute ordinances.

As infants were unable to exercise faith, “sponsors.” in number
from two to a hundred, were ingeniously supplied, who professed,
in behalf of the infant, to repent, renounce the devil and all his
works, and to believe the doctrines of the gospel. Infant
“communion” began about the same time as infant baptism, and
continued until about A. p. 1000.

REASONS ADVANCED FOR INFANT BAPTISM..

1. Baptism in place of circumcision. — Some hold that, as
Jewish children were circumcised, therefore the children of
Christian parents ought to be baptized. God commanded the
former, he never commanded the latter.

If baptism takes the place of circumcision, their male servants
and slaves, as well as male children, must be baptized; for all
such were commanded to be circumcised. Females must not be
baptized, since they were not to be circumcised. All male children
of members of the church must be baptized on the eighth day;
and all who are not baptized, arc forever lost; for the male child
that was not circumcised, was to be cuf off from his people.'

There are two facts which argue against.the assumption that
“baptism” takes the place of circumcision.

First - When the apostles and elders were assembled at
Jerusalem to consider the question, “whether Gentile converts
should be circumcised” (Acts 15), not a word was said about
any such doctrine, which naturally, and almost necessarily, would
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have been spoken of, and would have been an effectual answer
to the question at issue; for if the Gentile converts had been
baptized, and baptism takes the place of circumcision, why then
did the Jewish Christians want them circumcised?

Second. - Circumcision was observed by the Jewish Christians
Iong after the baptism was enjoined, and in use; and even Paul
circumcised Timothy, affer he had been baptized (Acts 16: 3),
which was entirely “out of order.” if baptism had taken its place.
Circumcision was a command to parents and masters. (Gen.
17:12.) Baptism is a command to each individual to be obeyed
by himself.

2. Baptism of households. — That the apostles gencrally
baptized whole households, is no proof that they baptized infants;
for who can prove that those households contained infants?
Muliitudes of households contain none.

But, happily, as to four out of five cases of household baptism
‘mentioned in the New Testament, we are not left to inferential
evidence. The Spirit of God has expressly indicated that the
households of Cornelius, of the Jailer, of Crispus, and of
Stephanas, were composed of believers; of persons able to
believe, to rejoice, to speak with tongues, and to minister to the
saints. As regards the fifth, the household of Lydia. it is
impossible to show that Lydia had any children, or that she was
even a married woman.

It is true that Christ blessed little children, and said: “Of such
is the kingdom of heaven ”; but the fact that he blessed them, is
surely no reason why we should baptize them. He only blessed
them, and his example authorizes us to do nothing more; and
when he said: “Of such is the kingdom of heaven,” he meant that
all those who belong to the kingdom of heaven become Jike little
children, that is, childlike, obedient, trustful.

‘This act of blessing little children, which occurred near the
close of Christ's carthly ministry, instead of proving the baptism
of infant children, proves the reverse; for if infant baptism had
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been known to the disciples, they would have understood the
object of the parents in bringing their children to Christ, and
would not have rebuked them for so doing. (Mark 10:13-16.)

THE PROMISE TO YOU AND YOUR CHILDREN.

The advocates of infant baptism sometimes quote Acts 2: 39
- “For the promise is to you. and to your children.” Read the
whole passage, and it will expose the plea, drawn from a garbled
quotation:

Repent, and be baptized every one of you; 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.
Then they that gladly received his word were baptized

What is the promise here mentioned? In verse 16 (Acts 2), we
are told that it is the gift of the Holy Spirit. To whom is the
promise made? “To you” (Jews), “and your children” (the word
translated children means posterity). As Joel says, “Your sons
and your daughters” (not babes, but children), “shall prophesy.”
“And 1o all that are afar off” — that is, the Gentileg,- as Joel
says, “all flesh” — “even as many as the Lord awn.@vd shall
call” The remaining words settle the matter: “Thaa they that
gladly received his word were baptized” In other words, the
promise is to You, on condition of repentance; and to your
children on the same condition.

But ought not parents to dedicate their children to God?
Certainly! A Christian ought to consecrate himself, and all he
has, to God. But this is to be done by the parents themselves,
not by priests or ministers. Dedication and baptism are two
different things. Yes, fathers and mothers, take your little ones
to Jesus, in the arms of prayer and faith. When they are old
enough, pray with them, send them to Sunday-school, train them
for heaven, and let your example lead the way.
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EVILS OF INFANT BAPTISM,

1. Secularizing the churches - The evil of infant baptism is
seen in its tendency to secularize the church. It obliterates and
abolishes the line of separation between the church and the world.
‘When the whole community is a baptized community, what is
this in effect but the taking of the world into the church bodily?
This is seen in the Roman Catholic Church.

In the days of Jonathan Edwards (1751), no man could hold
office unless he had been baptized. The result was that the church
was filled with hypocrites and ungodly men; and when Mr.
Edwards refused to receive such at the Lord’s Table, it led to his
dismissal from the church by a vote of over two hundred to less.
than twenty.

A church thus largely composed of unregenerate persons, who
have much to say in regard to its management, will be apt to
favor any innovations that will gratify the gay, sensual, worldly
tendencies of its members, and thus cause the church to make a
wide departure from apostolic rule and practice.

2. Union of Church and State. — Another of the evils resulting
from infant baptism has been the union between Church and
State, as seen in the Roman Catholic Church and the Church of
England.

3. It encourages false views of baptism. — Baptists believe
that a child dying in infancy, before it has come to a knowledge
of good and evil, will be saved. David said of his infant son - “/
shall go to him.” We leave those who have not reached an age
which renders them capable of accepting or rejecting the Saviour
of sinners, where the Bible leaves them - in the hands of a
merciful and gracious God.

Itis a fact that the firm stand the Baptists have taken against
infant baptism has caused it to be extensively neglected of late
in Pedobaptist churches.
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involving their eternal destiny. It was a fearful revelation to me.
1 had read about such distorted views of baptism; but they had
always seemed to me exaggerated and impossible. | was amazed,
shocked. and. for a few moments, thoroughly upset. As soon as [
could rally my bewildered wits, I tried to convince her that she
greatly overestimated baptism: that it had no saving virtue. and
that her children would not be lost for want of it, even if they
should die without it. But the training and prejudices of a life-
time were not to be overcome in an hour.

“At length, in very desperation, I cried out: ‘Do you really
think I can give your children immoruality, erernal life, by putting
a little water on them?’

“Her answer came swift, strong, and utterly confounding 1o
all half-way Pedobaptists — “To be sure you can; and if you can’t,
VOT'S DE GOOD OF IT?""

From this illustration, we see that infant baptism is misleading,
and has a tendency to make the less intelligent class of people
believe that it has a real saving power.

That infant baptism does not regenerate is evident from the
fact that many persons, who were baptized in infancy, show by
their conduct that they were never born again. Our jails contain
‘many of them; and the moral state of ltaly, France, and Spain,
where the practice is almost universal, proves the fact.

4. It injures our children. — Again, infant baptism does a
serious injury to our children. It nourishes in them a vague idea
that something has been performed towards their salvation, and
that somehow they will be saved. because they are within the
pale of the church. In the form for the “Public Baptism of
Infants,” in the Book of Common Prayer of the Protestant
Episcopal Church, we find that, affer the child has been baptized,
the minister shall say:

Secing now, dearly beloved brethren, that this child is regenerate,
and grafted into the body of Christ's church, etc





