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Why Not? (8.)
"WHY DO YOU NOT CHRISTEN?"

ITKE following article consist.? of exti-acts from David King's pamphlet "Why
Baptize the Little Ones?" published 1891 by the Publishing Committee of Churches
of Christ. The pamphlet examines the question in a very exhaustive manner,
quoting fiom paedobaptists (those wlio believe in and practice infant "baptism"
or sprinkling) and surveying such related topics as circumcision and "baptism into
Moses." The author quotes some statements of paedobaptists, then examines them
in the light of reason and scripture. We leave the reader, whether believing in
infant sprinkling or in believer's immersion, to judge for himself as to whether
the practice of "christening" or "infant baptism" has any support in scripture or
in common sense. ED.]

WHY Baptise the Babies? If by Divine authority then none may object, but without
that authority none should presume. Is the baptism of babes from heaven or of
man? The author considers that a well-grounded and satisfactory answer can be
given, and the truth so placed before eveiy truth-seekiaig reader as to leave no room
for doubt.

That believers who have not been baptised ai-e proper subjects for baptism is
admitted by all defenders of baby-baptism... In this discussion the Paedobaptlst
is entitled to the afflnnative, and is bound to take it.

I — Divino Sanction — How Ascertained

Divine authority is Bible authority. Whatever cannot be proved by the Bible
is not part of the Christian system ... Consequently, if wi-iters of the third and
following centuries indicate that baby-baptism... was practised in their time they
only prove what is compatible with the post-apostolic origin thereof. Even in the
lifetime of Paul the "Mystery of Iniquity" had already begun... The appeal then
is to the Bible, and whatever cannot be proved therefrom must not ... be retained
as an ordinance of God.

How, then, can it be certainly known that a' doctrine or practice has Bible
authority? By... actual assertion, or by necessary inference... Whatsoever, then,
is not in the Bible actually affirmed or necessarily implied, is no part of the doctrine
of Chi'ist.

How, then, can it be show:n that an ordinance is Divinely authorised? By the
production of a positive command, or by an instance Divinely sanctioned, or by
necessary inference.

As doctrine, baby-baptism comes prominently before us. in the creeds of
Christendom. As a practice, we find it in a multitude of sects. But can it be proved
from the Bible? If so, it is from heaven, but if not, it is of man...

There is no "command for baby-baptism, and no instance of it recorded in the-
Bible. It may, however,... be sustained by legitimate inference. The only thing
we are now entitled to plead in opposition is, that it is not likely that, in reference
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to the initiatory ordinance of the Church of Christ, we are left to discover its
proper subjects by inference, and that... the Lord has left us without command
or example.

11— Silenco of Scripture & Proselyte Baptism

(Under this heading Bro. King answers the arguments urged from "proseljrte
baptism" among the Jews—ailments used by Dr. A. Clarke and other commen
tators. It is shown that proselyte baptism finds no mention in scripture, and that
therefore the argument is based on silence, proves nothing and is worthless).

Ill —Households & Children

(John Wesley's reasoning from household baptisms in the N.T. to show that
it is right to "baptise" infants is, imder this heading, dealt with by Bro. K.)

Thus the founder of Methodism gives his strong reasons for infant baptism, in
which he rises no higher than supposition. At the outsev he admits that in Scrip
ture it has not any express mention...

The Head of the Church has not left us to mere supposition where the proper
subjects for an ordinance, which translates into His kingdom and confers His
name, are concerned. Proof we are demanding, not supposition. Commands,
examples, there are none.

Family baptism does not imply baby-baptism. There are not many household
baptisms mentioned, only some three...the households of Stephanas, the jailor,
and Lydia...

The Jailor, Acts 16, informs us that "Paul spake the word to him and to all
that were in his house,"—that he "rejoiced, believing in God with all his house."
First, then, the Word was spoken "to all that were in his house." But we don't
preach to babes! Either, then, infants were not present, or not being fit subjects
for hearing the Gospel, they are not regarded—not included in the account..
"And when he had brought them into his house, he set meat before them, and
rejoiced, believing in God with all his house." The jailor's house, then was baptised
but unto all those who were baptised the Word was spoken and they were subjects
of faith and joy. Strange ground for "reasonably supposing" infant baptism.

Of Lydia we know not whether she had young children, or any children, or
had ever had children. The argument of baby-baptism from this case can only
stand thus: Lydia may have had an infant, and she may not. If she had, the
infant may have been baptised, and it may not, and, therefore, infant baptism is
of Divine authority. Never was conclusion more worthless.

The answer of Peter (Acts 2: 38) remains for notice:—"Repent, and be baptised
every one of you, for the remission of sins—for the promise is to you and to your
children." But what have infants to do with a command that begins with "Repent"?
That the application of such command to children is Incongruous Mr. Wesley evi
dently felt, and therefore he added:—"Though children could not actually repent,
yet they might be baptised." But where is the proof that they might?... What have
babes to do with an ordinance which, with repentance, is "for the remission of
sins"?

(SectifflQs IV to XV all deal with pleas and arguments brought in favour of
infant baptism and all are intensely interesting and ably treated by Bro. K. While
of great imporUnce to the subject, lack of space prevents any summary of these
sections. We pass on therefore to the last section of the pamphlet).

XVI — Evils of Baby^Baptlsm

1. Proolaims a gross falsehood. The creeds claim for it the authority of God-
that it is done "in the name of the Lord." Greek, Roman and Anglican Priests,
Independents and Methodists, are heard repeating over babes "I baptise thee In
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost," which declaration
is absolutely false, as the Father, Son and Holy Spirit never authorised baby-
baptism.
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