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'^'"' *"« baptism ;:.fante, on the ground that they are not believers J Is notthe pract.ce m flat opposition to the creed J Surely an"nnocent mfant, who has never been guilty of actual sin ZZibe a be ter subject for baptism than a vile hypocrite" Td.s .t not an absurdity to say, that the baptism'of the formerwas ,nv.hd, on acocmt of the unlltnLs of the su^o


