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^•efused its initiatory rite ? Now, in the Acts and the
Ji-pKstles we find traces of many controversies in the early
cJuux-hcs; but not the sligl^tcst trace of controversy in
' ^gard to tlie baptism of infants. Tliis fact is easily ac-
counted for, on the sup])osition that tlie apostles so inter-
l-reted their commission as to inchule the infant children of
their converts, but is utterly inexplicable on the supposition
that tliey were excluded.

All that is said in the "Acts" respecting the practice of
the apostles and their coadjutors, in regard to baptism, is
quite in harmony with the view which we have proved to
be the only credible one,—that they took the wide, and not
the rastricted, view of their commission. It is quite true
tliat we do not read expressly of their baptizing infants: if
WG are right in our previous reasoning, they would do this
an a matter of course, without making any special record of
It, which is the imictice of our modern missionaries. We
«lo read, however, of the baptism of entire '' households ;"

(an argument in our favour which we shall afterwards dwell
on at gi-eater length

;) and it would be an assumption alto-
gether incrediljle, that none of tlie numerous heads of fomi-
hes, which were converted in ai>ostoIic times, had anv in-
fant children.

Well, but it is said, that the commission is our only
.guide

;
that it plainly restricts the rite of baptism to believ-

ers; and therefore necessarily excludes infants, who are not
capable of believing. Those who take this ground must, of
course, take all its logical consequences. Let us see wliat
they are.

This argument, then, if it has any force at all, will not
only exclude infants from baptism, but also from salvation.
If the expression in the commission, "he that hclieveth and
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