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* purest form ; his head covered with a silky, thickly grown
“white hair ; his neck torous; the shole body covered
“equally with n rich flesh, excopt the head. Tlis breath was
- casy, but intermingled with sighs ; he spoke slowly, but
- with the dighity of a monarch.

Anr, IL-—INFANT SALVATION.

» TNPANT SALVATION IN T8 REGATION 10 INPANT DePnavirs, INFANT InaEXERA~

10N, Axp InFant Barmsa. Dy J, IL A. Bomberger, D. D., Tastor of the
Race Strect Evangelien] Reformed churel, Pliladelphin, Lindesy & Dla-
Liston, 1860. 12mo. pp. 192.

This little volume tronts guccessively of Infant Dopravity,

. Infant Regeneration, Infant Salvation, and Infant Baptism,
Tt contning many things which arve good, beautifully and
~ forcibly expressed and well worthy of heing seriously laid

to heart by parents : but it also talces n few positions, which

" 1 congider erroneous and untenable. In the third section,

~

" which is by far the largest, the csteemed author endeavors
* to prove, that all lithe children dying in infancy are saved,
" whether baptized or mol. I propose to examine hisargu-
" ments and show that they do not establish the doctrine.
- This will lead me to notice not the excellencies, but rather
# the defects of the boolk.

& Iy all God’s covenant transacifons with men, CHILDREN ar¢

 includid in the covenand with their parents.” p. 58.  This is

tho first srgument. The examples of Adam in Paradise,
of Nonh after the daluge, of Abraham, and of the New and

- Better Covenaut, to which the anthor refers, are benntiful
- and forcible illustrations of the fact that children arc always
.+ included in the covenant with their parents. This I pre-

sume nll will admit. Provision is indeed madein this way
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for their salvation, but it does by no means follow, that all:
will therefore be saved. The fact that they are included .

does not malcoe their salvation certain. For adults too are

included in the covenant, and yet this is no proof that they -

will all ba saved, Nothing can be said of cerinin condis
tions,— faith and repentnnce—in regard to these: beenuse

tho argument is the fact that they *¢ ars included in the .
covenant,” and since this can he nffirmed alile of the.
adult and children, they are therefore equally entitled to -
its advantages. In my opinion this argument by itself.
does not prove the salvation of any one, whether parent or -

child, much less of all children.
The Heidclberg Catechism, Question T4, tells us, that

infants “ns well ns the adult are included in the cove-
nant and church of God.” What is the inference? That -,
they are therefore saved? No. TFor instead of inferring -
the salvation of any or all from their inclusion in the cove-
nant, it says they shall therefore be baptized, and “admit-,
ted into the Christian Chureh nnd be distinguished from the -

children of infidels as was done in the old covenant or tes

tament by circumeision.”” All the children of the Jews

ond Gentiles are included in that New and Detter Cove.
nant ; they have therefore equally o right to be bap-

tized and thus “be brought into actunl participation in the :
redemption of Jesus Christ.” p. 16: and yet according to -

the Catechism the baptized shall * be distinguished from the

children of infidels,” although the latter are in lile manner

included in the covenant. The argument of the Heidel-

berg Catechismand that of our author, are the same:nnd yet .
their inferences are not alike. The former infars the right -
to be baptized, but the latter infers their salvation even -

without baptism. ,

The inclusion of the children of the Jews in the Abro-

hamie covenant, guaranteed to them the right to be circum-

cised—not the certainty of salvation : and if civcumecised; -

they were entitled to il the temporal nnd spiritual Dbless-
ings of Judaism. So the inclusion of all children in that
Now and Bettor Covenant, secures for them theright to be
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baptized : and if baptized they have the promisc of salva-
tion through Jesus Christ. Were not the male-children of
the Jews to “ be cut off” from the people, in casc they
were not circumeised, notwithstanding their inclusion in
the Abrahamic covenant ? Gen. xvii. 14, But moroe of this
hereafter. It does therefore not follow from the fauct that
they are included in the covenant, that all little children

are saved, whother baptized or not.

¢ Sufter Title children, and forbid them not {o come wndo me:

for of suchis the kingdom of heaven,”  Mat. 19:14. p. T5. Af-

ter giving an explanntion at length of these words, the au-

- thorsays: “The conclusion, therefore, to which a eandid
. consideration of this incident, and the various phrases, which

oceur in the Gospel report of i, lead us, is undoubtec"ily thii J
that our Lord teaches the salvation of all little children.
p. 109. From this conclusion I respectfully dissent. Let

‘it be distinctly noticed, I deny not that all ]ittl(-a ¢hildren
“may be saved,—they may or they may not—=Seripture b:?-
‘ing silent, this question is undecided; but I deny that this

passage of Scripture proves that all are saved. Let us ox-
amine it, and also our author's remarks,

- Te tolls us our Lord “does not say j ¢ Suffor these chil-
dren to come unto Me;” butin the most general terms
which language affords: Suffer children.” Thisstatement
T regard as unfair. It is true our Lord does not say: “Suf-
far these children:” and itis also equally true He does notsay:
“Suffer children:”’ but ITe says: “Suffor T little children.”

‘Itis known, our English translation of this passage of

Beripture, is defective in the Gospels of St. Matthew m_ld
8t. Lulke. By referring to the original we find that Christ
8nid ru waidea, nnd these words are used alike in Matthew,
ﬁInl'k, gnd Luke. Tuther in his German translation ren-
dored them correctly, die Kindlein, alike in the three Gos-
pols. In our English version of St. Mark x, 14. thoy are

- venderod ; ¢ Suffer the little children.” This agrecs with
- the original Greelk, as well as with the German translation.
- The definite article ¢ the” is omitted in our English transla-
- tion of this passago, in the Gospels of 8t. Matthew and 5t

Luke. Itis therefore not corrcet to say that our Lord
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used ¢ the most general terms which language affords;
Now it soems to me not to be fair, that the author shoul
lay so much stress upon this imperfect trauslation, and us
i, if not as an argument, at least in preparing the way. fo
the introduction of his view on Infant Salvation.. Heo'can
not defend himself by saying, that he quoted the receive
translation. This is true: but did he not alse quote th
received translation of the passage: “Go ye therefore and
tench all nations;” Matt. xxviii. 19, p. 170. Vet he cor-
recta this, why not also the other? Any one in reading’
kis remarks under- consideration, can ensily sce thas its”
correction would have required him to modify his language’
considerably. ‘What Precedes as well as what follows,.
shows that he desired to point out the universality of “the
law of the kingdom, in regard to children.” But this he’
could have done equally well by allowing our Lord ta say:
“ Sufler the little children to come unto Me,"—the little
children as contradistingnished from the adult, who have
been eoming unto Mo from the beginning.

“ Of sueh is the kingdom of heaven.” Our author tells us.
“Btrange explanations of these apparently plain and gim-
ple words may often be met with—explanations which lose.
sight altogether of the true and avowed purpose of our
Lord in uttering them.” p. 95, 96. Having stated nnd re<
futed some of them, he says :  “ We must therefore, adopt
another sense of these words as the only correct one.  And-
that sense is the one most obviously lying in the declarg:
tion as it stands, without amplification or paraphrese, of
such (little children) is the kingdom of heaven.” He has
searcely told us that the correet senso lies so obviously in
the declaration as it stands, that it needs no amplification
or paraphrase, till he amplifies or paraphrases it himaelfb§
inserting “little children” in the words of Christ. 5

. 'What is the sensc of the words: “ Qf such is the Ling-
dom of heaven?” Our author answers: ¢ The kingdom
of heaven consists mainly and emphatically of litle chil-
dren. All who have died in infancy, n countless host,
“early lost to be enrly saved,’ all these are safely housed -

that kingdom above.” “The kingdem of heaven con-
ts of so large o proportion of children saved by the blood
the Lamb, that it may be said with truth, of such em-
atically is the Kingdom of heaven.” p.102. 103. ThisT
resume, gur anthor will admit isa fair and full statement
fhis view, which he regards as the only correct one. If
understand him correetly, (and I trust I may not misrep-
‘resent him) he supposes there are so many children in
‘heaven, that it can be said, of such is heaven, or of such
‘does heaven consist. Heaccordingly understands the words
gs referring to “n great multitude, which no “man ean num-
“ber,” and then conecludes, that our Lord teaches the sal-
ation of all little children.” Is he however not begeing
‘the question ? For in trying to prove that ail children
-are saved, be says, “of such is the kingdom of henven :”
-and now in explaining these words of Christ he tells us,
$theaven consists mainly and emphatically of little children.
‘All who have died in infhncy, a countless host, all these are
tgafely housed in that kingdom above.” DBut this is the
point In question, Ifindeed “all who have died in infancy
care i heaven,” the guestion is deeided. Does he not thus
"mgsume asa truth that all ehildren ave in heaven, and then
“use it to explnain his argument: and after his argument is
{hus explained, he comes bacle again and gravely tells us,
'pll children nresaved. To say the least, I regard his view
-a8 nlso & **strange explanation of these apparently plain
+ond simple words—an explanation which in like manner
~loses sight altogether of the true and avowed purpose of
our Lord in uitering them."” They can he misinterpreted
vend misused not only in the way- ho tells us others have
viewed and used them, but also by viewing and using them
1o prove the doctrine of general Infant Salvation. There
isindeed in heaven, “a great multitude which no man ean
“number, of all nations, and kindreds, and people, and
tongues:™ but whether this great multitude eonsists mainly
.and emphatically of little children, is a question which he
- hoa failed to answer satisfactorily.

He tells us : ¢ Beeause they are litlle ehildren, are they of
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nesd not multiply examples: every one knows what these
ords generally signify. The houses and the children to
hich T'have roferred, are indeed different among them-
yes, and.on this account the illnstrations might seem to
exinapplieable. But our anthor by allowing * that some
pgcial efficacy was connected with the imposition of the
edeemer’s hands wpon those infants,” has made o differ-
nce equally broad and marked between ihose who received
‘and those who did not reccive His benediction. In his
benutiful and graphic description of the significance of the
Baviour's treatment of those little children, hie has pointed
o'ut‘.hvery plainly whom our Lord meaut by saying *of
guch.” e

‘Liet us howaver also see what our author means by say-
ing-“such.” On page 64 he tells us: « Such, we say, are
the expectations” &c. “and such are. the convictions” &e.
Deoes he mean all expectations and all convictions? If I
were to interpret his language in that way, he would have
reason to complain of a gross misrepresentation, and would
- gently remind me that he did not mean all, but only that
king of expectations and convictiens which he had de-
seribed, and that.every carcful reader would understand
" him so.

Now what does Christ mean by the word zewovrwy, © of
sach 7’ T will venture to say, he means. exactly what we
menn by saying of such, viz : ¢ of that kind,” ¢ of the like
kind.” We generally have no-diffienlty in understanding
Cench other, when we use these words, why shall we have
more difficulty in understanding them when our Lord
uses them ?  Did He attach unusual and mysterious mean-
ing to these apparently plain and simple words.? Porhaps

- hdwever, you are impatiently asking what kind % I reply
‘that kind that ¢ come” uato him. I will therefore, also
‘amplify the words of Christ and say: Suffer the little
children to come unto me, and forbid them not = for of such

-{as come unto Me) is the kingdom of heaven.-

. 'This explanation I think, will bo confirmed by refer-
once to the incident to which they belong, Rend it eare-

the kingdom  of heaven.’” p. 108, Did he not prove sue=
cessfully in the first section of his treatise, that they nre
by nature depraved,—conceived in sin and born in iniqui.
ty ?. In discussing their sinfulness, he allowed neither age
nor size to annul it. Now however he tells us they are.of
the kingdom of heaven, because they are little. "What be-
comes of his doctrine of Infant Depravity ? Perhaps how.
ever, he will nnswer, not exactly because they are little ehil-
dren, (though he snys so in his book), but beeause they are
little children regenerated,—¢joined to Christ in regenern-
tion.”. True, he endeavors in the sccond section of his
treatise to show the necessity of Infant Regeneration. It
does, however, by no meansfollow, that all are regenerated.
The adult too “ must be born again ;" and yet this is.np
proot that they arec born again. You cannot infer the ag-
tuality of o thing from its necessity. .All men need bready
and yot not all have it; for some starve. If I mistake not,
he has advanced no argument to prove this point: for all
his arguments are simply in favor of its necessity. Their
regeneration ought certainly to be established, before it can
be wsed as an argument to prove their salvation. If they
“ have heen joined to Christ in regeneration,” they will of
course be saved, and the question is decided. But wbere
ig the proof, I ask respectfully, that all are regenerated.?".

Christ saya “of such,”” Let ns examine these words,
Such signifiea: * of that kind,” * ofthe like kind.” Web.
gter. It never means oll, or its equivalent, “a countless
host.” It is an adjective and therefore limits or defines.
Let me illustrate. J£I point to several two story hrick
houses, and say “ofsuch,” do I mear all houses? You
would not understand me so. Forsome are built of stone,
others of logs, and others of marble: some have only one
story, others three, four or more stories. I do therefore
not mean all houses; but only those of thiskind, in regard
to size, material, appearance &e. If you see little, sick, -
dying children lying upon a bed and say “of such,” do -
you mean all children, including the healthy and the
strong? Do you not simply mean those of this class?-































