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Ant, V.—A REVIEW OF DR, HODGES SYSTEMATIC
THEOLOGY WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE QUES-
TION OF INFANT BAPTIBM AND INFANT BALVA-
TION, IN THE CALVINISTIC BYBTEM.*

§1. OUTLINE AND GENERAL ESTIMATE GF DR. HODGE'S STRTEMA-
TIC TEEOLOGY.
TuE work opens with an Introduetion, which treats of
Method ; Theology; Rationalism ; Mystiecism; the Rule of
TFaith in the Roman Catholic and Protestant view.
The First Part embraces Theology proper; under which are
treated : Qrigin of the iden of God; Theism; Antitheistie
Theories ; Knowledne of God; His Nu.tin'a and Attributes ;
the Trinity ; Dwmmy of Ghust the Holy Spn‘lt the Decree
of God; Creation; Providence; Mirncles; Ancrels
The Second Purtls oceapied with Anthropo]on‘y Man, his
Origin and Nature ; Origin of the Soul; Unity | Y

of the Human
Rnce, Or:glnal State of Man; Ooveuant of Works; the
Fall; Sin; Free Agency.

The Third Part presents Soteriology: the Flan of Salva-
tion; Covennnt of Grace; the Person of Christ; His Medin-
torial Work; Prophetic und Priestly Offices; Satisfuction;
for Whom did Christ Die? Theories of the Atonement;
Christ's Intercession; Kingly Office; Humiliation ; Exalta~
tion; Voeation; Regeneration; Fuith; Justification; Sanctifi-
cation ; the Luw, with a Particular Commentary on each Com-
wandment; the Means of Grace; the Word of God; the

" Saeraments ; Baptism ; the Lord's Supper; Prayer.

The Fourth Part is Eschatology: The State of the Soul
after Death; Resurrection’; Second Advent ;| Concomitonts
of the Second Advent.

# Bystematio Theulugy By Chbarles Hodge, D, D., Frofosvor in the Theolagionl
Beminary, Princston, New Jersoy. New York: Beribnor, Armatrong & Co. Bvo,
Vol. I, 1879, xiil,, 048, Vol. IL, xi, 782, Vol. IIL, 1873, ¥ viil,, 680, Vol IV,
Indez. :




100 . A Reviow of Dr. Hodge's  [Janvars,

Of the general fullnessand 1ogimﬂ prder of this arran gement-
there can be no question. The discussion of the Divinity of .

Christ ns distinet from the Trinity might perhaps better have
been givern under Soteriology, so ns not to separate the
 Divinity of Clrist’* from the **Person of Christ.” The
wost important defect in the plan is that it does not embrace
o Qistinet and full treatment of- the doctrine concerning the
Church. The omission hag been made for some resson which

~ gatisfies Dr. Hodge. We hope that it means that he propoeses
to give to the Church s monograph on this subject, ane of the
most vitally important and interesting doctrines at all times,
but especinlly in our own dey. We know of no man mare
competent than Dr. Hodge to rebuke, with the effectual
weapons of fuct and logic, the insane pretences of the rompunt
psendo- ecclesiasticism of cur time, wnd the yet insamer radi-
calism, which frightens many into the ecclesiasticism.

The firat thing which strikes us in reading Dr. Hodge's
boolk is the style. Whether we shall accept or reject what he
maintaing may sometimes involve o question, or a pause; but
his simple, lumineus mode of statement rarely leaves us in
any embarragsment ns to what it is on which we are to decide.
The sentences are never involved. The language is o wodsl
of clearness. There is & plain =olid sense, the resolt of @
sound judgment -thoroughly matured, which is delightful
beyond expressien in this day nnd land of fine writing, This,
of course, will expose Dr. Hodge to the charge of shallew-
niess, from those who think that nothing is deep buf what is
unintetigible, and that the.urt of good writing is the art of
putting words to things in the proportion of Falsiafl’s anck to
Fulstaff's bread, and thet the measure of words is like the
mensure of Falstaff’ in the girth. .

Another great feature of Dr. Hodge's book is, its value to
our common Christinnity—nay, in & wide sense, to religion on
that broader definition in which the believing Jew has o com-
mon interest with the Christian. To the gratitude of Jew and
Christinn, Dr, Hodge is entitled by the able vindication of
Revelation sguinst the nssuults which would bring the fuith of
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" Jew and Christian .a.}ike to the dust. To Roniuqll Cotholie and

Protestant, Dr. Hodge comes with a defense of the common
creeds of Christendom ; to Calvinist and Lutheran, with the
able argnment on the distinctive elements of PruFesl;antism and

‘the precious truths ressserted by the original Churches of the

Reformution. Even in its relative isolation as distinctively
Calvinistic, Dr. Hodge's book is invaluable. It is the gauge
of the type of Calvinism which is considered by its ablest
living representatives a8 tenable; s Calvinisw so gentle in
its spirit toward other forma of evangelicul Christisnity, and
so full of the disposition to mitignte its own. harder points, as
to furnish irenicel elements of the most hopefu} kind.

The general mildness, fairness, snd clearness of the Look
are beyond dispute. It trests Polemics in the spirit of Trenies,
for the most part, but with here and there o delightful little
dash of merited sarcosm, a suspicion of ivony, playful con-
tempt for small presumption, and a quiet smile jat the absurd,
which humanizé the argament, and, with those | touches which
make the whole world kin, Lring the author nearer to the
reader. Nor nre theve wunting earnest and eloquent passnges,
which denl with sin in o manner in keeping with its exceeding

. sinfulness, ond with conscious perversions after their evil

deserts. - There is no amiable inanity in the bﬁak. Iy is net
done in water-colors, as some people would think it must be,
because it is not executed with o red-hot pokér on an ocuk-
board. Yet its prevailing choracter is mild, gniet, firm, judi-
cial. If itis often pleading, it is still more| frequently the
decision of a judge, who sums up evidence, interprets the lnw,
and pronounces the senteace. |
The evidences of enormous, yet reflective, lrcuding gvery-
where present thewmselves, reading of the mogt varied kind,
among the best books and she worst books, Tlere is & gather-
ing of honey for stores, and of poisons for the siudy of anti- .
dotes. The range stvatches over the ages, takes in largely the
German theology, and reaches apparently almost to the days
in which the volumes have come from the press, The result
of this anxiety to bring things down to the ‘n‘?ur hns neces-
7 1
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sarily been that some of the latest reading has been hosty and
has involved Dr. Hodge in wistakes. But the Doctor’s greatest
wealkness, in this immensity of reading, is where it might lenst
have been suspected—it is in Culvinistic theology. Ie seems
to have neglected n part of the Calvicistic theologiang of no
inconsiderable number and bulk. On hiz own confession, so
for as his memory can recall, he has failed to huve seen asingle
one of a very large and influential portion of those divines,
so large in fact that for some two ceoturies it is hard to find
one who doea not belong to it. But we nccount for thsr on
the principles of o latent elective affinity. Tike secks only
its iike and helds it. There rise up in history the grim and
grisly features of those old divines who liked election but who
loved reprobation ; who conceived of the humen race as
crented chiefly as fuel for Tophet,~divines who would have
thought nothing of the perdition of a universe or two, and, if
necessary, of throwing thomselves in, if their logic proved
. that it was all for God's greater glory—those inexorable Jonahs
on whom o wilderness of gourds would have been lost in the
attempt to reconcile them to the sparing of Nineveh. If Dr.
Hodge long ago encountered these divines, be quietly tarned
away into his own brighter poth, with other vigions of the
divine glary. e did nont plunge inte the Sahars, in the
posgibility of finding an onsis. Penetrated, ns all his works

show, with the complstest recognition which is possible to Cal-
vinism, that God is love, Calvinism itself is bardly in sharper
contrast with Lmsheranism than, within Celvinism, Dr. Hodge

himself is with Gomarus and his pitiless school. The only

epology which ean be made for that sehool is that which they

constantly make for themselves—thut the logic of the system

is with ther, und that they are with the logic of the system.

‘They did not create the horrors, they only told of them.

The general tone of the book is profoundly devout. Though
Dr. Hodge has moved targely and freely in the living world,
Lis most marked affinities are yet with the old, He saith
““ the old is better.” He has not put enough of the new wine
into the old bottles to rend them—except perhaps in a spot or

14
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two. In apite of recent reading, nnd of the space devoteq to
the callow heresies of the hour, the conception| and prganism
of the book is prevailingly scholastic, of the old Pro.testnnt
type. It is old-fashioned theology in the mainj; zmr],. hkeithe
best old-fushioned theology, it hna the heart| of liviog piety
beating through it. It is not satisfled with |teaching abmft
theology: it teaches theology, it is theology—atrue “tﬁealogz‘a
regenitorum.”  Itas solid judgment and learning will mark it
to scholars as one of the clussics of Calvinistic| Dogmutics, the
nblest work in its specific department in Lnglish literature,
But it is more than this, better than this. | The graces of
Chiristian lifa are not repressed in it, as they have often been
in the zrid formulating of systems. Moliere’s Mock Daoctor
clnimed no mors than that the medical professipn had changed
the place of the beart from the left sidejto the right;
some of the doctors in theclogy have left the pheart out =lte-
gether. But in Dr. Hodge's Body of Divinityithere is o henrt
whose beast is that of the fullest health—nond iyuu can touch
the system nowhere without feeling a pulse. It is a baok for
the wffections, No wan could obtrude himself less in his books
than Dr. Hodge does; yet all the more for this very renson

4o we see the man bimself in his books. His life has boen

shaped vpon the advice of old Sir John Davies:

“Study the best and bighest things that ard
Dut of thyse'f, an humbie thought retnin.

Dr. Hodge's system furnishes a general] Iandmark fqr
Christinn thinking in one of its most influentinl ghapes; it
also furnishes o revelation of the spirit of Cliristian science,
» picture of the Christisn scholar, a winiature of the Chrisf-
tien life. Dr. Hodge constitutes in himself|e distinet evi-
dence of Christianity, and alike in what he writes and what
be is, vindicates the supremuscy of Protestant culture.

§2. INTANTS, INFANT BAPTISM, AND INFANT SALVATION TN THE
- OALVINISTIO BYSTEM.

It is » marked feature in Dr. Hodge's book that it does un-
usual justice to the relative importance of Lutheran theology.
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There are but two developed systems in the world that elaim
with any show of probability to be purely Biblical. These
systems wre the Lutheran snd the Culvinistie. They possess
a common basis in their recognition of the same rule of faith;
their profession of the Old COathelic faith as set forth in the
three Grenernl Oreeds; in their ncknowledgment of the doc-
trine of justification by faith and of ite great nssociated doc-
trines; and they have vast interests, great stakes, mighty
bonds of sympathy in common. No two bodies of Christinns
"have more renson for thoroughly understanding ench other
than Calvinists and Lutherans have, and no two parts of
Christendom 2re closer together in some vital respects than
consistent Calviniam and consistent Lutheranism. It s well
- worth their while to compare views.

But Dr. Hodge is not only full in his notices of Latheran
theology—he is nlsa fair. Mistokes he has made, and very
impertant ones ; bub designed misrepresentations he hius never
made. Next to baving Dr. Hodge on one's side is the plea-
sure of having him us an untagonist; for where conscientigus
men must diseuss o subject, who can express the comfort of
honorable, magnanimous denling on both sides—the feeling
that in bnﬁtlmg with each other they are also battling for ench
other, jn that grand warfare whose final issue vnll be what
all good men desire, the estublishment of truth ?

§ d, TUD WESTMINSTER CONFESSION AND ELECT INFANTS,

On various points Dr. Iodge argues apuinst the Lutheran

doctrine, or what he believes to be such, One of these points
is Beptism. On the ‘* necessity ” of Baptism, Dr. Hodge
thinks the Lutheran divines have ¢ goftened down.” On this
point he is mistaken. Qur divines, begi‘nning with Luther and
Melaunchthon, have held, and hoid to this hour, that Baptism
is ordinarily, but not absolutely, necessary., (See Cunserva-
tive Reformation, pp. 427, seq., 557, seq.) In a note (Vol.
T1L. 605), Dr. Hodge snys: “ We are sorry to see that Dr.
EKraath labors te prove that the Westminster Confession
teaches that only a certain part, or some of these, who die in
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infancy are saved ; thia he does by putting his own construc-’

. tion on the langusge of that Confession, We |eun only suy.

that we never saw o Colvinistio theologian who held that doc-
trine. We are not learned enough to venture the assertion
thut no Colvinist ever held it; but if all Calv?nists are Te-
sponsible for what every Calvinist bus ever suid, and all Lu-
therans are responsible for everything Luther jor Latherans

‘have ever said, then Dr. Krnuth, ns well as our=e1ves, W1li

huve n henvy burden to carry.’

We say in ol sincerity that we should prefer ﬂ‘mt Dr. Hodge
should be right on the question here invelved. We wish that
the Westminster Confession could be harmonized with the view,
that all who die in infaney are certainly snveclj We wish we
could be brought even fuirly to doubt that its teushings are ir-
reconciluble with such a view. We should bo glml to have it
shown that it is merely our mistaken construetion of the Con-
fession which is at fault, and that the meaning of its words, on
the principles of correct interpretation, s not \what we have
supposed. But we have seen what Dr. Hodge * never snw.”
We have seen more than one Celvinistic theo]ogmn who does

- bold that doctrine. We humbly and utterly deprecate the

pesition in which Dr. Hodge would seem to mrsxst on putting
us, if we ventare o nssert thut some Calvinists do hold it, us
if it were between him and us a question of suﬂwient learning,
ag if the guestion were, do we know mare ahuut‘ Calvinistic the-
ology than Dr. Hodge does? Dr. Hodge hus gnne over the world
of theological htemture as few men hu,ve. dona. We acknow-

ledge and reveremee in him aone of the grentest and ripest

. gcholars of our sge; bubt Apelles acknowle dgas that o cobibler

muy be authority on o sandal, And what we ghail offer in this
effort to show that we are not mistaken in our judgment of Cal-
vinistic teaching, shall be offered with the desire not fuirly to
offend against the canon: * Ne sutor ultra.”

§4. HOW ARY CONFESSIONE T0 BE INTERPRETED !

We have certainly said nothing to justify the imputation that
we think that every Calvinist iz responsible for what every
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other Celvinist snys. The caveat of Dr. Hodge must have re-
ference to what he supposes we would say in defending our
position—to wit, that it ig supported by the opinion of Calvin-
istic theologinns whom we may have seen, though he has nat.
But we do not intend o take any line of defense open to the
very just oljection which Dr. Hodge makes. Qur line of
defense is this: The Confession has gne sense ounly; this
senge is to be fixed by the acknowledged principles of interpre-
tation; the natural sense of the words, as they impress the
minds of readers, is, eleris paribus, to be sccepted in prefer-
ence to any other ; in case of dispute as to their meaning, the
different parts of the Confession are to be compared with
reference to the light they shed on each other ; if opinicna
still differ as to the sense, the usage of the authors of the Con-
- fession, of the great divines of the Church, and of their suc-
cessors, the'officiul and sworn teachers and defenders of itg
faith, are to be nppenled to, to show how the words were un-
derstood by those who used them, by those who sabseribed
them, and by the Church in general—and what is the sense
most in harmony with the logical necessities and completeness
of the system, as its defenders themsclves have understood
them. A sense fixed by these processes carrier with it a moral
probability which throws the whole burden of proof on those
who deny this sense; they must ndmit this sense, or demon-
strate its incorreciness, We acknowledge that o Chureh is to
be judged by its standards, and not by its divines, ns they add
to, take from, or change the standards. The Corfessions of
Churches ought to be guardinns of its liberties ag well ng pro-
tectors of its purity. Bui we cannot Judge a Chureh by its
gtanderds unless we have right modes of interprating the
standards. The standards can neither conssrve the freedom
nor the purity of the Church unless we can settle their true
sense, over agninst the severity which puts into them what thay
do not mean, and the laxity which takes ont of them whas they
do mean. .
Such indeed is the moral force of the utterances of the
authors and representative med of Qhurch Confessions, that
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it is sometimes urged as more than counterbalancing what

: would be, apart from it, a natural sense of the Confession.

On this principle the great Gu.l\'inistic. Synod. ;of Dm-t:,l'L uier
conceding that * the words of the tln_rd Article of ihe 1:'~
minians, us they outwardly sound und lie ba‘furc 18, Seem m1 T
good nnd orthedox,” goes on fo say: “:but inasmuch nsTtt];:B
Chrysostom long ogo suid—the heresy is wont to‘_‘ba i:]n ) f
meaning of the word, the meanins of these words is toh e Re
termined, and that from the writings and books o‘filz e h(?—
monstrants themselves.” With its proper rcfstrmtwn this
principle holds good. A confession that p,i?lahmf{ntg ;re
s ggerneal,” if those who make il are avowe.d U:lversullatn?, a3
its sense fixed by that fact. A confession [that FJhrlsf‘. is
“ diwine " means little if Socinions make 1t There is hardly
o puge of Dr. Hodge's three volumes whm.h does not .nssu[]ze
the correctness of this principle, alile in djet(_armmx.ng the
views held by other Churches, and in establishing his own.

"Tt is un the busis of the moral probability of doncurrent testi-

mony that he constantly and properly mfsumesithut he h?sl,th}e
pbility to present a correct interpretation of| the .Ga.lvmlstl]c
system. Throughout he takes the very menns, gud the unhy
means, we propose to emplny, in settling in disputed cases the

- precise meaning of the Confession of his own |Chureh, and of

other Churches. We propose no test for Gn,lviinism which we
are not willing to apply to Luthersnism. If we put o sense
on our Confession which Dr. Hodge cen prove f;o ble in con-
flict with the views held at the time of ita| framing by its
guthors, and out of harmony with the otht‘ar p'ﬂarts t?f the
system, if we shall define words initin a sense in which he
can show its authors did not use them, and in ;W}chh they were
not received by the line of witnesses who are ncknow]ed-ged.to
have been loyal to the faith of the Chureh, then shall we justify
Dr. Hodge in asserting that we have reached that sense by
puiting our own construction on its language. But, on the

other hand, if we shall fix, on these prineiples, a certain sense

- ® Agtor, Part 2, dog. ad Artie, L1II,, p, 261, Ed. Dert.
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on the familiar terms of Calvinistic Confessions ond systems
we shall feel thnt Dr, Hodge in denying thot sense is thrown’
cum.pletely on the defensive, and iz b;und to show that his
denial does not rest on his own construction, a construction
renched without the nutural aids which history brings to gram-
mar in the interpretation of language, ) N
We rejoice that for himself Dr. Hodge so unequivocall

tfﬂ{es ground nguinst the whole dark theory of infunt d&mnay-
tion. If he be right in asserting that it never follows from
the. Culvinistic system, we are glad that the system itself is
1‘e¥1e'ved from the blot; if he be mistaken in this nssertion, we
rejoice still that the Calvinism of the present is yielding ; we
rejoice the more because we believe that in yielding th?s’ the
old historically defined system yields itself; for “?e heli,eve
End 1p:'opc)'.-m to show, that logical Calvinism is involved in x;
ug};c;:;:ﬂtzni;:})gﬁ];ﬁ?nt in the whole matter of infant salvation

§5. THE SALVATION oF INFANTS DEPENDENT ON ABSOLUTE PER-
SONAL ELECTION.

The CuIvini.st-ic system places the salvation of infants on the
ground of u divine election of individuals.

HEESEER, %" To those (the elect), who die in infancy, Baptiam
se‘als t,ln? grace of regeneration. . . It cannot be doubted thu.t,thapsnuls
o'f elect infants dying in infaney, ave inserted by the Spir,it into Christ
?lther b(ffore Buaptism or at least in Baptism. , . The Bn;;tism of clst'
m_)%z:ts, is n?t :T‘n pmpty figure. . , The efect infants receive the aen]."ec
. :;I':S;E]E‘i:.'r—» Chr.xst hath ot made sntisfaction for any sin which He
e an t;h:zl on Himselr, .H‘e has tu..ken 1o sins on Himsel? except
oo .ECIJ. The remission of original sin by the blood of Christ
Du:h vi]en obt.ulned. for none except for him who js elect” To the
solie il; t?j, 'rh.sputmg of thﬁe eflicacy of Baptism, the main, if not the
P ?—Lh:.}é is, what daos it f.:o‘ufer_ on elect infants, who afone, aceord-
wﬁﬂ o e strictness ?,f ‘t;he Dwmt_z.]udgment, have u right io it (quibys
ol ¢ T jue est)f By Baptism the good things of the covenant

e gigned and senled to efent infanis as things belonging to them,”
# Qorpus Th evlogim: 1T, 449,
T OF the Teaoy of Baptism in Iafants. Mis, Saer., IL. 821,
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WESTMINSTER CONFESSION.*—" The grace promised ” (in Baptism)

s conferred by the Holy Ghost, to such {whether of age or infants) as

that grace belongeth unip, according to the counsel of God’s oun wifl.”
§ 6. INFANTS ELECT AND REPROBATE.

For the Calvinistic system distinctly recognizes * elect dn-
fants,” and thus always virtnally, aud often in gterms, the ex-
istence of * reprobate infants.” . .

CarvIN.t—* If those, therefore, to whom the Lord hath vouchsafed His
elestion, having received the sign of regeneration, depart this life before
they grow up, He reneweth them by the power of His Spirit.”

MuscoLus T— Binge, therefore, this discriminantionlof elect and repro-
bate, in new-born infants (recens nadis dnfuntibus), is hidden from our

judgment, it is nok ftting that we should inquire intg it, lest by igno-
rance we reject vessels of grace” :

MABRTYR.3—" What is to be judged of the soul of & child so killed,
having as yet not recelved the sucrament {of circumeision)? I answer

“that we, either as touching his salvation or condemnation, can affirm
nothing on cither side, For if he pertained to the nymber of the elect
50 that ho wns predestinate to eternal 1ife, tlvere is nojeanse but that he
_may be saved. But if bie were n vesael to thaf end made of God, o show
Jorth in him His wrath, and so fo be condemned, what ean we complain
of the severity of God, especially seeing we are all born the children of
wrath and of condemnation ?”

A1sTED John Henry (1588-1638) suys of Baptism.—" The children
of unbelievers are not to be baptized—the children, both of whose
parents are believers or oneof whom is a believer, ure Ién be baptized—for
the infants of believers are in the covenant, If the covennnt, which is
the greater thing, belongs to them, much more does :the sea!, which is
the less. The foith of parents benefits infants”] ‘“The mode of
federation, with rezpect to infants (we menn the in;fnnts of heliovers,
who die befors they reoch the years of discrerion) is almost hidden to us.
Yet this is certain, that in the foundntion of the covenant of grace, they
are justitied, and blessed, and hence are endowed with trne faith, Flect

n

- infants ore fulsely called unbelievers, for though elect infants whao die

in infancy, for of these we spenlk, be destitate of wh|f1_t is celled nctunl
fuith, they ore not on &hat sccount destitute of all fpith, For as they
have the Holy Ghost, it is impossible that there shoyld be no operation
of the Holy Ghost in them ; though it be secret and unknown to us.

2 XXVIIL VL T Institutes, IV., XVL, 21, 1 Loai Jommunos, 336,

# Common Places, IV, 110, || Theologin, Suholnntiun{ Didaoticn, Tanovim.
‘1018, 4to. pp. B15, 818, The copy we use isin the Library of the Univorsity of
Pannsylvania.
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Nor ean they be called unbelievers. For ns Christ is received by faith
cmly,_ and Christ is given to elect infants, as having union apd com-
munion with Him; we cennot deny that they have faith, Faith in
principle and seed, and virtually, is to be attributed to eloct infants.” #

The BW1ss THEOLOGIANS ab Dort t say: “That thers is an election
and reprobation of infants, no less than af adulls, we cannot deny, in the
i‘l;i;: c:lf)' f’ad who loves, * and Aates, unborn children (nondum nat;a anat,

). ’

CrAMTER.J-—*In (ke case of these {infants) Paul has most expressly
- estu}:lished by testimonies of Seripture, that there is mot only o pr;-
u’t:atmmfian unto salvation, but also o reprobativn. And indeed it most
either he asserted that no infants are destined to punishment, or it must
be confessed that some arc destined without respect to co-operation or
repugnance. Sinze the former {s absurd, the. second is to be held as
true” " There are two classes of mnukind who perish, some utterly de-
serted in nntural corruption, wnd ipnornnce of Diving Truth, ns the
most part of infants outside the Church.” 3 '

MArk TFrEDERIC WENDELIN {1584—1652) was one of the
greatest of the German Reformed dogmaticians, and palemies
of the Seventeenth Century, His Theologin Christiana (the
smiller work—the larger one was posthumous 1656) first ap-
peared 1634, and was reviewed by John Gerhard, to whom
‘Wendelin refers in his Theological Exercitations, 1662. In this
-very eluborate defence of Calvinism, he shova at large, that

“ Bup#ism does not change infants spiritually,” ““that none are to be
admitted to Baptism, but those who ore in God’s eovenant,” and the
“‘arpuments ore nnswered by which Lutherans prove that all infants are
regenerated in the Act of Baptism.|] *That Bapiism, ss & laver of re-
generation, is applied for the remiesion of sins, ail the Reformed
Churches tench. Bub it is one thing to say, that infants are baptized
for the remission of sins, it is another thing to say, that they are
baptized, that they may be regenceated.” § Gerhard had urged thet if
“the hypothesis of the absolute decree of reprobation stands, this affirma-
tlon can be made, not of all infants, but of the elect only, asin truth, the
Culvinistic doctors in various passages, actuully explain it”' Wendelin
1\fith perdect franlness replies : " There is no need here of inferances or of
citntions, to convinee me. Of my own necord, and freely and expressly
I confess, with Ursinus and our other tenchers, that not ull who are

# Do. 785, 1 Aota Bynod, Dordr. Judie. 40, 1 Panstrat. Cathel. TTL, viii., »

8, 11, 14,117, g Punstrat. Catho’. VIL, i, 18, 96, || Bxercitationes Theolo-
giew, Onzealis. 1052, 4to.  See tho very copious Index : Bopfismus, 9 Exercita-
tio. xxxvil, ¢ 18.
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: ht;pﬁzed, whether adults or infanis, become participanis of the grace of

Ohrist, for the election of God is most free: it is therefore a prerogalive
of the elect alone, which Baptism seals.”"®
“ With ons moutl, all the Reformed Churches teath that all the in-
fants of Christinns, draw from their nativity eriginal) £in, und throogh
it are obnoxious to eternal denth’” .4/ infants of Christiang, even
before Baptism are holy, with a federal and external boliness, on account
of which they ought to be reputed n part of the viéible Church nnd |
people of God, and as federates be admitted to the seal of the covennat.
Some infants of Christinns, even before Baptism, nay even in their
mathers” womb, not indeed by nature, but by grace, nte holy with an in-
ternal sanctity, and these infants are belicvera and regenerate. Charity
presumes this sanctity in regard to ench one, no less before Baptism,
than .after it” “The internal sanctlty is’ not | necessarily con-
joined with the federal, but in many infunis and adulis is separnted from
it. This we learn from the event; for those who wére once sanctified
never wholly lose their sanctity.”t * The case of infants born of those

" not federata is different, to whom that grace is not promised. Hence

they are not federate, and, still less regenerated by the Spiritt “In
general it is very truly ssid, of a Christinn is bern, not a heathen but &
Clristinn, s a Jew s born of o Jew, o citizea of a| citizen,"¢ “The
Word of God has no efficacy unless it be understood.| The Spirit of God
operates without the word, not only on infantsborn, but en infants un-
born.)

WesTMsTER CoNFEssION X. iii.—“Elect infunts, dying in in-
faney, are regenerated.”

§7. INFANTS WORTHY OF PEADITION.

For Calvinism holds that el infants are bound over to
God's wrath and mede subject to eternal misery ; that is, that
God might justly condemn forever every infant.

Herpeeens: | (1633—1698).—For original sin the penaléy is eternal ;
it is the pennlty both of loss and of sense, the sense |both of the worm,
nnd of the fire, thongh in some, as for example in infanis it is milder, in
others it is severer.” .

WesTassTen CosFrssion, XL, vi.—" Every sin both original. nnd

_mctual, * * * doth. in ils own nature, bring puilt upon the sinner,
whereby he is bound over to the wrath of Ged nudécurse of the law,
iind 80 made subject to death, with all miseries, apirgituul, temporal, and
glernal’®%

§8. ACTUAL PERDITION OF INFANTS ACCORDING TO CALVINISM.

Holding that &1l infonts deserve dsmnation, that the elec-

i

& Byereitatio. xxxvil, 18, +Do. I, }Do. 15 § Do.3. [Do. 8. 9§ Do. 10.
&2 Qorpus Theologim, Tigur, 1700, Feol. I 361 l .
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tion of God alone con save them from it, nnd that this election
does not extend to all infunts, Calvinism of necessity teaches
that some infants perish. .

CALvINS—% Az {o infanis they seem to perish not by their own
fanlt but by the fault of ancther; but there is n double solniipn.
Though sin does not yet appear in them, yet it is lntent; for they bear
corruption shub up in the soul, so that before God they are damnable”

“That infants who are to be saved (as certainly out of thot age
sgme are saved) must be before regenerated by the Lord is clear”” |

Holding that infants must be regenerated in order to be
suved, Ualvinism teaches that some infants -die wnregenerated,
and are lost,

Mawrynr3—* Augnstine sdjudgeth young infants to hell fire, if they
die not regenerated.  And the Holy Scriptures do seem to favor his par;
for in the lnst judgment, there shall be but only o double sentence pro-
nounced. There 3s no hird place appoinied between ilie saved nnd
condemned * * * YWe will say, therefore, with Augustine, and
with the Holy Scripture, that they must be punished.”

SpANHEEIM, the elder, in arguing against the universality of the
Divine will, that men should be saved, says: © Bither God willsto have
mercy unto the salvation of the Gentiles outside of the covenant,
whether deprived-of Zife in the cradle, in the earliest infaney, or abtnip-
ing to some age, or He does not If He does not, the universality of
His pity goés to the ground. If He does, it follows,that to numberless
opes to whom not & word concerning Christ and tne Gospel wns ever
mads known, here exisfs ¢ way to aalvation, putside of Christ and Jhe
covenant of God,” * The universnl pity overthrows the decree of elec-
tion and reprobation.g”

MoLNaros.|—" Of the infants of unbelievers” *We dara/not
promise salvation to any (infint) remaining outside Christ’s covenant,
They are indeed by nobure ‘children of wrath’ {(Eph, ii. 3), nnd
‘strangers from the covenant of promise’ (Verse 12), They are pro-
nounced (1 Corinth. vii. 14) ‘unclean,’ while that they are contrasted
with the ‘holy’ TFrom which corse, inasmuch a8 no one is freed ex-
cept through Christ, I de not find that the benefit of Christ pertains to
them,”

Cocorrus.{—"Ilect Infents” ¥ #* “nre not conceived and born ns
are the children of the Gentiles, concerning whom the presumption is
cerigin, that they, with their mother's milk, drink in godiessness unto
destruction.”

4

# Bzekiol XVIIL, Opera iv. 107, + Inatitut, iv, xvi. 17, i Common Plaoe, 1., 234,

¢ Exeroitat. de Grat,, nniversali, 4. {| Thesaurus Dieputst. Theolog. io Sedon,
Acad, Gonev. 1061, L. 212 ¢ Coteches. Palat. Qums. LXXIV.
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‘Dn. Twiss, Prolocutor of the Westminster HAssembly,—

‘Wisuras Twiss (1675-—1646) was renowned for his learuing,

his piety, and his rigid Calvinism. He was o sfrong Supralap-
sarian. e nobly represents the firmness and internal con-
sistency of the true old Calvinist. He was worthy the honer
conferred on him by both Houses of Parliament, in electing bim
Prolocutor of the Westminster Assembly of Divines.  He was
universally ellowed o be the ablest opponent Pf Armi.nin.nis?l
in that age.” His grentest work is his Vindiﬁi:e Gratise,™ his
Vindication of the Grace, Power and Providence of God. It
wes written in reply to the Criticism of Arminius {1560—
1609) on Perkine, (1558—1602).

Tiiss says : “Many infants depart from this life in eriginal siz, and con-
sequently are condemned to eternal death, on account of original &in
glone: therefore from the sole transgression of Adnm condemnation to
aternal death has foliowed upan many infants."'t

{(WraTMINSTER CoNFrsgfoN: X., iil, iv.): ¢ Elect infunis ¥ * nre snved.
* % Sp too are all other elect persons. Others not elected * ¥ cannot

- be saved.”

The dostrine of genuine Calvinism then ist that there nre
reprobate infants who are left to the total penalty which origi-

- nal ain brings and merits.

“What that is, the Larger Catechism defines (Q, 27} ;{* The fall brought
upon monkind the loss of communion with God, his displeasure nnd

. curse; 80 that we are by na'ure children of wrath, bound slaves to Satan,

and justly lizble to alf punishments in this world aid that which is to
come.” The punishments of sin in the world to come * are everlusting
separation from the comfortable presence of God, andémost prievous tor:
ments in soul and body, without intermission, in ;Jscll-ﬁre fm'ever.."
(Q. 29). In this state of sin and misery God {eeves o}l men, except hia

- elect. (Q.30). 'Ewery ein, both original and actual; * # # doth in its
. own nature bring guilt upon the sinner, whereby he is bound over to the

wrath of God and curse of the Inw, and so made sub;jent to deuth,. with
ALL the misories, spiritual, temporal, snd ETER¥AL. (WVestmuJ.str'zr
Confess. VL, G}, It is from this the “ elect infants ¥ are delivered, it is
to this the “ reprobate infants” are abandoned.

® The firss Biitlon wos pablished 1632, Falia, The une fram which we quote ia
" the Becond, Amstsedam, 1032, dto. It is in the Library of the University of
Penpsylvania. 1 Vindiem, I. 48.
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were ot fivst compelled to admit, and hus Jed them not oaly to
reject the doctrine of infant damnation, but has made them un-
willing to believe that it was ever implied in their (onfession,
and maintained by their divines. Nor have there been wanting
Calvinistic divines of the highest order, who have abandoned
entirely this part of the Calvinistic doctrine, and have nccepted
in substanee the Lmtheran view, Such were Le Blanc, and
Jurien.* Nor can we wonder at this, The Calvinistic system
furnishes no ground of positive asvurance that any infant what-
ever dying in infancy is saved. As Tmtherans, we have n clear
faith vesting on o specific covenant in the case of o baptized
child, nnd a well gronnded lhope resting on an all-embracing
mercy in the case of an unbaptized child, 5
To Calvinism the boptism zuthenticates nothing.. What it
is in ony cose, even ns z sign, is a secret bound up with
another seeret. The most that Calvinism can do in the most
hopeful ense is to cherish o presumption in charity, that the
child's purents may be elect, and o presumption on that pre-
sumption that the child may be elect, and therefore saved—
whilein the darkest case the presumption is that the class of
children it embraces is lost. The same clement in Calviniam,
which on the basis of u azeret council forbids it to affirm of any
- one particular ehild that that child is lost, forbids it equilly
to affirm of any one particular child that that child is certainly
lost : and the sort of presumption on which Culvinism argney
that o few children may be saved, is overwhelming in fixing
the conclusion that the grent mnsses of children are lost,

§ 11, BEREDITARY RIGHTS OF INFANTS.

Calvinism holds that the rights of infants in the Church ave
hereditary rights, bound up with their natural descent.
Carvin.f—" Unless God trapsmit His grace from the fathers to the
Eons, to receive new-born infanis into the Chureh, would be o mere pro-
{unation of Baptism.” “The children of belicvers) who are born in the
Churely, we say are of the household of the lringdom of God. * % Inns-
much as God hath adopted the children of believers, before they were

* Witeins, Miseell. Sser. I Exe. XIX. LXIL LXIV, T IT. Defens. do
Buerament. Opera VIIL 633,
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born, we draw the inference that they are not to be defrauded of fh@
outward sign.’ # . -
Zaworros.t—* A are to be baptized wha, on aecount of the piety of

* . the parents are believed to helong to the covenant” |

.- 'Wirsroa.[—' It is o thing confessed by all the orth:odox {the Cu.lvin-_
igts), that, nlthough it be not safe curicusly to search into the seerets:of
the divine counsels, nnd to determine many thiogs concerning the lot
of infants, dying in infancy ; yet that the preragatiuelis great, of thoge
infants, whose parenis are in the saving communion of God's covencut.”

WESTMINSTER CONTESSION, xxvil, 1 * The visible Church . . ., .
consists of nll those throughout the world thot prafess‘the true religion,
tagether with their children,” Bo Larger Cntechism, Q. 62,

.
§ 12. HEREDITARY EXEMPTION FROM THE COMMON LOT.

Hence in the Calvinistic system the children of believers
seem to be exempt from the common lot in some sense. ‘
" QALVIN.3—The propngation of sin and damnation in the seed of
Adem is universal ; all, therafore, not oue excepted, are included within.
this curse, whether they spring from believers or from. the godless. .
The condition of nature is therefore equal in all, se that they are sub-
jeet alike to sin and eternal death. That the Apustlé‘ here attributes a’
apecial privilege to the children of believers, flows from the blessing of
the cavennnt, by the supervention of which the-curse of nature is xe-
moved. The children nf believers are exempted fromithe common lot of
the human race, as they are separated unto the Lord.” ¢ Those that

. wera without (the church), were not to be admitted té baptism till they

had made o profession of fuith, But the infant children of believers, na
they wera adopted from the womb, and by right of) the promise, per-
tained to the body of the Church, were baptized.”

§ 18, JUunAIZING VIEW. .
The logical Calvinism runs out in fact inte o Judaizing

- comstruction of the covenant, and of the relation of infants to

it. ' :

- PAREwa.||—" The children of Christinns are born | Ghristinns, s the

children of Jews were horn Jewa.!" " They sore born in the covennut
and are citizens of the Church.” “ The infunts of Christians are oiti-
zens of the Chureh, ere born in the covenamh, with Efedeml grace, and,
snints of saints: as citizens are horn of citizens, the free are boru of the
free, slaves are bore of slaves.”

*0n Aots X. 47. | Opera, VIOII, 516. j De Eficas. Dapt. in Infaatib.
Miacell. 8aar, IL G614, 3 10orinth. vii. 14, Hebrewa vi. 2. | Irenicen, 262,
§ Comm. in Rem. XT. 1143, . .

8
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GunrrEr*—* Christian infants ave federates of God, parinkers of
the good things promised in the covenmnt, citizens of the kingdom of
heaven, defended by angels, nnd heirs of eternal life, Zhergfore not to be
deprived of the sign of the covenant.”

All this they ore (if elect} born to in their nafural birth of
believers, and having all this nlready, the sign is to be given
them.

§ 14. cUTPING OFF OF INFANTS FROM THE COVENANT.

- The Calvinistic system holds that the parental neglect to
- have o child baptized cuts off the child from the covenant, us
in the Jewish nation.

CALvIN.—" Inssmuch ns it Is not in man's good pleasure to sunder
what God has joined together : no one can spurn or neglect the sign,
without casting awny the Word itself, and depriving himself of the bless-
ing therein offered. Whaosoever, Baptism neglected, pretends that heis
ccntent with the bare promise, tresds under foot, s far as in him lies,
the blood of Clirist, or at least permites it not to flow {0 kis children, who
ars to be wnshed, Therefore the confempt of the sign is follewed by the
just penulty, the privation of grace, innsmuch ns by the godless divorce,
or rather the tearing nsunder of the sign and of the Word, the covenant
of God i viclated.” .

Cocoerus.f—* If they be nob baptized, there would be an abregation
of the covenant gf God, s if believers had not a promise concerning
their children, but ns if they were in the same lot in which the children
of unbelievers are.” [

§ 15, ELECT PARENTS AND ELECT INFANTS.

The presumption that infants are elest is bused upon the pre-
sumption that the parents ure elect. It is not encugh 'that the
parents are members of the visible Church, nor that before
men they sustain a good charrcter for piety—they must be
elact. ) ]

GomArTs.{—* We piously believe thai the tnfants of those who are
in God's covenant through Christ, and true believers, are nlso elect”

In the various passages we have cited, it is always the-pre-
sumption that the parents are elect and therefore beliavers;
that is the hasis of the presumption tha¢ their children are
elact. The Church membership of the parent, in itself has no
.bearing on the election of the child, except that when people

* Inatit. Thoolog. 844. | On Genes, XVIT. 14, Opers, Amstelod. 1071, p. 81,
1 Catechesis. Rel. Christ. Q. LXIV. 3 Aota Bynod, Dord. III. 24.-
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. L}
profess religion, wa charitably presume they have it, and pre-
suming that they are elect, we presume that their children may
be elect.

§16. A PIOUS FICTION.

But this presumption is but o presumption in zny ease. In

the best case the faith of elect parents that th‘eir children arve
+certoinly sanctified, rests after oll on o pisus fietion. No

parent can, according to logicnl Calvinism, have any real
gasurance in regard to any particular child, that it is elect,

ganctified, and in the covenant. )
Beza, at the Colloquy af MoNTBELTARD :* “ The [Holy Spirit exer-
cises His power in the elect alone. . . the others who are condemned,
and not elect, being left, . . The adoption is affered in circumeision,
to all who are circumeised ; but the elect nlone receive it, whose eyes
God has opened, that they may esee and be suved, The rest,to whom
God hath not vouchsafed this grace, are left to His righteous judgment:
and yeb God remains trone, The sims takes place in Baptism, which
many thousand infanls receivs, who yet are never regenerated, but perieh
Jorever.”
Beza's words, as they were generally understood, were so often quoted
against the Calvinistic system, that Christisn Beemapn (under the as-
sumed name of Muoseon) insists that they have been jjerverted, nnd that
. Beza mennt that * many thoussnds of baptized children become godless
and are lost, after they rench the age of adults.” Masson could hardly
have read the Acts of the Colloguy, or he would have seen thatia An-
drem's reply to Bezs, are these words: “ It is a very{dresdful thing to
hear you gay that many thousand infants are baptized, who are mever
regenerated, but perish forever; nor do I think therelis o single person
in thie body of hearers who will agres with you in this,” To this’ Beza.
replied not o word, Andrem furthersaid: * It is o bad thing on your
part that you lenve pious parents in perpetual doubt prhether their chil-

. dren have been ndopted as sons of God through the Baptism they have-
" received, For according to your answers. . . it cannot and ounght

not to be certainly pronounced that a baptized infant js ndopted us God's.
child or regenerated, but that it ehould only be thdught probable that

- they will be endowed with the fruif of adoption, God’s secret judgment

being left to Himself,”
To thizs Beza replied: “ Each of ns can judge and pronounee concern-

" ing ourselves, whether we be regencrate or not; but aljudgment concern-

ing others may be doubtful and false,”

* Actn Collpy, Montis Bellignrtensis, Anno 0, 1580, Tubinge, 1604. p. 479.
Do-puz dem Latein vertentsoht: Tubingen, 1387, p. B3T.
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MDMMA who bonsts tlmh it was his ¥ supremest solicitude not to de-
part o noil's breadth from the faith and Confession of the Reformed
Church,” is more candid than Masson, and stamps Andrem with the
epithet ** crude,” for his counter judgment to Beza.

Brza.7—"1If it be objected that net alf bora of faithful parents are
elect, and consequently not all senctified, since God did not elect all the
children of Abroham and Isaae, we are nob without an unswer. For
thenwgh we do not in the least deny that these things are 80, yet we sny
this secret judpment is to be left to God, and in general (unless there be
something in the wny, from which the opposite can be gathered), we
presume from the formula of promise, that they who are hurn of fuith-
ful parents, or of one faithful parent, ave snoctified,”

Zawonros:I " 'We believe that elec infants, when they are banptized,
ave not baptized with water alone, but are endowed aleo with the Spirit
of Regeneration,”

Broaw.j—"Children (born of believing parents, or of one believing
parent,) the Apostle calls “holy’ (1 Cor, vii. 14): that is pure and
seprrated to the Lord. ¥ Nor is it in the way of this, that not afl born

" of fuithful parentz are elect, for it is not for us to search into the secret
judgments of God; but we with good reason suppose all born of Chria-
tians probably elect,”

GUERTLEL.{|—" Many sprinkled with water both infants and adults,
do not obtain salvation, beyond doubt becnuse they do not receive Ba.p-
fiam enéire, but only its first nud most common part.”

Wrrs:us.JT—* Baptism does not signify nor seal, still less dees it con-
fer on afl infunts of those who are in the covenant, any common justi-
fication, regeneration and sanctification, * ¥ or remission of original
sin, either o revoesble or irrevocable remission. Butall efficacy of Bu.p-
tism, whiek involves » state of salvation, even in respect of ¢heir age, is
confined to eleet infants nlone (salis eleotis infantibus proprium).”

LeypeckER.*¥— Thefuith demanded of parents in the formula of Bup-
ism is indefinite: This, to wit that podly persons’ infunts are sanctified in
Christ. And that foith is true, although there should be here and there
en erception, . . That divine promise hesa common fruth, though
God reserve to Himaelf, according to His own power end liberty, the ex:-
cluaim of some infants. Taith . . performs its ofice when it lays
hold of the promise as it is giver, and roverently lenves to God liberty of
application. The believer jshonnd . . to nequiesce in the promise
given . . nnd to trust in it, or, in the judgment of charity to hope

# Do Varia Conditions, sub Occonom., ete. Dasilese1718, IT. 207, T Da Bpirit,
Bne. IV. 20, 1 Opera, VII. 48, ¢ Institut. Theolog. Loc. XLVII, 20,
| Institut, Thoolog. Amstelod.” 1094, Ch. XXXIIL, 178, 9§ De Efic. Bag-
tiem, Mise, Ban. II 622. @2 Do Veritat. Fid. Ref. siv. Comm, in Categh, Polat.
Tltraj. 10604, p, 327,
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well concerning this infant which is to be baptized —
this infant belongs to Christ, unless God, by a singul

121

nay, to believe that
iy decision, wills ifs

exclusion. The faith demanded of parents is not vain, . . though
here and there one (of the infants} does not belong to the election. ., ., .
although there is not an internal baptizing of exactly all infunts.”

WrsTMINSTER CoNressioN X. M. IV, © Elecf infants dylogin in-
fancy are regenerated. Bo, nlso, nre afl other efect persons. Others not
elected . . . coonot be saved.”

§ 17. RESERVE. _

Hence logical Culviniem speaks with reserve even of the cases
of infants, which are most hopeful. ¢ If the infants of be-
ligvers die in infancy before the yenrs of d1§cret1on, we have
good Aoper concerning them,” suy the Swiss theologians at
Dort.* By the law of charity,” says Pareus,t and so
through the whole. Millions of the children 6f pagans and of
other reprobates are certsinly lost, and lome, if their parents -
be elect, may be saved. We reach again the pomt to which we
came before. Crlvinism has no ground on which it cun affirm
positively and unerringly, on dts own premises, that any one
particular child dying in infuney is certainly saved. In place
of a distinct Chbristisn assurance brsed on [a positive cove-
nant, it has sssumption based on assumption, presumption
built on presumption, hopes resting on hopes, Charity con-
fessing that ignorance of u terrible secret is its mother. The
worst position in which a brighter faith can spppose o child to
be, is the best which Calvinism ean assign it,

§18. DAPTIEM AND LNABAPTISM.

Oanvimzsy rests the validity of Bnptism‘ not on what it
brings, but on what it finds:

Larren CoxrresioN oF HELVETTA. (1566)-~Why should not they
be consecrnled by Loly Baptism, who are God's peculiar people, end in
the Church of God?1

Mormwarus.d—* The Baptism of water is not, therefore, nbsolutely
necessary {o the reconcilintios of the infant and its reception into grace:
innsmuch a3 the reconciliation precedes the Bapticm, "

VoEeTius.| - The opinion of the Reformed thjeologinns is known,

% Judicin. 40. T Castigat. in quotuor Lib, Bnllam' da amisiono grat'm ot
Btatu Peccat. Heidolberg, 1813, L. vi. BOL.

t Oh. xx. Ed. Auguati, 72, Niomeyer, 518, Bodk, I, 158, IInlla Horm. of Conf. 302,

¢ Quoted by Witsius, M. 8. IT. 827, | Quoted by Wusms M B8, II 833,

|
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that the efficncy of Brptism is not in producing regeneration, but in
sealing regeneration already produced.” ‘

Wirrsrus.*—" God is not only free to confer the grace of regeneration
on-elect infunis beforz the use of Baplimm, but it ig credible that He
ordinarily does s0.”* The margin applies this “to those who die in in-
fancy,” but the text shows conclusively that Wltsma does not limib the
principle to them.

TaE Lirurey oF TEE CHURCE oF HOLLAND required puarents, pre-
senting their children for Baptism, to confess that they ‘* acknowledged
them as sonciified in Christ, and, on thel account, as members of His
Church, to be Baptized.”

§19. GRACE BEFORE BAPTIAM,

Grace in no aense waits on Baptism, but Baptism wsits on
Grace: Baptism is not o medns of Grace, but Grace is o means
of real Baptism ; in the Calvinistic System we are baptized not
~ in order to obtain Grace, but becnuse we are supposed already
to heve it.

CAnviN—" They are embraced in the covennnt from the womb.”
‘' By what right could we admit them to Bnptiam, except that they are
heirs of the promise? For unless already before it { fom anie) the prom-
ise of life perteined to them, he would profune Baptism who would give
it to them,”

" MarryR,t—"" Little ones, who troly balnng to this clection, are en-
dowed with the Holy Spirit before they are baptized.” “Nor would we
baptize little children, unless we supposed that they already belung tu
the Ohurch and to Clrisi,”

ForumEr ConFessioN orf HELVETIA (1530-32)—' Baptism is the font
of regeneration, the which the Lord doth give to his elect (electis auds).
In which holy font we baptize our infants, Especially seeing that we
ouglht godly to presunte of their election. i

Rrveros.d—* True Baptism requires thag they shall be in the covenant,
to whom it iz administered.”

AXMES | — Unless they nre to be esteemed ns membera of the Church,
they ought not to be baptized. For Baptism is, in"its own nature, the
seal of an iografiing already made into Christ, und consequently, into
His Church.”

§20. BAPTISM WITHOUT OBJEOTIVE FORCE.
According to Calvinism, Baptism has no objective force
even to elect infants.
# Mi ¢ Sae, 1T, 031,

{ Loo. Gom. IV, viii. f14in Rom. VI § Art xxi. Ed. Augusti, 88, Ed. Nie-
meyer, 112,128, Bevk, I. 55, Holt's Hermony, 303, | Ad Gones. Exero, 85, p- 420,
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Zunics CoNSENSUS,* between Calvin and the Zurich ministers 1549:
“'Whatever good i8 conferred on us by (the Sacraments) ia not by their

- own virtue, even though you cemprehend in it the promises. The

Bacraments are celled seals, but the Spirit alone is properly the eeal,”
Hripernere CATropisn.i—** Is the outwerd Bnptlsm of water that
washing awny of sin? Tt is nof, for the blood of Clrist {and the Holy
Ghost) alone, purges us from all sin,”
Boorus, § arguing against the view that children are nof members of

" Christ bqfare Bnptism, aays: “Ifthis opinion were true, it would follow

L

that the children of Christinns, no less than of Turlfs Jews, and hea-
then, should be prohibited from Buptism until they nre of o fiiting age
to make & profession of faith for themselves; for there is no reason why

 the seal of the covenant should be 1mpressed on those who hnve nothing

to do with the covenznt itsell”

Wrrsius.i—“Communien with Christ, and w1th ‘His mystic body, seams .
to preceds Baptism in elect infanks; &t lenst in the Juldgment of charity.
For as on argument for infant Buptiam, the orthodox (Calvinists) con-
gtantly say: They to whom belong. the covenant of gf’nce, the fellowship
of Christ and of the Church, and whose js the kmgdnm of heaven, ought
to be baptized. But all these things belong to eleat and federate in-

fants.™.
§ 21, DEFINITION OF mrrrsn.

‘DR. Heppe, in his Dogumatic of the Evnnglehcn.l Reformed
Church, (1861), presents the doctrines of itha Calvinistic
Ohurches, snd illustrates his text with mmhons from their

standard theologians.

TuE definitions of Baptism which Heppe gives as jpurely Calvinistie
and Reformed, are as follows: * Baplism is & sacrament, in which
those to whom the covenani of God's grace pertaing) are washed with
water in the nzme of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, that is, that to
those who are bapiized, it is signified and sealed, that they are received
into the eommunion of the covenant of grace, are i?itaeri.'ed into Chriat,
and His mystic body, the Church, are justified by God, for the snle of

. Christ’s blood shed for us, and regeneraled by Christ's Spirit.” This

“definition he gives from Poraxvs, Another and shorter ome he

furnighes from WoLLEBIUS a5 followa: “Baplism js the first sacra-
ment of the new covenant, in which to the efect received into the family

- of God, by the outward application of water, the remission of sing and

‘regeneration by the blood of Chrisi and by the Holy @m‘tt are sealed?
He gives only ong other, which is from HEIDEGGER, thus: Buptism is

- & BEnerv Bellarm., T1. 48, 1 Nisueves, Ooll. Conf. § Qu. LXXIIL. Angusti, 550,
Niemeyer, 408, 445. 3 Quoted by Witsius, 184, l

|
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the saerament of regeneration, in whick lo eash and 1o every ane embraced
in the covenant of God, the inward washing from sing through the blaod
and Spirit of Christ, is declaved and senled.

.y § 22, BAPTISM OF NON-ELEQT INTANTE,

--Celvinism particularly gives prominence to the idea that
non-elect infunta receiving Beaptism, receive no benefit,

i Zumron CoNsSEN5US, between Culvin and the Zurich ministers.—* We
" zéalously teach that God does not promiscuously exercise His power on
4ll whe receive the Sacrnments, but only en the elest. He enlightens
unto faith none but those whom He has foreordained unfo life. By the
secret power {arcauns virtute) of His Spirit, he effecis that the elef receiva
those things which the sacraments offer.”* *To the reprobate equully'
with the efect the signs are administered, but the truth of the sngna
tenches only the latter, §
" 'ZawerETUs.]—“The power of Baptism has place in the elect slone.
‘They only are baptized, not with water merely bnt with the Spirit also.
Fhough nll these things (enumerated previously) are nffirmed of Bap-
tism, and ore truly attributed to it ns the organ of the Holy Bpirit, nnd
dll who are buptized aure truly snid to become and be such Sacrameniol-
fy; yet we believa that these things are fulfilled in fuef, only in the
elect. All are hnptized with water, but the elect only, with the Spirit;
rll reccive the sign, but the efect only are made partakers of the thing
signified nnd offered through Baptism.”

- Bucar, Q—-“Incorporntwn into Christ, and the benefits which ful]mv it,
are in no wise renily canferred on the reptn‘nnte though he be lmptlzed
with water. For God efieaciously ealls, justifies, regenerates, and glori-
fies those ondy whom He has chosen and predestinated to these things.
The elect, whether infznts or adults, whether in Baptism or before Bap-
‘mm are equally jocorporsted in Ghrist.”

W’lTsrUS [—"*On such Baptism confers mothing truly good ; it signi-
fies or seala ne grace, no sulvation ; no more thean o piece of wax, with n
bermtlful stamp on if, ntinched to o blank sheet of paper—or, if. you
refer, nttached to-a sheet so defiled with blots that nothing good can be
written on it. 'Well hns Robert, Bishop of Balisbury, spid: ‘Sacra-
ments, as they are secls of grace, and of God's promise, exert their power
apiritunlly in theseonly who are sons of the promise and heirs of grace,'

§ 23. INFANTS OUTSIDE OF THE CHURCH.
- Calvinism therefore holds, thut -as infants whe ave born of

# Do Efficae. Baptis. in Inf. Misc. Sea. IT, 725, 4 Niemeyer, Collet, Conf. 106,
f-Opera, VIIL, 614, g Iustitutiones Theol. Genav. 1085, Loc. XLVIL p. 54,
|| Mizeall, Snor. IL. G18.

come adults , . . ."”
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parents who are outside of the Church, are not|of the Ohurgh,

they are not to be baptized.
- BUCAN. ¥—"Infants descended from believing andi baptized parents
are to be baptized—hut thae children of unhelievers, who are not in the

- Cburch, and the children of the unbaptized, are not| to be baptized.”

“ Arve not the little ones of the unbelievers, neglected by them, and
inken into the care of Christians, to be baptized? No, nottill they be-

- WEETMINETER Cammssmn, XXV[II. iv.—*The|infants of ONE or
BoTH believing parents ere to be baptized.”
LARGER CATECHIBM. {QU. 166).—" Baptism is nefto be adminis-

. tered to any that are out of the visible Church . . 'bul: infants descended

from parents, either, both, or but one of them professmg fnith in Christ,

nnd ohedience to Him, are ... fohe hi!.ptlzed £ f[

§ 24, CALVINISM AND ANABAPTISM.

|

". Hence Culvinism narrows to the last degrezq any real differ-

ence between its own views and those of ‘Anabaptz'ats, or

" Baptists. In stating the points of contrnversy between Cal-
_ yinists and Mennonites and other Anabaptwtsg, the Calvinist
- divines constsntly represent themselves snd the Anabaptista

as perfectly agreed, so for as the Baptism of| the children of
unhslievery is concerned.

The Calvinistic argument agoinst the Anabaptist objection
to infant Buptism, constantly rests on the theory, that infants

" have aright to Baptism only ne they possess certain spiritual

qualifications. Where those qualifieations ure not fo be presumed

*the Anahaptist ohjection stands, and Calvinism concedes it.

Thus Bonraneer,i—" The kingdom of heaven i of infants. No

- man ia received into the kingdom of heaven unless he be the friend of

God: and these are not destitnte of the Spirit of God Children are
God’s, therefore they heve the Spirit of God. Theref(re, if they have

~lrece1ved the Holy Ghost as well as we; if they be accpunted smong the
- people of God as well ns we that be gmwn of nge, who enn forbid thess
. o be baptized with weter in the npme of the Lord? "

Vax Horxe.t— There is no question between us and the Mennonites
08 to whether the infants of unbelievers, or of those wWho are ontside of
the covenant of God, are to be boptized? Tor te ﬂ‘ﬁm, bath Wz and
THEY deny Baptism. But the question is, whether the infints of thoee

€ Tustitutiones Theologicm. Genav. 1825, 824. | Sermon% on tho Baernmenta.
‘Cnmbridge, 1840, 188, { Lucubrationes in Coteches. Pnlnt.Lygduni. 1711, p. 310,

|
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who are in the covenant, or one of whose parents is in the covenant, are
to be baptized?

THE CONFRSSION 0F BoorvAnDp (1560).—" Brptism appertaineth to
the infants of the fuithful, And so we c0ndemn the error of the Ana-
baptists,”'*

Tae Larrer HeELveric QonressIoN {JHAP. xX).—" We condemn
the Anabaptiats who depy that the new-born children of the faithful are
to be baptized, For of these . . iz the kingdom of God, and they
are in the covenant of God. 'Why, therefore, should not the sign of
God's covennnt be given them § Why shall not they be initiated by
holy Beptism, who are God's own, and in the Church of God?” |
- CoxressioN oF FRanoE (1569).—"Becing that together with the
parents, God doth nccount their posterity also to be of the Church,
we affirm, that infints beiog born of holy parents [Lab. Banctis. Fr.
fidefes], nre . . tobe beptized. ” 1

TaE HEDELBERG CaTECHISM {Qu, 74} rests on the same view,—
“ Yoong children . ., . by Buptism ure seprented from the children of
sunbelievers.” In explsining the anewer TURsNUS § snys ; * All they, nnd
tley alone are to boe baptized, who are disciples of Christ, that is, whe are,
nod who ooght to be considered members of the vizible Church, whether

- they be adults professing faith and repentunce, or be infants born in the
Churel: for all the ehildren of the faithful are in the covenant, and in
the Church of God, unless they exclude themselves. Hence, also, they
nre disciples of Christ, because they ere born in the Ghureh which is
the schaol of Ohrist.”

Tue CONFESSION OF BELGI4 (1566).—We do detest the error of
the Anabaptists, who . . do also condemn the Baptism of infants; véo,
of those that be born of feith/ul parenfs.”’ ||

TaE CAXONs OF THE SyYwop oF DontT (Art. I. xvil)—*" Innsmuch
gs we are to judge of the will-of God from His Word, which testifies that
the children of the foithful are holy, not indeed by nature, but by the
benefit of the gracious covenant in which they ars comprehended with
their paren's; godly prrents ought not to doubt of the election and sal-
vation of their children, whom God calls out of this life in their in-
inncy.”

Dircksox (Professor of Divinity in the TUniversity of Edinburgh) d
1662 —“ Do not the Anabaptists err, who maintain, That no infants,
though born of believing parenis ought to be hupbized? Yes, . . .
To some infants of believers, 13 well as to others come to age, the Spirit
of Christ hath been given” §

# Art, XXIII. Ed. Augusti, 164, Nicmeyer, 364. Hall's Harm. of Oonf, 207,
+ Ed. Augusti, 72. Niemeyer, 518. 1 Art. xxxv. Bl. Angusti, 123, Niemeycr,
225,338, Hull's Hurm. of Conf, 307. 3 Corpus Doctrinm, 1012, 441, | Art xxxiv.
Ed. Aupnsti, 193, Niemayer, 384.  Beck, I, 328, Hall's Harm. of-Coual. 308.
4 fruth’s Vietory. Glargow, 1772, p. 258,
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In regard to the overwhelming majority of *he children not
only of the race, but of nominal Christendom, Calvinism holds,
therefore, that they are not proper subjects of Baptism, and
go far concedes much to the Ansbeptists practically, and in
regard to ench purticular cese of those to whom it grants Bap-
tism, concedes that it cennot prove, that before God this Bap-
tism is valid, or that it is sttended with any ‘{mlue whatever.
Culvinism grants, that it does not knotw, in any one case, that the
Baptism of an infant is more than a form, and grants that in
no case does Baptism, even as an ordinary menjna, conditicn or
bear upon the salvation of u child, What more could it grant

‘to Anabaptism without granting everything 1
§ 25. CHILDREN OF UNHELIEVERS—REPROBATE INFANTE. .

Calvinism not only exclndes the children of unbelievers from
Baptism, but exeludes them as = body from Buiivntion,

Carvin#—* When the Lord rejects him (the godless man) with Afs
offepring, there is certainly no expostuletion which we can make with
God. . . . If He therefore rejects any one, is it mot of necessity that
such an one's sced should also be accursed# . . This therefore is to be

held for ceréain, that all who are deprived of the grnlcu of God, are in-

~ clnded under the semience of slernal desath, whence 1t follows, that the

shildren of the veprobate, whom the curse of Gudfallmﬂa are subject to the
same senfence.”

THE BREMEN THEZOLOGIANE AT DoRT.f—" Bahevers infants alrmu,'
whe die hefore they rench the age in which they can receive instruction,
do we suppose, tc be loved of God, and seved, of His |. . good plensum."

- Tre THREE BeLelo Proressons, Polysoder, Thyseus, and Walmeus,
6t Dort,}—"Infants born of parents not in {ie covenant, the Scripture pro-
nountes impure and aliens from the covenant of grnf!-a »

Bierawp LUBBERT, at the same Synod, gives his decision in these

" words,—*“There js an election of infants, there is a) reprobation of in-
_ fonts . . . To the infunts of the Chureh belongs the promise . .

To the others (infants), who are out of the Church, ng promise is made.”
To this judgment the three Belgic Professors attnch their nnmes as ap-
provers.g '

Frawors Goman, at the enme Bynod, treating of * the Special Repro-
bation of men to domnstion,” layy down, as jale, the thesis $hat *no
‘one ig reprobuted, no one is damned, on account of{original sin alone :

# On Isnich xiv. 21, Opers, ITL
‘fActa Bynol. Dordr. Judiv. 83, 1 Acta Byn. Dordr. i]ﬂ. § Do, 20,

1
P



.

128 A Review of Dr. Hodgd's [January,

- consequently there is no reprobotion of infants’!  To this Gonarys
replies: “*On account of original sin alone, thers is also dammnation,
which is the wages of every sin, even of sin which is not sctual. There-
fore nlso the infants unregenerate, the infants of unbelievers, who are
nliens from the covennnt of God, are by nature children of wrath, with-
out Christ, without Aspe, without God, ns alse the infants of the world
of the ungodly, in the flood, and the infants of the impious Sodomites,
in the burning, perished, and were justly sabjected to the wrath of God
with their parents.”

MARCETUS.*—*“ Nor is it to be doubted that among these reprobated
are to be referred , , the infants of unbelievers. Forthough of individuel
pereone . . of infants born of unbelievers, we cannot and do not wish
particalarly to determine, because of God's liberty, and the often secret
ways of His Spirit, yet nll these are hy nature children of wrath, impu-e,
alien, and remote from God, withont hope, and left to themselves. God
hes revealed nothing ns decreed or to be done for their snlvation, nnd
they nre destitute of the ordinnry means of grace. So that we ought
utterly to refect, not only their salvation of which Pelagians drenm, but
nlso the Remonstrant {Arminian) theory that their penalty 4s one of prive-
tion, without gensation., The terminns to which these are predestined is
eternal death, destruction, damnation. Hence it is ftting to style this the
end or terminus, alike of the reprobation end of the crestion in time, of
the reprobate.”

§ 26, THE SECRET IMPEDIMENT,

The Calvinistic system holds thut there is o secret 1mped1-
ment to the grace of Buptism, in the case of non-elect infants.

Musorrus,—" There are impediments which prohibit the grace of
Baptism {rom having place. They are of two Idnds: one secref, the
other open, The seeref impediment is, if any one belong not to the
number of the elect, but is of the reprobate, this impedinent forever pre-
vents participation of the grace of Christ.”

Hence the Baptism of elect, and of reprobate infants, is
made indiscriminnte to keep the secret from us,

Muscorus.}—"In the Church of Christ it cannot be cbserved
that only the elect shonld be baptized. It is as in the Old
Testement, in which God Himself so inztituted the initiel sacra-
ment, as unwilling thas in its administration o diserimination should
be made by Aumen presxmption between the elect and the repro-
bate. Nay, He hath so preserved to Himeelf the knowledge of this dis-

® Comp. Theol. Obristinnm. Amatoleed. 1722, VIL xxxili. xxxiv.
T Loci Communes. Baosiliee. 1599, 330, F Lici.
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" erimination that He commanded the sncrament of His grace to be admin-

istered to nll infants, the reprobate ns well as the elec!‘. to E:au, whom
He hated in his mother’s womb, as well ns to Jacob, whum He loved
before he was born.”

§ 97. NON-ELECT INFANTS HAVE NU RIGHT TO BAPTISM.

Hence non-elect infunts have notstrictly a righ

and if they could be known it'would be wrong t
Oarvon.*—* God, by the secret grace of His Spirit
(sacrements) shall not be without effect in the elect,
they are merely dend nnd useless figures.”
@rywmys,—"* They who hove been baptized with|
also with the Holy Spirit ond fire, ought to be regn
tized."
ZawcHIDs.+—"1In the Confession of the Church of

tto be baptized,

0 baptize them.
eauses that they
Ta the reprobute

water only, not
rded as not bap-

Strasbourg, 1589,

in Article X VIIL., the prenchers are admonished, 'f;h?t they baptize no
one, except this sentence be either expressed or undersiood: '1 buptize
this person, O Geod, in accordance with Thy election, and the purpose of
Thy Will.!” ' g

Wrrarus.f—" If the most strict right of Boptism be considered, it

- &elonga only to the elect in tha verity of the thing, and in the judgment
" of God, which is ever in conformity with the truth. | For inasmuch g
- Buptism is a sign and ses] of that covenant in which He males over to

thasa who are in His .covenant, the goods of saving grace, which have
also a sure connection with cternal life, it follows thatthey who have no
right to the goods of the covenmnt, and never are to hﬂ.VE any, have no

" right before the tribunal of God to the seal of the covenant. The:

ndmlmstmtors of sncred things, whe are to act in tht‘a individual coses,

from the sole judgment of charity, £row not to dutm_r,'uwh the elect from
the non-eleet ; and thus far sin not, if also perchonce they confer baptism
on those to whom in striet right it is not due.”

GerpEs.j—" The legitimate subjects of baptisin are lhe elect and be-

' lieving alone, since the good things of the covennut can be sealed to

those only for whom they are designed, and to whoem thiey uctually come.”

It is evident, then, that on the Calvinistic hypothesis, in Baptism the
great nome of tha adorable Trinity is invoked upon what is always uncer-
tain and sometimes false, Zanchius, to avoid so shocking a possibility,
favored the idea that infrnts should alwaya be boptized conditionaily, the
vondition expressed or implied in Baptism being that it was aceording to
the election and purpose of God.| ’

© ®0n Rom. IV. 1L. Opors, VIL T Opora, vli. 286,
.} Dsefiicoo. Baptiswi in infuntib. Mise. Sacr, IL 817, g Doctring Gratie.
Duisburg, 1744, 342. { Quot. in Limberch Th. Ohr. IIL. V., probably the
pusiags we have guoted : Opers, vii. 288,
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§ 98, CALVINIEM WITHOUT A LOGICAL AWGUMENT AGAINEY
ANABAPTISM.

QOualvinism has therefore no logical ground ngainst the Ana-

.Gaptist rejection of infant Baptism.

CALvIN.*—"If an dnabaptist were disputing with you, I think a0
ather defenca would avail you, than this, that they, with justice are re-
ceived to Baptism whom God has adopted before they were born, and to
whom He has promised to be a Father. For unless God fransmit His
grace from fathers o sons, fo receive new-born infants into the Church
would be o mere profanation of Baptism.”

Brzat—"No one is to be adorned with the symbol of the family of
the Lord, except we suppose that he iz probably to be counted in that
family."” .

TreEMELLIVE AND Brza’s New Testament {—* Children of believers
gre indeed, by virtue of the covenant, holy before Baptism, but Baptism
gomes ig, s it were, o seal of holiness.”

Cragpugre.d— The principla is constantly to be maintained, that
Baptism does not confer on infants the becoming sons and heirs of God;
but beennse they are already estegmed in that place and in that rank,
before God, the grace of adoption is senled in their flesh by Baptism.
Otherwise the Anabaplistswould rightly forbid their Baptism. Unless the
verity of the outward sign belongs to them, to call them to n participa-
tion of the sign itself would be o mere profanation.”

BunnMANN.|—* The power of szcraments is not fo effeot and produce s
thing, but to signify and senl it.” ‘‘God is wont to bestow His grace
bgfors the sacraments are received—of which grace, when .they
are received, they are but the signs and tokens”

To the Anabaptists the Colvinist saye: We ngree with you
that the great mass of infants are not entitled to Baptism; we
ngree with you that Baptism in no case confers anything ob-
jective on the ehild ; the only question between us is, whether
the bypothetical sign of o hypothetical condition*shall be given
them ? As God, according to the illustration of Witsins, some-
times sets his senl to blank -paper, or puper so scribbled upon
that nothing intelligible con be written upon it, and hides from
us oll of the paper except the place of the seal, and as the
yalue of the ses) as a sesl oll turns upon the contents of the

® Contrn Westphal, p. 792.Col. 2. + Vol. I ud defens ot Respons Cnetillionir, 502
$ On I Cor, VIL 14, 2 Quoted by Witains. Mie. Soe. IL 633. i Bynope.
VI, IV, XXVIIL.
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- paper, o Calvinistic senl amounts to little more thun an en-

. . [
graver's specimen ; and, inssmach as the paper with the true

" eovenant written o it, is just s valid, according to Calviniam,

without the seal as with it, the senl seems to be of very little
nccount in any case. Baoptism is no more than o senl ab most;
the seal of empty or blotted paper, in meny cases; the seal,
at best, of o covenant, to whose force it contributes nothing; a
‘eovenant which in ne sense is made by it; n covenant which
stands in equal force without it, It ishardly worth while for
Calvinism, on such a basiz, to hold out ngninst Anabaptism,
1t is therefore not without internsl reason ti.ml:% the Calvinistic
tendency so often ran out, originally into Anabaptism, that it
became o proverb, “a young Calvinist, an old Anabaptist;”
that the Anabaptist theories so lurgely prevail on Calvinistic
goils; thot the immense growth of the Bapiist Church in
modern times has taken place where Calvinism hns been in the
ascendant; that so many Calyinists have becomL Baptists ; that

" &o many Baptists are Calvinists, and that in lthe Calvinistie

churches there is so great and growing a neglect of infant Bap-

tism. ]
f
§ 29, vHE MEANS OF GRACE IN THEIR RELATION TO INFANTS.

Calvinism ecknowledges that there are no érdinary mewns

for the salyation of infanta. !
WesTMINgTER CoNrEssion XIV.1: “The gmce‘l of faith ... is
ordinarily wrought by the ministry of the Word : by which also, and by

the administration of the saernments and prayer, it is incressed and

_ strengthened,” Flereit is implied that the Word, rea§ or hesrd, is the

wole meant by which grace is ordinerily wrought.
Calvinism ollows of no potency of the Word except o didactic one

" {XIV.2}: the saeraments ¥ gad proyer ” increaze fabh but they do net

produce it.
There is, then, ne ordingry meens for working that faith in

~ infants; without which grace of faith it is aéknoxvledged by

‘Calvinists they connot be saved. All infants’ Balvation comes,
therefore, inte the aphere of the extmurdin&ry, is without
menns, and requires unmediated divine operntiona.

THE POSITION OF CHILDREN AN AFTER-THougAT, This is

- largely connected with and solved by the more general fact,
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that Cnlvinism mekes no proper pesition for infants in its sys-
tem, but brings them ir by after-thought.

‘WEesTMINSTER CoNFEssioN, XXV, 2:  The -visible Church . .
coneiade of all those throughout the world shat profess the true religion,
iogether with their children.”

This seems to assers that children of professors are ipso faclo
members of the visible Church—and this the Calvinistic theo-
logians constantly maintsin, Profession of the true religion
puts ono set of its membera into the visible Church——uutuml
birth of these professors puts another set into it—but no unre-
.generate human being is introduced by God into His visible
Church—the sower of the fares iz alwnys the devil. Those
wha are in the visible Church in renl conformity with God’s
sppointment nre also épso facte purt of the invisible Chureh.
But in Crlvinism the law of netural descentsows tares continu-
ally in the visible Church, bringing into it non-elect children,
the children of nnworthy professors as a clags, ond often the
children of the elect themselves, non-elect children of the eleet.

WesTAMINSTER CoNFEssioNy XXVIIT. 1: “Baptism is
ordained . . . for the solemn admission of the party bnptized ina
the visible Church.”

The contradiction hers seems palpable. The Confession
XXV, 2, nsserts that the Church consists, in part, of the ehil-
dren of professors, and again nsserts, XXVIIL 1, that Bup-
tism solemnly admits them into the visible Church—that is,
the Church in part comgists of those who have not been
pdmitted into it—nand those sre sdmitted into it of whom it

ulrendy consists—or are there two admissions, one solemn, the
other not solemn? The conflict is too palpuble to have eseaped
‘the notice of Calvinistic divines. BosroN* quoted and en-
dorsed by Dr. Shaw { hurmonizes the two thus: Baptism ** does
not make them members of the visible Church, but admits them

solemnly theretc . . for the infants of believing purents-

. . are Christians and visible Ohurch members”—that is
after the Church consists of them, after they are Christinns
and after they are members, thoy are solemnly admitied to the

# Qomplets Body of Divinity, IIL 307, 1 Bxposition of the Cnnraruiun Tth,
Edinbeegh, 18558,

a
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Ohureh. The renl solation seems o us to be this, that infonts

. ol
were not thought of at this point. The writer had adults alone

in his eye: But this belief, if it be accepted, confirms our

- view, thut infants are with difficulty brought m‘tu the Calvin-

istic system—ns indeed they ave into any Bystem which on the
one side denies Pulagionism and on the other the objective
force of Baptism. It shows that baptlsm in the ecase
of infants, and in that of adults rests on exectly opposite con-
structions : You baptize adults because Bnptism admits them
to the Church ; you baptize infants because they are already
in the Church

It{ends greatly,” says CUNNINGHAN, “ to introdice obscurity and
confusion into our whole coneceptions upon the subject of Buptism, that
ws see it ordinarily administered to infants, and very seldom to adulis,
This leads vs insensibly to form very defeclive and erroneous concep-
‘tions of ita design and effect, or rather to live with our minds very much

* in the stute of blanks, so far as conceras any distinct|und definite views

upon tue subject. There is a diffieulty felt . . injaying down any

.. very distinct and definite doctrine ns to the precise beuring and efficacy

of Baptism in the case of infants, to whom alone ordidarily we see it ad-

" miuistered. And hence it beeomes practically, as well a3 theoretically

importent to remember, that we ought to form our pr]imnry and funda.

" mental conceptions of Baptism {rom the Baptism of m{dults PR £ A 11

manifest, thet the general doctrine or theory with rasi)ect to the design
and eflect of Baptism, , . must undergo some modification in its npphcn-
cation to the case of infants. One fundamental posilion concerning the
saeraments is, thal they are intended for believers, and, of course, for

. . B ] )
- believers only, unless some special exceptional case can be made ant, a3 wé

are persuaded can be done in the case of infants of bjelievers.” “ Bap=

. ¥ism is deseribed in our Coafession (XX VIIL 1), as *ordained . . to be

unto him a sign and seel’ . . It applies primarily and fully only to the
case of adult Baptism” “The fundamentsl, spmtuul blessings on

', Which the salvation of men unjverselly dapendﬁ —justification and re-

generation by feith-—are not conveyed through the jinstrumentality of
the snerameats, but , . on the contrary, they must already exist before

‘even Baptism cun be lnwfully or safely received.” # |

Dr, Cunningham, was not uncenscious of the nature of the ground on

" which he was treading, and acknowledges, to meet the fact, that * these

statements moy, ot first view, appear to be large copcessions to thaose

who oppose the lawfulness of the Baptism of infanta.” ¢

@ (oo %unninghnm ; Histor. Theology, 1804, IT. 26, 127,|144). | Do. do, 145,
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WesTMINGTER CoNFEss1oN VIII, 8: *“To all those for whom Christ
liath purchased redemption, He doth certninly and effectually apply
and communicate the same; . . . revesaling unto them, in and by
the Word, the mysteries of salvation; effectually perauading them . .
to believe and obey ; and governing their hearts by this Word! .

Here in spite of the sweeping ¢ all,” there is no considera-

tion of children whatever.
- Wesrmmnerer CoxwksstoN X, 1: " AN those whom God hath pre-
desiinated unto life . . Heia pleased, . . to call by His Word and
Spirit . . enlightening their minds spirituslly and saviogly to under-
stand the things of God.” )

Here again, in spite of the sweeping *all,” infants are not

embraced, :
" Calvinism holds, that elect infants are justified infanis; ond yet de-
fines justification sv as to maoke it impoasible to infants. YWestminater
Confession XI. 1: *Those whom God eflectually calleth He also freely
justifieth.,” (Do, vi.) “ God did from all eternity decree to justify aif
the elect, Nevertheless, they are no$ justified nntil the Holy Spirit doth
in due time nctually apply Christ unto them,”

Ereer infunts may be in any cuse justified while they are
infunts : they must be justified while they are infants if they
die in infanecy. So Calvinism allows. But the whole . confess-
ional conception of justification is one which excludes infants.

“They (the justified) receiving snd resting on him . . by faith

. . Tuaith Zhus receiving . . is the alone instrument of justi-
fieation.” . ‘

The Calvinistic answer is that adults sre spoken of, but the
anawer is the aceusntion. The accusation iz thas the concep-
tion is cne which embraces none but adults, and that conception
alone is constantly presented.

Culvinism maintsins not only the possibility, but the abso-
lute necessity of the regeneration of infants, but knows of no
mesnns for that regeneration and no sssurance of faith that any
particular child is regenerate. ¢ Eleet infunts, dying in in-
funcy are regenerated,' (Westminster Confession x. x.) but the
conception of regeneration as presented in the Cenfession

makes it inapplicable to infants.

§ 30. CALVINISTIO DOOTRINE OF THE CHURCH IN ITS. BEARING
ON INFANT BALVATION.

Cualvinism helds that out of the invisible Church there is no
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. salvation whatever, and that out of the visible; Ohureh there is
i

no ordinery posaibility of salvation. ;

MARTYR.*—* It i3 necessury that they (children) belong unto Christ
and the Ohurch, seeing, out of it, there is no snlvaticzm."

Unstnoe.f—" It Is required, of necessity, that in {thiz life they (the
eleet) be brought unto the Church, though it be sometimes even at the
very point of death.” * No mon emn be soved n}‘lt of the Church.
Whomsoever God hath chesen ond elected to the srd, which is eternal
lifa, them hath He chosen to the means ; which is the inward and out-

- ward colling,”

Vossrug.f—*Nor do we exclude the children offunbelievers alone, -
but the children of those who are open heretics: to whom Baptism
ghould be refused even though it be nsked by the parents.”

WesTMINSTER Conrrsaion X. 4— Others not slected . . cannot
be seved : much less can 'men not professing the Ohristian relipion be
saved in any other woy whatever ., . and to mssert . . . that.

they may, is very pernicious, and to be detested.” erger Ontechism,

Q. t‘m: * They who, having never heard the Gospel, know not Jesus

Ohrist and believe not in Him, cannot be saved, Christ is the Baviour
only.of His body, the Church.” Q. 61: * They only (are saved) who

are trus members of the Church invisible, !

WesTaMinsTER CoNFrssioN XXV, 1—“The. , chureh . ., invisible
consiats of the whols number of the elect.” (Dolii.)—“The visihls
Ohu'rch « . isthe kingdom of the Lord Jesus Uhl"iﬂb, the house and _
family of God, out of which thers is no ordinary possibility of sulva-
tion,” ’

These principles in their connections, f

1. Clearly exclude the entire heathen, Méhammedan and
Jewish world from salvation. It is a Calvinistic article of
faith that men not professing the Christion faith - cannot be
gaved.

2. Conneeting with this the doctrine that a3 is the state of
the parents so is the presumed state of the children inddvidual-

ly, and the certain state of the children as a| class, it follows

. that the moral presumiption is that ench child of the non-Chris-
- tian world is lost, and the moral certainty is that they are lost
-o8 @ class, It is certain that not one of them fis of the visible

chureh, ¢ out 6f which there is no ordinary possibility of sak

@ Common Places. 1 Bum of Christinn Refigion, Lond. 1443, 358, 35:’?. Corpus
Dostrinm, 1012, 380, 301, 562, 1 De Buptism, Di p. xv} p. 100,



136 . A Review of Dr. Hodge's

[JaNUARY,

vation,” and there is no evidence, no reason even, for hope
that o single one of them is of the Church invisible.

3. This looks gloomy enough, but there is still another
dark point, *The visible Church . . consists of all thosa
that profess the true religion {Westminster Confession XX VI,
i.) ¢ The True Beligion,” what is that? -Strictly construed,
Calvinism—which claims—and must for consistency’s sake claim
to be ¢ the true religion.” Confessions are meant to define
* the true religion,” in the sense in which those who make and
adhere to them define “the true relifion.”” We understand
the Westminster Confession to furnish the Presbyterion answer
to the question, What is the true religion? Does this then
mean to exclude o lavrpge part of the children of nominal Christ-
endom, as it does their porents, from the visible Chuarch, from
all presumpiion-of election, and all probability of salvation?
We are afraid that it does. Tt has never been so logically

pressed as to exclude from hope all that are not professed Cal- -

vinists, but it has baen pressed to the exclusion of Prpists,

Arminians, and the various bodies of nominally Christian

ervorists. * The true religion " seems to be aynonymous with

" what is called, XXIV. iii,, “the true reformed religion,"” by
which is meant in the Westminster Confession, as the usage
and coniroversies of the time will show, the Calvinistic religion,
as over against Romanism, Lutheranism, and the then domi-
nent doctrinal tendency of the Church of Englend. It is there

Csnid : Tt is the duty of Christians to marry only in the Lord.
And therefore such os profess the true Reformedreligion shonld
not marry with infidels, papists, or other idolaters.”

* Christians *' and **such as profess the Reformed religion,”

are one and the same thing: the inference rests on the assump-

tion of their identity. ‘ Papists” are not * Clristians,” but .

ure idolaters,” lumped with the °* other idolnters "—the major
part of nominal Christendom being carried over to the general
realm of Juggernaut and Mutnbo Jumbo,

The same paragraph further forbids morrying ° with such
a5 . . maintain damnable heresies,” and of such Christen-
endom unhoppily holds nota few, As are the parents, so are
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" the .children, to-be presumed to be; wrong-minded Christendom
is out of the Church visible and invigible, so-are their childven
85 & class, and as a class presumed bo be lost. | Al Pagandow,
-all -Islam, all the Jews, Roman Christendom, | Greek Christen-
dom (by parity of reeson), and a large part of the Protestant
- world, under the Calvinistic construction, moving out of the
ordinary possibility of salvation, the children doomed as class,
without the possibility, not to say certainty of| the salvation of
asingle one! Suorely this is & sufficient liberal provision for
- damnetion, but it is not open to the charge of being rather o
parsimonious one for salvation? :

- '§ B1. CALVINISM AND ROMANIEM ON INFANT BALVATION,

. In the controversies between Calvinists an Romanists, the
attitude of the former on the guestion of infant damnation is
-decisive, if there were pothing else, on the question in which
Dr. Hodge considers that we have made nn agsertion without
- due worrunt. The Romanists nssert that there is o Limbus
infantum, s place i the other world in which| the souls of un-
baptized infants endure the penalty of loss (damn), but not of
positive suffering (semsus). To this the attitude of the classic
Oalvinistic divines is invariable. It is 1: that elect infants
'z'u'e_ suved, though unbuptized. 2: that non-elect infants,
whether baptized or not, enter not upon & Limbus of loss—a
negative damnation, but on a hell of suffering, o positive and
‘eternal domnation. 3 : They charge it upon Rome as o Pela-
ginn error, tht she softens unduly the state of lost infunts,

* OALVIY 48D PIGHIDS.—Ons of Calvin's most dis inguished Romish
- opponents was ALBERT PreErUS (4. 1648), who wrfﬁte against bim a
-work in two books, * Concerning free will and grace,” Cologne, 1543,
He muintained * that original in in young uhiidren‘ia nothing else hut
ihe netoal sin of Adam. thet is imputed to them, snd that, properly
gpenking, there is no blemish in them of inherent sin.t#*

CALYINY, in reply to Pighius, suys: “If Pighius holds that original
§in js not sufficient to damn men, and that the secretg council of God is
“not tv be ndmitted, what will he do with infunt children, whe, before
#Du Pin's Ecelesinitical History of the Sixteonth Uuntur;‘v. Lond., 1710, Fol,
. L 427, EHerrog, Resl, Bu, XT. 802, XV. 218, TDe Btorng D i Prm li-gtina-
“lione. Tom, VIIL :ﬂll. ’ i

|
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they heve renched an sge ab which they can give any such specimens
. . [ns he demands], are snatched from thislife . . For innsmuch as
the conditions of birth nnd death were alike to inlants who died in
Sodom and those who died in Jerusalen:: and thers were no difference
in their works: why will Christ, at the lnst day, separate some to stand
at His right hand, others nt His left ?”

Culvin sssumes as pgranted, and as undisputed that the infants of .

Sodom were damned. He appesls to it as a known something to settle
a contested point, nnd after the words we have cited goes on to say:
" Who will not adore this wonderful judgment of God whereby it comes
to pass that some are born at Jerusslem, whence soon they pnss to a
better life, while Sodom, the gates of the lower regions, receives others
at their birth 7

Pighus assumed that children hove no inherent sin, in order
to prove that they ought not to be positively damned. Calvin
assumed that children are damned, to strengthen the proof
that they have inherent sin.  The damnation of infants is the
Lou sto from which Oslvin proposes to move Pighius’ world of
error. The tone of assurance in the old Culvinistic divines in
nggerting infant damnation is very atriking.

They not only do not doubt the doctrine, but they assume
that no man in his senses can doubt it. Nat only iz an arpu-
ment nos wenkened by involving infunt perdition, but infant
perdition stiffens up an argument otherwise weak. Never was
error more effectually driven to bay, in their judgment, than
when it wes shown that if that error were-granted, infant sal-
vation, or even the middle state of Limbus, would follow. The
dloctrine of infant damnation virtuslly formed n part of the
Calvinistic nnelogy of frith,

CHAMIER AGAINST THE RomaNIsts.—The name of Cma-
MiER (d. 1621) is one of the greatest, not only nmong Cal-
vinistie divines, but in ull theologicnl literature. His Panstra-
tiee Cutholicme (1626) is the ablest work from a Calvinistic hand
in the great Roman Catholic Controversy, and fakes its general
rank with books like Chemnitz’s Etamen and Gerbard’s Con-
fessio Qatholicn, Tt was prepared ot the request of the Synod
of Larochelle.* There is no difference of opinion among com-
petent judges as to its distinguished merits, nnd it is justly

& Herzog’s Roal Enoyel, IT. 632, Boyle's Dict. Art. Chamier.
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- regarded among all Calvinists as one of the highest authorities.
" The word *Catholic,” in the title of Chomier's book, and
- throughout, is used in its Protestant sunse,!as equivalent. to

* Christizn,” or ‘*Orthodox,” and by the ¢ Catholies,” Cha-
mier means especially the ** Colvinists.” It isgtha ¢t Catholics ™
agninat the ‘ Papists,” who appear in this b‘ook. In his dis-
cussion of the “penaliy of original sin,” * Chemier first states

the views of the Pupists, as three-fold: 1, “That infants

{dying in original sin) are excluded from the [kingdom of hea-
ven; yet enjoy outside of it a certain nntural blessedness.”
2. “That those who die in original sin only, are not happy,
yet endure no pain, or * penalty of sense’ (panam sensus), bud
aré punished only with the penalty of loss (pena damni), that
is, ore deprived of the vision of God.” 8. ! Others liberate

“them from thet torment {Mark ix.) “in whichl the worm dieth

not,” but affivm that the loss of blessedness will be aceompanied
by internal pain, so that their penalty will be one both of loss
and of sense.”” Bellarmine regards the third| us the most pro-
buble, but the majority of the Romon Catholic divines aceept
the second. :

In opposition to these mitigating constructions Chamier de-
clares *“the Catholics” (Calvinists) maintain thot infants alsa,

‘guilty of original sin, are by God's just sentence damned (reps

soliug originalis peccati, justa Dei sententia damnars) : and that
in that damnation they are not merely exiled from the kingdom
of heaven, but in very deed suffer thet eternal fire which is ap-

pointed for the devil and his angels (“ re veri pati ignem ceter-

num, aggignatum diabolo et Angelis efus.”") * [* ¢ There is not
merely = privation of eternal blessedness, but also real pains
in hell, loss conjoined with sense.” For the soundness of these
positions Chamier argues ot great length. _
. Mangstus acAINsT THE RoMANISTS.—Another of the great-
est names, in high renown for ability and Calvinistic ortho-
doxy, is that of Marusrus (d. 1678).1 Ho has been cnlled

® Chemisrus Confraetus sive Panstratim Cntholis, D. Chamiori thaologi summi

Epitome. Opora Fr. Sponheim. Genev. 1843, Fol, 797, 795.
t Pfaff, ete. Hoereog: Resl-Enoyl. Art. Maresive. Bayle's Dictionary: Da.
Wuloh Einleit., in Rel. Btr, auss. d. Ev. Lath. Kirchen. Th. 479.
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the Calvinistio Calovida. His life wos o life of contest against
the errors cutsida of Calvinism, and errors which tried to shel-
ter themselves within it. His grentest work is in his reply to
Tirinus, the Jesnit, who had added to his Commentary (1632)
an “ Index of Ccmtroversles on Mutters of Faith,” Maresins
first gives Tirinus in full, in his own words, and then sdde his
own strictures. Tirinus says, speaking of the * punishment of
original sin:" “In the other life, original sin, for example, in
the cage of infants who by it are unfitted for that life, is pun-
ished cternally, Tirst, by o mournful want of the society of
the Saints, and of the vision and fruition of God. Second, by
u want of natursl blessedness * * they are in prison, light
und pleasant indeed, yet of the pature of hell (infernal), in
which, under the power of the devil, they dwell to eternity.”
The cowmpletest answer to Tirinus, had it been possible on
Calvinistic grounds, would heve been n denial that infants sre
lost at all—there is no limbus for them—they pass, withont
exception, to heaven. But the answer of Maresiua is exnetly
the opposite: there is no limbus for lost infants, nothing but
hell, Meresius* says: *There are two rocks to be avoided
here: For I, We do not think that the children of the faithful
* * who die before baptism, sre to be excluded from the king-
dom of heaven,” 1L The punishment of those (children)who
are not received into the kingdom of henven, we hold to be
eternal death, not merely that of loss (in the Socininn or Papul
sense), but also of sense; hence, we rightly rejoct that third
place which omr adversaries call the Limbus of children, for
1. Eternnl denth is the wages of every kind of sin, nnd there-
fore of original sin, and so ought to be the portion of those™
(children) “ who are shut out from hesven and eternal life.
2. There ure two paths only—one goes to life nnd heaven, the
other to perdition and hell. 8. Into the outer darkness where
‘thers is weeping and gnashing of teeth—not into & ¢ lght and
pleasant’ prison, a3 Tirinos feigna—are they cast whoe are not
admitted to the joys of heaven. <. They who are not whent,

¥ Theologis Elencltiem Neva Bynepeis. Groningm, 1048, 2 V. dto, I. 538,

-
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are: assigned to unguenchable fire; To feigu o middle order,

- who are neither wheat nor chaff—neither ¢lect nor reprobate—

" neither redeemed nor unredeemed by Christ—-what is this but

to rave? 5. If even the infants who are redeemed by Christ,

" ond who are to be suved in hewsver, are not free from temporal
.denth and those paing and miseries which are penalties of na-
“. ture, why should we exempt from the pains of hell cven as to

p \ . |
sense, those” (infants) “whom Clrist did not redeem, and of

whom he sustnined neither the persons nor /penaliies on the
eross, 7. This view was the invention of Pelaging and the
sncient Pélapinns. 8. It is opposed to the v{ew of Augustine
tmd of his followers.” ‘i

* Maresiug then cites pasaages from Augustine and his disci-

Ples which teach thet unbaptized infants, even those who are

unbaptized because they die unborn, are to ?JE punished with
the everlasting torment of eternal fire”” ({gnusieterni sempiterno
supplioio puniendos). . Maresing, nfter quoting thess pussages
in his own behalf nguinst Tirinus, snys that f‘ Augustine sad-
his followers erred in seeming to bind the justifying, regenerat-
ing and sanctifying grace of - Christ to the outward sacrament
of Buptism,” und then adds: “but what they 111016 that infants,
the guilt of whose original sin God has not remitted for
Ohrist’s gake, and whom he has not weshed ﬁ“om the stain of
it through the grace of regeneration, are, fn common with
other re_’prubates, to undergo the punishment of eternal death is
most true " (quod statuunt pemam mortis eterne cum alifs
reprobis subituros infantes . . et verigsimum)."”

And even when Calvinism began to revealln mitigating ten-

'dency, it atill held for a long time firmly to the ides, over

‘agninst the Pelogianism, as it considered it, of the Church of

Rome, that non-elect infants nre damned.

On the question: *“ Whether original sin jof its own nature
merits efernal damnation, or simply excludes frow the kingdom

of heaven, ind-deprives of the beatific vision uu*?'nptized infunts 1

Lompe * assérts the former, over against the Roman Catho-

los who maintein the latfer,

* Rudimenta Theolog, Flenchtions, Bremm, 1729, p. &5,
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Resvrr. We write it with sorrow, but éruth compels us to sny
that on this point the Calvinistic doctrine is far more shocking
than that of the Roman Catholic Church, for It casts upon
the thoasands even of baptized children the shadow of doubt,
substituting in the best cases & mere charitable presumption,
for a firm sssurante, ond outside of these, leaves to eternnl
privation and eternal misery, the great mass of dying infants
who ore net ‘¢ children of the faithful.”

§ 32, CALVINISM AND PELAGIANISM.

Culvinism constently maintaing the doctrine of infant damna-
tion, as essentinl to a consistent position against Pelaginnizm.
This point has alrendy been made, in other connections, in =
number of our quotations. It'would be essy to add to them.

Srarren.—Stapfer* states the ninth objection of the Pelagizns in
these terms: “To subject infants io eternnl ponishments Sbecause of
Adam’s sin would be to denl more severely with them than with the
devil himself, or with Adam, who himself committed sin* In his
reply to this, Stapfer says: * As to the children of unbelievers we be-
lieve that they will be separated from the communion of God, and
hence in the very fuct that as children of wrath and cursing, they are
exelnded from the beatific communion of God, they will b damned.”

OALVIN AGAINST ERRVETTS. -

The controversy with Servetus comes into the same general
line of argument, and may therefore properly be introduced
here,

The whole body of Genevan. pastors, fifteen in number, Wlth
Celvin hending the list,f charge upon Servetus, as one of his
errors~—the errors which cost him his life—that he asserts that
*he dare condemn none of the (infant) offspring of Ninevites or Bar-
barisns to hell (fufurum gehennam) becanse, in his opinion, o mereiful
Lord, who hath freely token awny the sins of the godless, would never
so severely condemn those by whom no godless act has been committed,
and who nre most innocent images of God,” and further he infers that
“all who ara taken from life a3 infants and children are exempt from
eternal death, though they be elzewhere called aceursed.”}

*# 1natitut. Theolog. polemic. Tiguri, 1716, IV. 517,
1 Rafatatio Erroram Michnelis Sorveti, Opern, Tom, VILL, 560. 1 De. do. BUT,

: divine justice”
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§ 83. CALVINISM AND ARMINIANIEM, ON THE ELECTION AND
"REPROBATION OF INFANTS, AND THE INSANE,
OASTALIO, THE FORERUNNER OF ARMINTANISM.

Carviv AgarNerT Casrarro. CArvin * wrote with great
bitterness aguinst CAsrarIo, whoe had been his friend, but who

speedily showed the working of the tendenclea which matured

at & later peried unto Arminianism: f

* You deny that it ia lawful for God, except for 1|njadeed, to condemn
any human being. Nevertheless fumberless inlants are removed {rom
life. Put forth now your virulence against God, who precipitutes into
eternal death harmless new-born children (innov.{ba feetug} torn from
their mother's bosoms, Your masters, Servetus, Plghms and such-like

- dogs [aimiles canes), say at least that before the World was created spme

+were condemned whom God foreknew worthy of destruction. Bub you
will not concede that He devotes to eternal death sy except those who
for perpetrated evil deeds would be exposed to penalty under earthly
judges . . . Youdo not hesitute to overturnithe whole order of

It is in meeting objectors of the school of Onstglio, CanvIN T says:
“ Whenee hath it come that the full of Adam hath/involved in eternal
death so mooy nations with their infant children without remedy, un-
lesa, becnuse it so pleased God? Here the tongues that have been so
‘yoluble it becomes to be mute. That the decree i5 fesrful, I confess:
yet no men can deny that God foreknew before He created him what
end man should hzwe and foreknew it beceuse He had so ordained it
by His decree.” Thera are those born ameng men, devoted {rom the

womb to certain desth, who by their destruction glunfy God's name.” |

ARMINIUS,—When the element of oppnmbmn to Calvinism,
which had smouldered in it from its begmnmg, broke into =
light flame in Arminius (1560-1609), the dmnation of infunts

‘wag one of the firat points of assault on the jene side, of firm,

repeated statements and defense on the other. The fiercer
struggle which followed the death of Armi‘uius, ig full of il-
lustrations of the unrelenting tenacity with which Onlvinism
held es essentinl to sound doctrine the realit[y of infant repro-

_ bation and of infunt damnation. Arminies,/the pupil of Beza,

2Da uucullu Dei Provnduntm (L658), Opera, Am.telodam, 1667, Tom. VIIL
64d, 645,
T Institmt. Lib IIL. XXIIL 7. Opers; IX. 264, Compared with Fotherstone's
Traoslation, Bdinburgh, 1587, 1 Do. do. g 6.
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who wna Culvin's grentest seholar, nad of  Grynsmus, was high
in repute in the Church of Holland, and in 1604 as successor
of Junius, became Professor of Theology in. the University of
Layden, and received from the hand of Gomarus the Doctorate.
Chosen to defent the system of Culvin nnd Beza, his more
coreful examination of the system led him to veject it, His
learning and his mildness are beyond oll dispute. His desire
was noi to magnify the points of difference between himself
and the Calvinists, but to reduce them in bulk, and to soften
them in tone 28 much as possible. In 1608 he was summoned
before the Orders of Hollund and commanded explicitly to
" state his views on the ductrmes in dispute. In stating the
views of the Oslvinistic divines, which he controverted “a
they are embraced everywhere (passim) in their own ertmgs
he notes that they hold that * the children of the faithful and
holy, God leads to salvation by a shorter way (th:m this of
uduits) if they depart this life before they come to riper yenrs;
that is to say, if so be (nimirum siquidem) they belong to the
number of the elect (whom God alome knoweth).”

“The means of the exeoution of reprobation to eternal
denth pertains in part to all the rejected and reprobate (whether
they reach adult life or dic before they reach zt), partly to some
only. The medns common to the whole iz desenr lzan s the
means peculiar to seme is hardening,”'*

THE CONTRA-REMONSTRANT (CALVINISIIO) RESPONSE. 1611,

The statement of Arminius ng to the Calvinistic doctrina of
infant reprobation was never denied—on the contrary every.
reference to it shows that there was no disposition to dispute
its correctness, The doctrine might be pallizted in the mode
of statement, but as to the fuct involved vhe Calvinists and
Arminians do not differ. The Calvinists in their Response,
1611, say: '

u .As sleck of God are also to be esteemed (habendos) . . the children
of the covenant, 50 long as they do not in fuct (reipsa) demanatmta the

% Tho dofense is given in full in Jagers : Hist. Eoolas. Sen. deo, Sapt, Tabingm,
1691, Ana. 1608, pp. 301-328.
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- contrary, wherefore, faithful parents should not doubt concerning the

salvation of their children, when they die in infancy”
This is the theory we constantly meet thh' Firat, that it is
to be presumed that all the children of the| elect are elect ;

*8econd, thatthe presumption is often shown to be groundless by

the after life of these children; third, that this presumption,
often fullacious and never certain, is the onlyjrefuge of parents

“who love their children—they are presumed to be elect, and as

they die before they can “in fuct demonstrate the contrary,”
the presumption, such as it is, is left in full foree,

§ 34. THE SYNOD OF DORT.

The National Synod of Dort, 1618, 1619,. was meant, if

possible, to unite the entire Calvinistic Churches ngainst the

" common foe. At the outstart it was not so much Arminians
who charged Calvinists with teaching infant| reprobation and

dumnation, as it was Culvinists, who charged on Arminians, ag
a deadly error, thit their principles legitimately led to & denial

>_ of this doetrine, though the Arminians had not yet consistency

or courage encugh distinctly to make the deninl in an unre-

_served form:  For so strong was the current| of Calvinism in

regard to infunt reprobation and infant damnation, that even
the Remonstrant Arminians could not directly set themselves
wholly against it. The Arminians at first acknowledged o sort
of negative hell for some infants (the pema damn’), and the
Calvinists, over against this, argue for a positive one (the
pena sensus),  Over agninst tlus Arminifl; tendency, even
with this softening und spirit of concession, the uttersnces of
the divines at Dort were of the most decidedkind. Infant re-
probatien, and the actunl damnation of il]f&l‘lts, were nsseried
in munifold shapes, and in all the public discussions of that
body no Calvinist of any land uttered o worll of doubt or of
mitigntion, There were points on which diﬁ]'ereuces ere ex-
pressed, there were feelings aroused which threatened the very

" continuance of the Syned, but there was o happy harmony in
- regard 6o infont reprobation.

"I THE SYNOD OF DORT ON THE BAPTIEM OF PAGAN INFANIS,
—A¢t the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Se?siona (Dee. 1, 3,

|
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1619,) the guestion of the Baptism of the infonts of heathen -

-who come under Christinn control was- discussed. At the
Twenty-first Session (Dec, 5) it was determined: * that they
should by no means (nulle modo) be baptized before they at-
tained years of diseretion.” *

. Tep OrriordL JUDGMEGNT SET FORTH DY THE ARMINIANG AT
Donrt,—At the Twenty-third Session, Dee, 23, 1619, the Sententis, or
Official Tudgment on Predestinntion signed hy all tha Remoastrant di-
vines present, was read by Episcopius, Tiwo articles in it ran thus;

IX.: © All the children of the faithful are sanctified in Christ, so that
not one of them, dying before the use of resson, perishes; in o wite, on
the contrary, are even some of the children of the faithful, dying in in-
funcy, before any sin of act {actuale) committed in their own person, to
be counted in the number of the reprobate, so thet neither the holy
laver of Baptism, nor the prayers of the Church can in any wey profi
them to salvation.”

How sharp and clear is the antithesis. The Calvinists hold
thet spme of the infants of the faithful, to wit, the elect chil-
dren, are sanetified ; the Armininns declare that all are; the
Culvinists hold that some infants of the faithful perish; the
Arminiuna declars that wone do; the Calvinista tought that
there wera infants, to wit, reprobate infants, to whom neither
Baptism nor the prayers of the Church brought savieg blessing,
The Arminians declurs that there is no such class of infints.

But the Arminians saw that the constant hypothecnting of
the death of the nfants left the vital centre of the guestion un-
tonched, On the Calvinistic side such a hypotheenting seemed
to imply that the death of the infant in some influenced its
election ; wheress, in fact, on the Calvinistie theory the child’s
denth bas nothing to do with its election.  An absolute elestion
does not take into regard the death of the infant at all, If
the adult life of the children of the elect shows, that many in-
fants of the elect, who live, are among the reprobate, it equally
shows, that many infants of the elect who die are among the

@ Anthor Anon—aqui interfuit Bynodo. @iven in Jiger, H. B. 1610, 314,
Breedt, IIL, 37. In the Asts Syoodi L. 40., the decision iz given under Ses-
siop XIX,
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reprobate, for the two clnsses ave exnctly niike before an bso- -
“lute decree. Al Calvinists, even those of the gentls type of
*+Dr. Hodge, are compelled to scknowledge that there are non-
- pleet or reprobaie infants ; that is, that the non-elect or repro-

bate are such always; such thongh unbornj; such ot their

JDirth; ond through their whole infency. Only the milder

class hold, that such infunts slways grow up po the age of re-
sponaibility—no non-eleet infants ever die, nccording to this

‘new school of Calvinism. It has found oub part of God's
- secret of fore-ordination, It is, thatinfant denth is the seal of

infant election ; the death of the infant is the true sacrament

. of its adoption—DBapkism is not, The Arr}niniuns met the
_ fullzciouns hypothecating in their next nrticle, which reeds thus:

“ o children of believers bnptized in the numelof the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, while they ara fiving in the state of
infaney, are to be counted among those who have been reprobated by an
shaolute decree*

It will be noticed, that the Arminians confine their state-

ment to the * children of the faithful,” but these, when bap-

" tized, in no case, equally if they Live, ns if they die, are to be

counted nmong the reprobate. With the W wd of God, with
pure antiguity, and with an nverwhelmingT majority of the
Church of Christ in all ages, the Augustinisn portion, no less
heartily than the others, the Arminians, regarded Baptism in o
light in which Calvinism completely u.ntl—AJugnstmmn here,
cennot regard it, a8 the evidence in the infant of a present
state of grace.

A recent writer T has praised Calvin for Qenymu, that in-
fants dying unbaptized ave dpan facto lost. That wag well in
Culvin, so far, but that writer has failed to|note that just in
proportion ng Culvin weakens the sesumption that non-baptism
proves that o child is lost, he wenkens the fn.lth thut! a beptized
child is saved—that if non-beptiam is no ewdquca of o child’s

. damnation, baptism is no evidence of its salvation. Calvin's

theory involves the certain demnation of the majority of the

# Acts Synedi, 113, Brauwdt, ITL 84.  { Lecky : Rationalizz in Europe. Rev.
Edit, New York, 1872, I. 367.

|
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infants of the race, and does not claim that there is difstiuct
evidence even in' the most hopeful case that any pm’tfeu]a.r
child is saved. It does nmot widen the probability of infant
salvation, as Lecky supposes, but narrows it. It does not
exalt infant salvation, but simply lowers Baptism. N
THE ARMINTAN OmALLEN@E.—The Armininns urged an explicit
reply : It hos been given out among the common people thet we have
fnlsely represented the doctrines of the Contra-remonstrants. :
If this be true, let them na plainly and flatly tenounce ihose t%uctrmes
oy we 4o ¥ Wo especially (unfoe) desire to know‘frum this veoer-
able Synod,'whenher it acknowledges n3 its own doctrine and the doc-
trine of the Church, particularly {(nominatim) what ie asserted . -
concerning the creation of the larger part of m:fnk:'md for de’:';tmctmn,
the reprobalion of infants sven though born of believing parents.” T e

So simple -and direct s challenge could prol.)eﬂy allf)w o
but two answers. One would have been “the views of infant
reprobation, you reject, we reject also.” ) The orther would have
been, 't the views you reject, we meintain,” The answers ak
Dert all Test on the second position, and are expressed in far
stronger terms than the Arminians had employed. They-ctete
the views from which the Arminians dissent.

Dowe 18 Poriric.-—There is, however, o marked difference
between two clusses of utterance in the Synod of Dort. Tlfose
that were meont for the great public are enutious nndh.l.l_lu-
give in the framing. The truth wus too palpable to 'DB. denied,
nor did the men of Dort desire to deny it, but they wished to
avoid the odium of unmitigated statement. On thc—.: contrary,
the statements mesnt for the Synod itself, and for its theolo-
ginns, are clear, sharp, and cruel,

Of the former class, is its First Conon :I '

“XVII, Inaemuch ns we must judge of the will of God from His
Weord, which festifies thel the children of the faithful ore h?ly, not
jodeed by nature, but by benefit of the gracious covenant, wherein ther,

% Agty, 119, Brandt, IIT, 190. | dets, 121, Brandt, TI1. 83 .

1 Aots, 252, The Coanons nro givenin Latin in Awgusti. Corpus, Lib. S.yn‘nh.
Ecoles. Reform, Blberfeid, 1827, 108-240.  Niemesor: Collect, Confeer, LI[‘BH:B.,
1840, 000-728, They are given in Enghish in Hall'a Hprmony. of Qonfessiona.
Tond, 1844, B530-578; in Germsn in Heck's Bnmmlung GSymb. DBuesher, Neu-
gtadt, 1845, I. 344,

(18747 . Systematie Theology. 149

.together with {heir parents, nre comprised, godly parents onght not to
doubt of the election and salvetion of their children ywhom God ealls out
.aof this life in their infancy.”

The impression produced by these words on & plain veader,
divested of the key to their sense, is entirely illusive. He sces
indeed that they imply that the infants of pagans, Jews and
oll non-Christiang ave lost ;- that they offer no hiope to the in-
faunts of merely nominal Christians, and that within the Calvin-
istie Church itself they confine the hope to thla children of the
“fnithful,” of believers, of thoae ** comprised | within the gra-
cions covennat,’” “the godly.” They menn therefore thas
‘within the visible Church itself there is no ho!pe in regard to
the great mass of children. But the plain freader will per-
‘haps need to be told that though we “must judge of the will
of God from Hig Word,”” Cualvinistic theology [rests on o ‘¢ will
of God" which is not revealed in His Word] what the West-

‘minster Confession (IIL iv.) calls * the secjret counsel and
good plensure of His will,”" and that this i the very will in-
:volved in the election of infunts. The plajn render may peed
-to be told that the * holiness of the .children iof the faithful,
of which Dort epeaks, is one which involves of necessity neither -
‘ehange of nature nor election, but exists equaily in the cases
in which the children of the faithful grow up iiﬁto manifold re-
probacy. 1f it meant more it would bring the| Calvinistic sys-
-tem to the ground, for if all the children of believers are regene-
rate; nll of them are elect; and ns some of the childven of be-
levers dis unregenerate, it would follow that dome of the eloct
fell finelly from prace, and with their full, Calvinism ftself
would fall. Tt is the old theory aver ﬂ.g&iu—[—a. presumption

‘resting on o presumption, and begetting o presumption that

some dying infants, nobody knows which, may|be saved.
But the disinpenucasness of Dort has gone yes forther. After giving

‘whak it styles *“ the plain and simple explication of the Orthodox doe-
- trine," it denounces certnin nllegations of the Remonstrants. One of

the charges thus denounced is that Calviniats hold tlm:t " many innocent

infants of believers are torn from the brenats of their mothers, aod tyran-

nically plunged into hell”* The official paper of fthe Remonsirants.

_® Aolg, 376, Augusti: 930, Niemeyer, 722. Walt: 570. Bock: 503,
' 10
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published in the acts of the Synod of Dort show that they did .nnt. make
the cbarge thet Calvinists held that “many * infants .of believers are
lost, but that they disavowed for themseives the doctrine that any are
lost, and nsked the Synod to espress itself clearly on this point. Th.a
rhetorical flourigh sbont “innocent infants torn from the hrenstfa of their
mothérs,” was not used by the Remonstrenis at all before i'.].na Syr.l‘od.
When they used it they simply quoted Calvin. (See * Colvin ngainst
io,” airendy quoted).

Gu;tgél:;ulnmennﬁl;lg of t{m evasive words of Dm:t was ab once pqintec}
out by Episcopius as being this: “ The repmbntfa infants cff the fghhfu

are not ‘innocent,’ but guilty, and God in cu.stmg_ them into hel[,’ ,d“ocs
not nct ‘tyrannieally,” buk exercises only the just rights of & ruler. "

Dorr 158 caNpid.—The official judgments of the theslogians
of the various States represented at Dort, fix with the greatest
precision the meaning of its Canons, und of the various terms
of Calvinistic orthodexy.

The theologians of Great Britain, in nddition t‘u whn.h. we have
quoted, suy: ¥ The thesis that there' is no election ufmfu‘ucs, in the'sen.se
that there is no election between one and the others, ns 1%' all were indis-
criminntely saved, is o hypothesis without any found?twn whatever to
rest on (nec wilis fundamentis nititur),” ’.i‘he.y quote with np?rovul,-nntl
as nuthority, Prosper’s worde: ¢ There is o dxstmc.hmn made inregard to
infants by God’s jndgment; some are taken os heirs, and ntherfi passed
by aas debtors,” + The Bwies theologians, T the Bremen theologinns,d as
wo have seen, wrote in the sume vein, and need not be guoted nfeEnud
m'li‘ie Third Part of the Acts of the Synod of Dort efnbrnces Fhe judg-
ments of the theologinns of the provinces. We have given the Jngment
of the three Belgic Professors,|; m;ui' of Lubbert, and Lubbert sigos the
poper of the three, and the three sign the puper of Lubbert, as if they
could not get encugh of signing such dz?h.cmus'docume,:lts. We gave
T,ubbert's Thesis that “some are lost for ongmx_ﬁ sin 0{11):. ~ We ndd the
sole proof, which he gives of the Thesis: * Th%s 'Z{'he::sm is proved bﬁf the
destruction (interitus} of many infunts who die in infancy, out of the
Church and out of Christ."—1f

We have also quoted Gomnrus.#* None of these judgments give an

uncertsin sound on infant domnation. But these are not u.}l. TEE
DEPUTIES OF TEE SYNOD OF SOUIH Hor_mnm,ﬂ mark the pom.ts very
clensly: .4l infanis are liable (ob-na;r:.ym) o e!crﬂﬂl' dam?mtm:l;, on
account of original sin, and that reprebation ey o place in balwvera_ c]n(-
dren alss, who live to adult years, is clearly proved by Holy Seripture

#® feamen Thesium, tActs Judieis, 10. 1 Do. 40, 4 g De. 63,
| Acts, ILL 10, 11. g Do, 20. % Do, 24, 20, De. 80,

. % Do, 01,
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-and experience. But wheilsr this same (reprobation) has a place also
in the infants,of believers, who die in infaney, without netuel sins, is &
‘question which they (the Deputies) think is not too |nicely (curisse) to
be examined inte ; but inzsmuch as there exist in Holy Scriptures, testi-

¢ monies which talke nway from believing parents all oc tnsion {cnusam) of

doubting concerning the election and salvation of their infants, they
think that these (testimonies) are to be aequiesced in.] Hers comes up
‘ngain that appailing fenture of the old Cnlvinism—ive ara to aequizsce
in the teatfmony of the Word, thongh the secret counssl may make that
testimony an illusion.

T'HE TEECLOGIANS FROM DRENTHE * nre no less explicit: * We aro
now to speak of infants, under which (sub guibue) we embrace alie adulfs
who Aave been insane from their birth {aduttos mente ab;emnrdiu vite alien-
afos}, that i3 to sey, of these infunts who die in infaney. We give our

-Jndgment (stafuimus) thut the infants of unbelievers| dying in infancy,
are reprobate. . , ., The infants af belicvers, though they die in in-
faney. could justly be reprobated by God and laf in their misery, if
God willed to use His right. Motwithatanding (infevim) Jaithful parenta
eun conceive o snre Aope {certam epem possunt cnncipe{'e) conperning the
‘selvation of such little infants (infuntsrumi forum); for we do not read
in Beripture that such were ever reprobated ; on the c:ontrnry, the Serip-
ture testifies of God’s good affection to such # F

The infants of the reprobates, dying in gnfu‘ncy, are repro-
bate, and those who are insane from their birtj;h, are involved
in the some principles. These men hold that a part of our
race born in insenity, living in insonity, and dying in insanity,
are damned, nnd to this view logioal Calvinism can offer no

reply.

§ 85, SEVERITY OF THE CALVINISTIO ésrmirm._

The terrible earnestness of the Calvinistig fecling apainst
Arminiznigm, complicated and inflamed by political animosities,
did not axhnust itself in theses, judgments, canons, condemna-
tions and denuncintions. Tlhe State was for the time o thee-
cratic instrument of the divines. The Arminiin congregations
sere forcibly seattered. They were forbidden to worship God
in public. Their professors and pastors were deposed and bon-
ished. The bunishment was so sudden that those at Dort wera

~mot allowed to return to their homes to bid forewell to their

loved ones, or to arrange their private nffairs. Grotius and
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Hogerbeets were sentenced to perpetusl imprisonment in the
castle of Lovestein. QOver the derd body of Ledenberg, who
had committed suicide to nvoid, as it was thought, the ferrors
of the rack (Sept. 28, 1618) sentence wae pronoutced May 15,
1619; the body was drawn upon o sledge to the gibbet and
hung upon it.
veldt, one of the founders of the civil liberty of Hollund, was
heheaded. The awful severity of the character of God, ss the
Calvinistic system construed it, reflected iteelf in their conduct
toward those whem they regarded as His enemies; the system
whieh held that o babe unborn might justly be sibject to sternal
puins “ without remedy,” would not spare the blow which pres-
trated the men who made battle ngainst the system which
involved theee views, which Culvinists of that day cherished as
the very truth of Ged.

§ 36, THE CONTESSION AND APOLOGY OF TUE ARMINIANE AND
THE CALVINIETIC OENBURE,

The * Confession” of the Remonstrants, written 1621, by
Episcopius, appeared in 1622, It was answered by four of the
Leyden Professors, in a * Censurs.” The * Censure” drew
forth o defence (Apologin) of the Confession from the pen of
Epiccopius. The Arminien Confession says: ¢ God has pre-
pared in His beloved Son a free remedy for all.” To this the
Censure replies: “ If they mean this, even of all them who
die without actual sin of their own, we see not how they cun
deny that they are Pelagions.”

In their reply to this the Remonstrants say: ® This passage
shows that our adversaries believe that absofute reprobation per-
tains not only to the infants of the Geniiles, but is to be ex-
tended to the infants of those who are in the ecovenant, and
believers ; and, however they may wish to seem in any case to
think centrary to this, that is to be understood only of the
judgment of charity, not of faith."*

Tgr APOLOGY OF THE ARMINIANS in anpther passege stntes

* Apologis pro Confossiono—contra Consurpm, 1630, 4to, 87, 6, (It ir signifi-
cint that noithor the nomo of the printer nor of the p'noe of publicatiod is given.)

The nged statesman and potriof, Olden Barne-
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the position of the Calvinists as convayed in !this guestion:;
“Why shall it be thought nbsurd or wicked tolsay, that God
not enly wills of His good plessure to deséroy, but also to
“.devote to the inner torments of hell the larger part of the
-humpn race, muny myrinds of infants torn from‘ their mothers’
breasts ? for these ors the horrid inferences which the schoal
“of Calvin rears on those foundations, which cansequently the
Remonstrants look upon with their whole soul full of aversion
“nnd abharrenege,'*# ‘
- The Apology of the Arminians was aiewered by Triglend
- (1652-1705} in his Antapologia.t .

- § 8T, THE GREAT OALVINISTIC DIVINES AGAINST THE ARMINIANS,

: - The grent masters in polemic not only grant{that Calvinism
“held the damnation of infants, but strive toioverwhelm and
- defeat Arminianism for not holding the doctrine,

- OLOPPENBURGH: “This dispute has drawn into the question in regard
0 infunts dying ia infancy; nlthough the Remonsirahts themselves do
‘nof dars to put into heaven the infants horn outside the covenant of
i grace, of henthen and unbelieving parents, nor to aélmit; them to the
ommunion™ of grace and glory: because the Apostle too clearly pro-
ounces that they are “unelean’ children. 1 Cor, vii,[14.” ks

“Election embraces all the mon-reprobates, whether adults or in-
unts: and it is an impious exception of the Remnnstrhutﬂ, who exempt
the infanta of the heathen from belng subjeets of reprobation * # * and
-pre.fer_to put on an equality the infanfs of unbelieviné heathen sod of
“beliaving Christinns.” § * The nature of a gracious covenant is destroyed, .
~when the infunts of the henthen are put Bpon an equolity with the in:
‘funts of fithful Christinns, They (the Remonabrants) ithemselves admit
that tho infants of heathen are left by God in a condition of naturs; de-
rived of the good of grace nud glory, to be condemngd, ot lenst to that

ternal denth which they define as the © peaalty of loss {pana damni).’

Here, us in other cases, Calvinism asserts 4 positive dam-
-nation of eternal pain for henthen infants, o:er agninst the
modified and negative loss which Arminianism donceded.

Tar Dear anNp Dump awD INsaNE.-—But t‘he ingenuity of

. W5, 0, 1 Mnatright s Theor. Pract, Theol, Trojeoti ad Then, 1725, p. 1060,
Waleh : Bibl, Theol. Balect. T. 428; IL 540, 530,
I Bxere. Bop, Loo. Cowmm, Theolog. Franek, 1663, De. Elee. grat. 1, 24
" § Do, Lingug de electione, Dirpust, IT, S
i
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these terrible 0ld logicians bas not exhausted itself, with the
mystery which puts the immensely lurger part of infants into
the ranks of the reprobate and domned. They go to o hapless
part of the race, whose condition even beyond that of infants
touches the heart with the saddest pathos. Cloppenburgh®
further makes the charge against the Remonstranta :

“They also exempt without eweeption, all deaf and dumb persons, nnd
the insane. (Surdos alqie Amentes).

“ For experience shows o distinction between one clogs of the denf
and dumb, who by sigas and pious works wanifest (spirgnt) an inward
devotion, and enother class, in whom sin revenls itself, reigning through
the works of the flesh. ¥ * These latter we believe ore left dend in sins,
under just damnation, through the law of nature,”

It is well for the reader fo veeall the fact that when Clop-
penburgh wrote, tha possibility of renching those born deaf,
with the Word, wos almost unknown. A fow isolnted attempts
bod succeeded in the long nges, bnt their sucoess was regarded
a8 mirncnlous, or treated as a fable, and whether ea mirscle or
fuble, soon forgotien. Jerome Cardan (1501—1576) had as-
serted tha possibility of teaching the deaf and dumb. To Pedro
Ponce, o Benedictine monk of Spuin, belongs the honor of first
attempting to actuslize the possibility; to Juan Panlo Boret,
another monk of the same order, belongs the honor of publishing
the first book (1620) ou the subject. Cloppenburgh's argitifient
(1592—1652) implies that he knew nothing of this possibility.

Of the idiotic, insane, and mad, he says, “a distinction is to be made.
There are those whom an evil conscience nnd reprobate mind, by God's
just judgment, drives to madness, like mad dogs (ui canes rabigsss)

who, unless God heals them, cannot be counted with the non-reprobate.”
. MoLINFUS AGAINST THE ABMINIANS,.—PETER MoLiNasUs
(Dumenlin) 1568—1658, was cne of the grentest divines of the
French. Calvinistic Church, and was deputed to attend the
Sycod of Dort. The prohibition of Louis XIIT. prevented his
attendance, bat did vot prevent his promulgating and defending
the decrees of the Synod, and obtaining for them the sanction
of the National Synods of Calvinistic France. In the theo-
logical chair at Sedan, he was the great opponent of Amyraud

# Locus de Electione, Disputal, II.
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-and the other professors of Sanmur, who were charged with o

kind of Semi-Arminianism, He has been reéaI‘ded as ‘‘one of

the greatest writers and the first polemic of [his age.” In his

- Dissection of Arminianism,* he apent with & defence of God’s

dealings with man, thoroughly characteristic of old Calvinism.

“If any one were to crush an ant with his foot, 1o one could charge
him with injustice, though the ant never offended ﬁlim, though he did
not give Iife to the nnt, though the ant belonged to nnother, and no res-
titution could be made, and theugh between the ant and men the in-
equality i not infinite, but a cartain and fnite proportion’

In ail these aspacts, he argues, the case is jstronger for God,
“if He should harden sinful men whom He might save.” “The
offapring of the pious and faithful are born with the infection
of original sin"+ “As the eggs of the asp are deservedly
crushed, and serpents just borm are deaerve&ly killed, though .
they have not yet peisoned any one with their bite, so infants

- are justly obnoxipus to penalties.,”’f Molinseus answers the

Arminian position that Christ by His death obtained reconcilia-
tion for all, by objecting that it would then follow * that all
Infants born outside of the covenang are redonciled, and have
their sins forgiven, and that hence no greater blessing could

be conferred on them than the merciful cruelty of cutting their

- throats in their crodles, (quam si quis eos elementi crudelitate

i ounis jugulaverit)."§ Molineus’ suggestion holds with equal
foree agninst Dr. Hodge's view that all dying|infants are spved.
The two together would imply that any men can make the
election of an infant sure in the dreadful manner suggested in
the bloody age in which Molinzus lived.
<" Tb him, whom God hates From the womb, He dobs not give suficient

- . ond saving grave. Hence thers are thoss whom! God rejects with »

spiritual rejection, before they bave done unything of good or evil. Hae

-toes not therefore give them sufficient merns to faibh and snlvation, for

this ceunot be harmonized with hatrad.” |
. The same views of infant reprobation are pressed over ngainst
the Arminiang, by Molinmua¥ in other ploces

. ®Anstome Armininniami. Lugduni Batar, 1621, dte, p. 2. T Do., p. 36.

"1 P48, g P.16l. | Da., 28, T Thesaurus Sedouonsis Gen
., 280, : o, 1601,
2 Vola. 4to, I, 197, e
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BURMANN AGAINST THE ARMINIANS.
BURMANN.*—* The Remonsirants do evilly, who, though they do not
dare, on account of 1 Cor. vii, 14, {0 put them in heaven, vet acknowledge
no reprobation gf them, ¥ * but assign them rather a middle state and
penalty of loss; ns also other, both of the anecients and moderns, grant .
heaven to them, in the fuce of 1 Cor. vil, 14, and Rom. v. 14"

GUERTLER, AGAINST THE ARMINIANS.

GuerrLer (1654~1T11) in arguing agninst the Arminians,
BOYS : '

“Denth comes even unto infants; jfor wilthout reason, und contrary
to Paul's decigion, Bpiscopius exempts from the namber of those who are
to be punished, TNFANTS and IDIOTS (infantes el fatuos).” +

That. our readers may clesrly see what it is that is con-
demned, we will quote the passage to which Guertler refers.

Ermscorrus: “The Scripture represents thot misery (of demth or
domastion and sin} as universal, 8o 88 to involve the whole human race,
that is ail men and every man, to wit, in whom that misery can have
just plece ns penalty, - Jafants therefore, as such, as also idiote | fatues),
the insane, the mad or those destitute of the use of reason and free will
we zre unwilling to comprehend in thet number, . . ., Theyare
liberuted from that death by special Divine groce”

GuzrTiER has been explicit enough, but he makes assurance
doubly sure, by proceeding in the next paragraph to say:

* By ‘death’ is understood, death tempornl and denth eternal} ind
this Intter is the uncensing (perpetuus) sense of dire tortures (dirorum
crucintum}, inevitable to those who see not the facs of God, so that the
Seholnstics, following Lombard, wrongly teach that infanis, on account
of sin, poy the debt of Ioss only, not of sense.” The sentence of Loat-
nano, which Guertler cites, is ss follows : *Not, therefore, for the actnal
eins of their own. parents, nor even for the actusl sins of the first parent,
but for original (sin) which is derived from the parents, infants will be
damned ; henee they will notendure the peralty, materizl fire, or that of
the worm of cohscience, but will be deprived forever of the vision of
God.' § This mitigation Guertler rejects, and closes the paragraph fol-
lowing, with the decisive words: ** God hath ordnined (Statuit), that we
should be born corrnpt, or that we should sin, becanse Adam hath
sinned, and wills that we should die, becnuse we sin *||

¥ Synud. Thoolog. Genev. 1678, L2560, § Tnstitut. Thouleg. Amstelad, 1604,

pp- 188, 150,
} Tastitnr, Theolag. Lob. IV. Sask. V. oh, I Operz Amstelod. 1850, p, 401.
3 Lousans, Sentat, L. IL  Dorl. 43, 1, B, i Sea alao Gueriler do.'do., p. 202,

nod the citatizug he gives from the Remonstrant's Confeasions.
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§38. THE ARMYNTANS AGATNET THE CALVINISTS,

The Arminian defenses constantly urge ng‘ainsb the Calvin-
ists their doctrine of infant reprobation. It is one, they say,
of which Calvinists muke no seeret, so far as the children of
the non-elect, pagan or Christian, are concerned, and which
the eandid allow involves that some children leven of the elect
are lost.

Erpmcorros.—" Those who believe that absolule election and absolute
reprobation pertuin to infants dying in infaney, whether they be Gen-
tiles or children of those who arc in the covenant—lto them the uncer-
tainty (whether they shall grieve or rejoice ovey the death of their
children) is very moirnful, for the fear of reprobation fir outweighs

t

* the hope of election, since the number of the reprobata is far greater -
- than that of the elect: hence it is clear that an un

utternhle grief mey

veadily nrise from such n death,”#
. GrorIvus shows that in certain nspects the Calvinists de-

- ported as completely from the  Catholic faith,” in regard to
. infants, as the Pelaginns did in others. IF the Calvinists did
- not hold, with Augustine, that unbaptized jinfants nre lost,

neither did they hold, ss Augustine did most tennciously, thot

- all baptized infanis are certzinly saved. He stutes the Cal-

vinistic doctrine thus: * That eome infants, dying in infancy,
and who, ss children of believers and baptized, are deliversd

_ to the torments of hell on sccount of origipal sin.""}

“ Ualvin says that of those who have rested on ths breasts of the Enme
Cliristinn mother some are borne to heaven, others thrust dewn to hell,
without respect to their having or failing to have Buptism: to wit, by
virtue of that decree, by which God hath decreed, not by permitting

- only, but also by willing, that Adam should nenessn!rily full, and that so

F

meny nations, with their infant children, shounld through that full be

" brought to eternal desth without remedy, When Calvin himself ealls

this decree ¢ fearful ! (Aorribile), he gives it toosoft b nome {minus quam
ren est dimit)’} .

Liynorom (d. 1712)—*The Contra-remonstrnats {the Calvinista)
teach that criginsl sin merits the etornal punirhment of sense, or the
‘eteraal torments of the fira of hell, so that many infents dylog in in-
fancy ars to e tortured forever in the fire of hell Thus in common

% Respongio od LXIV. Qumat, 35. T Disquisitlo do dogmnt. Pelogion. Opern,
Loodini, 168Y, IV. 376,  {Rivet, Apologet. Disgnss. Opora, IV, 684,
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{oommuniter) the Countra remonstrant divines teach concerning the chil-
dren of unbelisvers who die in infaney. As regords the ehildren of be-
lievers they do not openly set forth their judgment. Some sny in ex-
Ppress words, that the distinction of election and reprobetion exists in
their case nlso, and, therefore, some children of believers, dying in
infaney, are to be enst into hell. Such is the view of Parwns, Zan-
chius, Perkins, and Dontellok, Arthnr Hildersham, aiso on Psalm
‘L. Lect. 55, suys: It is clenr that Grod hath declared His wrath sgainat
the sins of infants by pursning with His hutred not their sins only, but
also their peraons, (non fanium . . ipsorum peccafn sed ef personns,) Rom.
ix. 11, 18, nor merely by inflicking on them corporeal penalties, but also
by casting them into hell. And to put beyond ell doubt that he is
speaking of the children of belisvers, in apenlking, on Rom. ix., of the
children of believers, he says: ‘It is a damnable error that all who die
in infancy shall certainly obinin the heavenly heritage; on the con-
frary, he (Prnl) decides that many infanfs are vessels of wrath and fire-
brands of hell (titiones inforni).! Others, not daring to confess this
openly, cover the hideousness ( fedifatem) of their position with ambign-
ous words, by saying that we, in accordance with God's revealed will,
expresspd in this formula of the divine covenant, and in accordance
with the judgment of charity, ought to rezard s elect all the ehildren
of believers, ns embraced in the seme covenaont with their parénts,
But ns they hold that the secret wilt of God is often contrary to His re-
veeled will, and that we are okliged sometimes to beliave, accutding to
the revealed will, what is false according to tha amecret will: and ng
many sccording to the judgmentof charity are to be esteemed elect, who
ars in fuct nob elect, it is evident that thareis here no certitude of fiith,
and thet they have devissd this, only to diseuise their opinion, whose
hideousness they desire, ns far as they cnn, te conceal.”#

§80. THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY, (1643—15.)

But perhaps the Westminster Assembly, which embraced in

its Confession the particulsr type of Calvinism to which Dr.
Hodgeis bound, und of which he is, indisputably, one of the
noblest representutives—perhaps this Assembly moy have been
marked by special mildness—and mitigating its logic by its
gentleness, may have qualified the rigor of the older view?
Such o supposition could only be made in ignorance and in
irony. The Calvinism of .the Westminster Assembly was in
no respect milder than that of the Synod of Dort. Its pro-

* Theologin Obristinna. Amsterdam, 1700, Lib, IIL Ch. V. iii, p. 187,
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locutor, Dr, Twisa, Dr. Thomas Goodwin, | one of its very
grentest members, and others, were of the extremast Supralep-
sorion gchool, that school of which distinguished Oulvinists of
8 milder type have spoken so severely. ‘Thomes Cose, one of
its most esteemed members, was 8o zeslous for religion, as he
understood it, that in a sermon before the Oot’n't Martial, 1644,
hesaid: * Noble sirs, imitate God, snd be merciful to none
!:hu,t*hn.va ginned of maulicioug wickedness, "’ meaning the Royal-
ists. '

Dr. Philip Schaff says of the Westminster Assembly: ¢ The
Presbyterians wers opponents of all tolerance, and were ag
urgent for o generel uniformity as the Episéopﬂlians had been
under Elizabeth and Charles IT. They reg‘arded freedom of
conscience and tolorance as culpable indiffedence and ‘treason
toward revealed truth.”t+ The writings of | the Westminster
divines, and of ull the esrlier school whieh followed in their
footsteps, sustrin the sense we have given to; the Westminster

~ Confession in regard to infunt damnation, These writings are

in English and ensy of access, and we nesd mot therefore
swell our testimonies with them. The meaning of 2 Confession
when it is made, remsing ita menning forever—and hence the
vital importence of the enrliest writers, the |authors of Con-
fessions, and the original interpreters, expounders, and defen-
ders of them. It is the meaning these wWriters put upon the
Calvinigtic Confessions, not one imagined by ourselves, which
we have given them ; and on the express langungs of the Con-
fessions, and of these witnesses, we rest our case. . P, K.

® Newl’s History. of the Puritans, ii, 301.
. '} Hertzog: Art, Westmingtar Synods, Vol. XVIIT. 56,



