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 It is amazing the lengths to which men will go to teach that the Word of God does not now mean 
what it once did. Prejudice, bias, and man-made traditions influence many folks far more than God's 
inspired Word. It is sad that people can become so blind to the Sacred Scriptures that they claim to follow. 

In commenting on Romans 6:4, William Barclay says: 
Now, when we try to understand what Paul goes on to say, we must remember that baptism in his time was 
different from what it commonly is today. It was adult baptism. That is not to say that the New Testament 
is opposed to infant baptism, but infant baptism is the result of the Christian family, and the Christian 
family could hardly be said to have come into being as early as the time of Paul. A man came to Christ 
as an individual in the early Church, often leaving his family behind. 

First, the validity of Bible baptism has nothing to do with the period of time in which the apostle Paul 
lived. New Testament baptism is only for those who believe (Mark 16:16), and infants cannot believe in 
God and His Word. 

There is a sense in which baptism was different in Paul's time to what it is today. In Paul's day, people 
understood that they had to repent from their sins (Luke 13:3) in order for their baptism to be valid. 
People were taught that they could not live in their sins and be pleasing unto God, thus, the act of baptism 
does not make sinful things right (Col. 3:5-10). All understood baptism to be an immersion, and the 
apostles never suggested sprinkling someone for convenience's sake. 

Second, the New Testament is indeed opposed to infant baptism! There is no Scriptural authority for 
infant baptism. One will search the New Testament Scriptures in vain for a command to baptize 
infants. Neither will one find an approved example of the early church baptizing infants. Promoters of 
infant baptism only assume there were infants in the home of the Philippian jailer as the Bible certainly 
does not so teach (Acts 16:30-33). 

Of course, those of liberal persuasion have never concerned themselves with the authority of the 
Holy Scriptures. This leaves the door wide open for man to do what he desires to do. It allows man to 
subscribe to the theory that "the Bible doesn't say not to do it." Man must, however, seek God's 
authority in doctrinal matters. The Colossians were admonished, "And whatsoever ye do, in word or in 
deed, do all in the name [by His authority, MLW] of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father 
through him " (Col. 3:17). It is only by recognizing and submitting to Bible authority that we can all speak 
the same thing, be undivided, and "be perfected together in the same mind and in the same judgment" (1 
Cor. 1:10). Such is impossible left to the whims and wishes and will of man! Denominationalism is the 
ungodly fruit born of contempt and disrespect for the Word of God! 

Third, infant baptism is not the result of the Christian family, but it is the result of man substituting 
for a "thus saith the Lord." Infant baptism occurs only when one is ignorant of what God has said, 
chooses not to believe what God has said, or does not care what God has said. 

The Bible teaches that "without faith it is impossible to" please God (Heb. 11:6). The Scriptures 
also affirm that "belief cometh of hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ" (Rom. 10:17). Such being 
true (John 17:17), can an infant be a believer? Can such a little one "hear" and understand the Word of 
Christ? Absolutely not! The act of baptism has no meaning whatsoever to an infant. An infant does not 
submit to the act of baptism; the act is forced upon the little one who in all probability will scream and holler 
to protest such treatment. 

What need does an infant have to be baptized? One who believes the Bible realizes that "each man is 
tempted, when he is drawn away by his own lust, and enticed. Then the lust, when it hath conceived, 
beareth sin: and the sin, when it is fullgrown, bringeth forth death" (James 1:14-15). Can an infant be 



tempted? Can an infant "lust?" No one in his or her right mind will argue that such is possible. 
This leaves only the Calvinistic theory that a baby is born a sinner and is thus doomed and lost. 

Does the Bible teach such? No! Does the perverted NIV dynamic equivalent translation teach such? 
Yes! The NIV rendering of Psalms 51:5 says, "Surely I was sinful at birth, sinful from the time my 
mother conceived me.” This isn't even a 32nd cousin to a valid translation that says, "Behold, I was 
brought forth in iniquity; and in sin did my mother conceive me." It is clear that the sin belongs to the mother 
and not to the newborn infant (cf. Ezek. 18:20). 

The act of baptism that Paul proclaimed and practiced is just as binding and valid today as it was then. 
The inspired Word of God has not nor will ever be invalid or obsolete. 
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