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	TRAPPINGS OF POPERY (PART TWO): 

	- Infant “Baptism” -
	- Baptismal Regeneration -

	“And I heard another voice from heaven, saying, 
	Come out of her, my people...” (Rev.18:4).

	BY SHAUN WILLCOCK

(From the Introduction at the beginning of Part One)
  Many Christian churches, and Christian individuals, have retained various trappings of Popery, either out of ignorance, or because they view them as mere trifling matters, or because they simply cannot bear to part with them.  Christian man, Christian woman: you ought never to play the part of ungodly Achan, hiding any “goodly Babylonish garment” in the midst of your tent (Jos.7:21)!  The embellishments of Popery should never be retained by those who, by sovereign grace, have clean escaped the clutches of that mystical harlot.  Rev.18:4 says that the Lord's people must fully “come out” of Popery; but alas! many flee from this “Babylon” like Rachel fleeing from her father's house - with her father's gods hidden amongst her possessions (Gen.31:19,34,35).
  We must examine these trappings of Popery.  Come out - truly out - of Babylon, have nothing to do with the harlot or her ways!

	Infant “Baptism”
  The doctrine of Infant Baptism, both as to its subjects and its mode, is a trapping of Popery that is practiced in vast numbers of Protestant churches, and has caused immense harm.  It should rather be called infant sprinkling, for it is not immersion, and the meaning of baptism is immersion; but because the phrase is commonly used this way I will retain it for simplicity's sake here.
  Much has been written and preached about this issue, and much will yet be written and preached about it, for men who know the scriptural truth about this matter will always earnestly contend for it against this insidious trapping of Popery that is maintained by so many Protestants.  John Gill perfectly described it when he wrote: “infant baptism is a part and pillar of popery; that by which Antichrist has spread his baneful influence over many nations” (Gill, Infant-Baptism: a Part and Pillar of Popery, pg.2).  Gill was absolutely correct in this assertion.  In the paedobaptist Protestant denominations and churches, the Papal Antichrist has retained a foothold, and frequently much more than a foothold, through the Popish practice of infant baptism.  No matter how sound a church may be in other matters, as long as it retains infant baptism it can never be truly free of Popish influence, and without any question whatsoever this false doctrine paves the road to Rome in this day of ecumenicity.
  As Gill so correctly wrote: “But it is not only a part of popery, and so serves to strengthen it, as a part does the whole; but it is a pillar of it, what serves greatly to support it; and which furnishes the Papists with one of the strongest arguments against the Protestants in favour of their [the Papists’] traditions, on which, as we have seen, the essentials of popery are founded, and of the authority of the church [of Rome] to alter the rites of divine worship: they sadly embarrass Paedobaptist Protestants with the affair of infant-baptism, and urge them either to prove it by scripture, both with respect to mode and subjects, or allow of unscriptural traditions and the authority of the church, or give it up; and if they can allow of unwritten traditions, and the custom and practice of the church, as of authority in one point, why not in others?” (Gill, Infant-Baptism: a Part and Pillar of Popery, pp.13,14).
  Now when we examine the teaching regarding infant “baptism” in various Protestant churches, we see just how much Romish doctrine has been retained by them: first, as to the subjects; and second, as to the mode.
  As for the subjects of baptism, the New Testament is absolutely unambiguous: the only people who are proper candidates for baptism are believers in the Lord Jesus Christ: those who have heard the Gospel, believed it, exercised faith in Christ and repented of their sins; those, in a word, who have been saved.  Never once, in all of the New Testament, do we read of any infants being baptized.  And why not?  For the simple reason that an infant is not able to profess faith in the Lord Christ, and to repent of his sins in such a way that it would be made known.  Hear the words of Holy Scripture:
  Jesus said, “He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned” (Mk.16:16).  Peter said, “Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins” (Acts 2:38).  And it says, “Then they that gladly received his word were baptized” (v.41).  It says in Acts 8:12, “But when they believed Philip preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and women.”  The Ethiopian eunuch asked Philip, “what doth hinder me to be baptized?  And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest.  And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God” (Acts 8:36,37).  And it was only after the jailor believed on the Lord Jesus Christ, and was saved, that he was baptized (Acts 16:31-33).
  There is no record anywhere in the inspired Scriptures of any infant being baptized.  In the early Church only believers were ever baptized, never infants.  Infant baptism was a human innovation that was introduced later.  And at the time of the Protestant Reformation in the sixteenth century, the Protestant denominations that were formed at the time retained this Popish practice.  And they retain it to this day.  It is a part and pillar of Popery; it paves the road to Rome.  By this means the Papal Antichrist retains a foothold within these denominations.
  And as for the mode of baptism, again the New Testament removes all doubt: it is not by pouring a little water on the head, or sprinkling the head, or forming the “sign of the cross” on the forehead; it is by immersion only.  The Greek word, “baptizo,” means to dip or plunge or immerse.  That is proof enough.  But more than that, the Scriptures show that this is exactly what was done.  “And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straightway out of the water” (Matt.3:16): obviously, then, the Lord was in the water.  “And John also was baptizing in Aenon near to Salim, because there was much water there” (Jn.3:23): if John merely poured or sprinkled, he would not have needed much water.  “And he commanded the chariot to stand still: and they went down both into the water, both Philip and the eunuch; and he baptized him.  And when they were come up out of the water” (Acts 8:38,39):  if Philip was merely pouring water on the eunuch's head, they would hardly have needed to go down into the water.  “Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also should walk in newness of life” (Rom.6:4): only immersion can symbolise death, burial and resurrection.  “Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him through the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised him from the dead” (Col.2:12).
  If language has any meaning at all, then beyond any shadow of a doubt the Christians of the first century were immersed in water.  No other mode was known to them.  And again, any rejection of this mode in favour of something else is to retain a Popish trapping —  and sadly, countless Protestant churches have done just that, and do so to this very day.
  John Gill, after describing the various ceremonies used by Papists in the administration of infant baptism, wrote: “infant-baptism itself, though two or three doctors of the church [false “doctors” —  S.W.] had asserted and espoused it, yet it was not determined in any council until the Milevitan Council in 418, or thereabouts, a provincial of Africa, in which was a canon made for Paedobaptism and never till then.... And Austin... observes that it was not instituted, or determined and settled in or by councils; that is, as yet it was not, though it afterwards was in the above council confirmed by the said pope; in which council Austin himself presided, and in which is this canon, ‘Also it is our pleasure, that whoever denies that new-born infants are to be baptized, --- let him be anathema,’ and which is the first council that established infant-baptism, and anathematized those that denied it; so that it may justly be called a part of popery: besides baptism by immersion... was first changed into sprinkling by the Papists; which is not an indifferent thing, whether performed with much or a little water, as it is usually considered; but is of the very essence of baptism, is that itself, and without which it is not baptism; it being as Sir John Floyer says, no circumstance, but the very act of baptizing... who observes that aspersion, or sprinkling, was brought into the church by the Popish schoolmen... and our dissenters, adds he, had it from them; the schoolmen employed their thoughts how to find out reasons for the alteration to sprinkling, brought it into use in the 12th century... sprinkling received only a Presbyterian sanction in times of the civil war, by the Assembly of Divines; where it was carried for sprinkling against dipping by one vote only, by 25 against 24, and then established by an ordinance of Parliament, 1644... and that this change has its rise from the authority of the Pope, Dr. Wall... himself acknowledges, and that the sprinkling of infants is from popery.... so that infant-baptism, both with respect to subjects and mode, may with great propriety be called a part and branch of popery” (Gill, Infant-Baptism: a Part and Pillar of Popery, pp.11-13).
  The commandment in Rev.18:4, “Come out of her, my people,” is a commandment to the Lord's people to come out of this false doctrine of the Romish harlot no less than any other!  Paedobaptistic Protestants can write all the books they like, and preach all the sermons they like, in defence of infant “baptism,” but they can never, ever escape or refute the undeniable truth: infant “baptism” is completely unscriptural and utterly Popish in origin.  It should be rejected with detestation by all true Christians.


	Baptismal Regeneration 
  Some Protestant paedobaptists (who do not deserve the name of “Protestants,” for they are Popish at heart) retain more than merely the false Romish trapping of baptizing infants, as unscriptural as that is in itself: they actually go further and retain, in addition, the utterly heretical notion that the baptism of an infant (or, for that matter, an adult) actually regenerates that infant or adult.  This is the soul-damning Roman Catholic heresy known as baptismal regeneration. 
  According to Popish teaching, when a child is “baptized” he or she is actually regenerated; born again.  Listen to the official statements of the Council of Trent: “If anyone denies that, by the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is conferred in baptism, the guilt of original sin is remitted... let him be anathema” (“Decree Concerning Original Sin,” para.5).  “If anyone saith that baptism is... not necessary unto salvation; let him be anathema” (“On Baptism,” Canon 5).  “If anyone saith that little children, for that they have not actual faith, are not, after having received baptism, to be reckoned amongst the faithful... let him be anathema” (Canon 13).
  And Rome’s official Code of Canon Law states: “Baptism... is necessary for salvation.... By it people are freed from sins, are born again as children of God...” (Canon 849).
  “Baptismal regeneration” is the official doctrine of the “Church” of Rome, and it is a diabolical, soul-damning heresy!  It causes the one so baptized to trust in his baptism, not in Christ.  Regeneration, or the new birth, is the work of the Holy Spirit alone; it cannot be brought about by the application of a few drops of water to a person’s head.  Jesus said, “that which is born of the Spirit is spirit”;  and, “The wind bloweth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh, and whither it goeth: so is every one that is born of the Spirit” (Jn.3:6,8).  All the elect of God are regenerated by the Holy Spirit in His appointed time; and it is a secret work of the Spirit, who blows where He wills, unseen by men.  In regeneration the Spirit gives life to the soul; He gives a person a new heart; and that person then repents, and believes on Christ for salvation.
  It is true that Jesus said, when talking of these things, “Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God” (Jn.3:5); but the entire context shows that the “water” He spoke of was not to be taken literally.  The “water” here symbolises the spiritual cleansing that is conveyed through the Word of God, as the instrument the Holy Spirit uses in regeneration.  This is clear from a comparison of these words with other parts of Scripture, such as Jn.15:3, Eph.5:26, 1 Cor.4:15, Jas.1:18, and 1 Pet.1:23.
  Now, certain so-called “Protestant” denominations, notably the Anglican and Lutheran, actually retain the soul-damning Popish heresy of baptismal regeneration!  Take note of the words of the Anglican priest, spoken when he “baptizes” an infant: “Dearly beloved, forasmuch as all men are conceived and born in sin; and that... none can enter into the Kingdom of God, except he be regenerated and born anew of Water and of the Holy Ghost; I beseech you to call upon God the Father... that... he will grant to this Child that thing which by nature he cannot have; that he may be baptized with Water and the Holy Ghost, and received into Christ's holy church...”  And in prayer, the priest says: “We call upon thee for this Infant, that he, coming to thy holy Baptism, may receive remission of his sins by spiritual regeneration.”  And afterwards the priest says: “Seeing now, dearly beloved brethren, that this Child is regenerate...”
  Now it is possible for one to carefully interpret these words to mean that regeneration is spiritual, and not brought about by the act of baptism itself, but rather brought about by the Holy Spirit at the very moment of baptism; and indeed this appears to be how many men who were associated with the Anglican institution in times past chose to interpret them.  It is still utterly false doctrine to assume that a child, at the moment of baptism, is spiritually regenerated; but my point here is simply that they understood that regeneration is spiritual, and not brought about by the water itself.  But be that as it may, the language is such that vast numbers of people have been completely misled by statements such as these, and have believed, as they watched a “baptism,” that what the minister was in fact stating, as he baptized the child, was that the child was born again by the act of baptism itself!  Indeed, this is precisely what vast numbers of Anglican ministers have really meant by these words!  The doctrine is so close to the Popish one that multitudes of Anglicans have given a Popish interpretation to the words, and have believed in “baptismal regeneration” as a result.
  But it gets much worse than this!  It is possible to give a different interpretation to the above words if one is very careful; but there can be absolutely no mistaking the meaning of the following words: in the catechism, to be learned before one is “confirmed” (another Popish trapping itself!), the priest asks who gave the person his name; to which the reply is, “My Godfathers and Godmothers in my baptism, wherein I was made a member of Christ, the child of God, and an inheritor of the kingdom of heaven”!  And later, when asked how many “sacraments” there are, the reply is: “Two only, as generally necessary to salvation...”!  This is nothing but the soul-damning Romish heresy of “baptismal regeneration” —  proclaimed by a so-called “Protestant” church!
  Very true are the words of John Gill on this point: “and this pernicious notion still continues, this old leaven yet remains even in some Protestant churches, who have retained it from Rome; hence a child when baptized is declared to be regenerate; and it is taught, when capable of being catechized to say, that in its baptism it was made a child of God, a member of Christ, and an inheritor of the kingdom of heaven, which has a tendency to take off all concern, in persons when grown up, about an inward work of grace, in regeneration and sanctification, as a meetness for heaven, and to encourage a presumption in them, notwithstanding their apparent want of grace, that they are members of Christ, and shall never perish; are children and heirs of God, and shall certainly inherit eternal life.  Wherefore Dr. [John] Owen rightly observes ‘That the father of lies himself could not easily have devised a doctrine more pernicious, or what proposes a more present and effectual poison to the minds of sinners to be drank in by them.’” (Gill, Infant-Baptism, pg.19).  Indeed, considering the eternal consequences for so many multitudes who have dropped into hell trusting in their “baptism” instead of in Christ, we can easily discern the hand of Satan in the creation and promotion of this evil doctrine.
  C.H. Spurgeon contended against this Romish trapping in a sermon he preached in 1864 entitled “Baptismal Regeneration.”  How true are his words: “I am not aware that any Protestant Church in England teaches the doctrine of baptismal regeneration except one, and that happens to be the corporation which with none too much humility calls itself the Church of England.  This very powerful sect does not teach this doctrine merely through a section of its ministers, who might charitably be considered as evil branches of the vine, but it openly, boldly, and plainly declares this doctrine in her own appointed standard, the Book of Common Prayer, and that in words so express, that while language is the channel of conveying intelligible sense, no process short of violent wresting from their plain meaning can ever make them say anything else” (Spurgeon, Baptismal Regeneration, the Metropolitan Tabernacle Pulpit, pg.315).  And he then went on to quote from the Anglican Catechism the words given above.
  In the same sermon he went on to make the following powerful point; and it serves to support most fully the assertion of the present article, that infant baptism is a part and pillar of Popery: “It is a most fearful fact, that in no age since the Reformation has Popery made such fearful strides in England as during the last few years....  This great city [London] is now covered with a network of monks, and priests, and sisters of mercy, and the conversions made are not by ones or twos, but by scores, till England is being regarded as the most hopeful spot for Romish missionary enterprise in the whole world.... Popery is making advances such as you would never believe, though a spectator should tell it to you.  Close to your very doors, perhaps even in your own houses, you may have evidence ere long of what a march Romanism is making.  And to what is it to be ascribed?  I say, with every ground of probability, that there is no marvel that Popery should increase when you have two things to make it grow: first of all, the falsehood of those who profess a faith which they do not believe, which is quite contrary to the honesty of the Romanist, who does through evil report and good report hold his faith; and then you have, secondly, this form of error known as baptismal regeneration, and commonly called Puseyism, which is not only Puseyism, but Church-of-Englandism, because it is in the Prayer Book, as plainly as words can express it —  you have this baptismal regeneration preparing stepping stones to make it easy for men to go to Rome.  I have but to open my eyes a little to foresee Romanism rampant everywhere in the future, since its germs are spreading everywhere in the present... of all lies which have dragged millions down to hell, I look upon this as being one of the most atrocious —  that in a Protestant Church there should be found those who swear that baptism saves the soul.  Call a man a Baptist, or a Presbyterian, or a Dissenter, or a Churchman, that is nothing to me —  if he says that baptism saves the soul, out upon him, out upon him, he states what God never taught, what the Bible never laid down, and what ought never to be maintained by men who profess that the Bible, and the whole Bible, is the religion of Protestants.” (Spurgeon, Baptismal Regeneration, pgs.322,323).
  What Spurgeon feared in his day has indeed come to pass: Popery has continued to make giant advances in England.  And there can be no doubt whatsoever that the evil, soul-destroying heresy of “baptismal regeneration”,  taught in a church falsely calling itself “Protestant,” has been a chief instrument in the hands of the devil by which the religion of Antichrist has made such progress.
  Thus does the so-called “Church of England” deceive its members into trusting in their infant sprinkling, believing that this was when they were born again!

  But if Anglicanism is bad, Lutheranism is (if possible) even worse!  For it is even more blatant.  The Lutheran Augsburg Confession of Faith, as well as Luther’s own Small and Large Catechisms, leave one in no doubt: “Moreover, this inborn sickness and hereditary sin is truly sin and condemns to the eternal wrath of God all those who are not born again through Baptism and the Holy Spirit” (Article 2, the Augsburg Confession).  “What gifts or benefits does Baptism bestow?  It works forgiveness of sins, delivers from death and the devil, and gives everlasting salvation to all who believe” (Luther's Small Catechism).  “Therefore... the power, the effect, the benefit, the fruit and the purpose of Baptism is to save” (Luther's Large Catechism).  “It is taught among us that Baptism is necessary and that grace is offered through it.  Children, too, should be baptized, for in Baptism they are committed to God and become acceptable to Him” (Article 9, the Augsburg Confession).
  Could language be more plain than this?  The Lutherans retained the terrible heresy of baptismal regeneration from Rome.  Despite being so revered by so many Protestants, Martin Luther himself held to Roman Catholic doctrine regarding such essential doctrines as regeneration and salvation!  He declared that when (according to him) the devil assailed him, he would answer, “I am baptized.” (Roland Bainton, Here I Stand, pg.367).  And how was Luther baptized?  As an infant, and as a Papist!  He looked not to Christ, but to his Roman Catholic infant baptism.  And there is other evidence, in his own writings, to show that he was a Papist at heart when it came to this doctrine, and yet Protestants choose to ignore it because they cannot bear to see one of their Protestant idols fall off his pedestal.
  In my tract entitled Born Again Through Baptism?  The Lutheran Teaching Compared with the Bible, I wrote: “And thus Luther erred greatly and tragically in his understanding of the new birth; and his followers have done so as well, to the awful detriment of their eternal souls.  Like Luther himself, their faith is in their baptism, and not truly in Christ.  They have believed a false ‘gospel.’”

  Baptismal regeneration is a Romish trapping, and a damnable heresy.  No true Christian holds to such a satanic lie; but there are institutions calling themselves Protestant churches which firmly hold to it, thus revealing that they are harlot daughters of their harlot mother, and not true Christian churches.  And although no true Christian believes such a lie as baptismal regeneration, sadly there are true Christians who persist in treating Anglicanism and Lutheranism as soundly Protestant and Christian churches.  It is high time for this terrible error to cease, and for Christians to preach against these harlot daughters as vehemently as against their mother!

(This is the second in a series of nine pamphlets exposing various Romish trappings which many Christians and Christian churches have retained.  To obtain the other pamphlets in this series entitled “Trappings of Popery,” please write to the address below.  In addition, they have all been published together, slightly edited and enlarged, as a book entitled Trappings of Popery.  This book is available from the address below.)
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