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He And All His Household Were Baptized

“And he took them that very hour of the night and washed their wounds, and

immediately he was baptized, he and all his household.”(Acts 16:33 NASB)

All of his household?? Who might that have included? Some claim that infants

would have been a part of the “household” and were therefore baptized as a part

of the “household.” Let’s examine that possibility.

First of all, let’s enumerate the instances where such a phrase is used in reference

to conversions/baptisms. Those instances are — 

• Cornelius — Acts 11:14 “...you will be saved, you and all your household.”

• Lydia — Acts 16:15 “...when she and her household had been baptized...”

• Philippian Jailer — Acts 16:33 “...he was baptized, he and all his household...”

• Crispus — Acts 18:8 “...believed in the Lord with all his household...”

• Stephanas — I Cor. 1:16 “...I did baptize also the household of Stephanas...”

We have previously addressed the subject of infant baptism in earlier issues of

Diligence so we won’t cover that same ground again in this issue. If you would

like to read those issues — Volume 2, Issues 9 and 10 — they can be accessed

via the web site listed at the bottom of page 4 of this issue. While we may reference

some of the concepts presented in those earlier issues, this issue will be from

the perspective of whether or not infants may or may not have been included in

the “households” of those mentioned. So before we get to the specific instances

mentioned above, let’s consider a couple of generic thoughts.

First, Matthew 28:19 — the great commission — states:

“Go therefore and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them...”

Baptizing them?? Who is the “them” referred to here?? Those who had become

disciples!This would indicate that baptism would follow a conscious decision to

become a disciple. A disciple is defined as  “a follower of the doctrines of a teacher

or a school of thought.” So at first glance, an infant could not possibly have the

capability of deciding to follow a doctrine. Therefore, just from a generic point of

view it would seem logical that an infant wouldn’t meet that particular requirement.

Secondly, Acts 2:38 and 41 state:

“...Repent, and each of you be baptized...” (vs 38)

“...those who had received his word were baptized...” (vs. 41)

An infant can neither repent nor receive someones word — i.e. accept a message

preached. So baptizing an infant would at the very least, seem to be getting the

Scriptural “arrangement” for salvation out of its stated order.
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after the third century. Then around A.D. 400, Augustine appealed to that practice

of infant baptism as “proof” that the “church” viewed infants as being born with

“original sin.” So we can easily see that Augustine was using something other

than the writings of the Bible on which to base still another erroneous doctrine.

Due to the space allowed us here, this brief  history about the origin of baptizing

infants is perhaps over simplified and nothing more than a glimpse of how the

whole doctrine evolved. The one thing of which we can be certain is that there is no

mention whatsoever in the Scriptures of any infant ever being baptized. One has

to make a tremendous number of assumptions from Scripture in order to lend even

the weakest of support to the doctrine of  infant baptism. There is an extremely

limited number of places in the Scripture that maybe — perhaps — could — or —

might (at best) — scarcely imply that infants were even a part of  those “households”

— much less, baptized. And to the contrary — the evidence is overwhelming

that only those individuals who are capable of hearing and accepting the message

of the Gospel are candidates for the saving act of baptism. Those who continue

to insist that infants should be baptized and choose to base such a belief on the

possibility that they might have been a part of the “households” spoken of in the

Bible are, at best, lacking any kind of firm footing. If however this subject is

still unclear to some, consider this — when the meaning or clarity of a few verses

in the Bible can not conclusively be determined through the usual methods of

research — e.g. original language, context, etc. — one must rely on a conclusion

that results from the research of other verses that deal with the same or similar

subject. A final conclusion should never be based on just a few unclear verses —

or in this case, a few uses of the word “household.”

In summary, the theology of baptism that is presented over and over throughout

the New Testament would absolutely rule out infant baptism.

• There is no mention whatsoever of the baptism of infants in the entire

New Testament.

• Every account of baptism in the New Testament is a response by a believer.

• History itself shows that infant baptism began somewhere near the end of

the second century — it is not a part of the history of the church recorded in

the Scriptures.

• An infant is baptized without faith. (Hebrews. 11:6)

• An infant is baptized without repentance. (Acts 2:38)

• An infant is baptized without confession. (Acts 8:37; Romans 10:10)

• An infant is usually baptized with no emblem of a burial. (Romans 6:4-5)

The burden of proof rests upon those who seek to support the practice of infant

baptism. And the evidence for such a practice simply isn’t there.
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would seem in view of this discussion that the burden of proof would rest on

those who believe those baptized within her household did include infants —

not on those who conclude it did not.

Next — the Philippian Jailer in Acts 16:30-34. A close look at the text concerning

this conversion and baptism story reveals that his whole household “...believed

in God...” — an act that is obviously impossible if it is referring to an infant. As

with Cornelius, the text  also states that Paul “spoke the word of the Lord to him

and to all the others in his house” (vs. 32 NASB). Therefore, it would seem that

the phrase “... all his household....” in verse 33 has to refer either to adults who

were there or at the very least, older children — not to infants. We need to also

consider the fact that after the Jailer asked what must he do to be saved (vs. 31)

he was told to “Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved, you and your

household” The Greek word used here for the underlined “you” is sy — and is a

second person singular pronoun. With this in mind, what else could one conclude

other than the fact that the one who believes would be able to act on that belief

and be saved as a result of his or her action? He was told that even those in his

household would also have the opportunity as well as the capability to believe and

then to act in accordance with that belief. Verse 34 then re-states that his whole

household believed in God — again, an infant can not believe and verse 31 indicates

that the one who believes is the one who will be saved. 

On to Crispus in Acts 18:8; Stephanas in I Cor. 1:16 — There’s really not

enough information about these two instances to establish a definite conclusion

one way or the other. In the case of Crispus however, the verse does clearly

state that all of his household “believed.” This would again indicate that he, as

well as those in his household were of an age that rendered each of them capable

of believing in the Lord on their own — and therefore having the ability to make a

conscious decision to be a follower of the doctrines of Christ.

In doing research for this article, we noted that one rather popular Commentary

had this to say about the household of Stephanas — 

“household of Stephanas — “The first-fruits of Achaia,” that is, among the first

converted there.... It is likely that such “households” included infants.... The

history of the Church favors this view, as infant baptism was the usage from the

earliest ages.” —  Robert Jamieson, A.R. Fausset & David Brown Commentary

One should very carefully scrutinize the phrase “the history of the Church

favors this view, as infant baptism was the usage from the earliest ages.” Really??

We have seen from just this brief study that the history of the church recorded

within the pages of Scripture itself does not lend itself to such a conclusion. In fact,

the very earliest historical mention that even hinted of infant baptism was not until

the second century when Irenaeus, a bishop in the Roman Empire made a reference

to infants being “born again unto God.” While scholars disagree on an exact date

when baptizing infants first began, it probably didn’t have much of a footing until

But let’s get more specific now and begin our discussion with the “household” of

Cornelius in Acts chapters 10 and 11. The text of this account gives us numerous

clues that make it certain that infants were not a part of those Gentiles who were

baptized. First of all, his “household” most assuredly included a plurality of servants.

“... he [Cornelius] summoned two of his servants and a devout soldier of

those who were his personal attendants,” (Acts 10:7 NASB)

We can also know for certain that there were numerous other adults present in

addition to his own family, his servants and personal attendants.

“...Cornelius was waiting for them and had called together his relatives

and close friends...” (Acts 10:24 NASB)

Cornelius also expected that those present in his house could understand and

comprehend what Peter was about to tell them. So, even if there were infants in

the crowd, Cornelius indicated that Peter was addressing only the adults who

were capable of comprehending the message presented.

“...we are all here present before God to hear all that you have been

commanded by the Lord.” (Acts 10:33 NASB)

If we need still more proof that there were no infants baptized in this example,

Acts 10:44-46 states that the Holy Spirit came on “all who heard the message”

and they were “speaking in tongues and praising God.” One would surely have

to admit that infants would be excluded from doing that.

The next household reference we will discuss is that of Lydia in Acts 16:14-15.

Since there are only two verses concerning her conversion, we can only know a

few things —  but those few things might be quite important to this discussion.

First of all, we know from just the two verses that she was from Thyatira but in

Philippi. We also know that she sold purple (either purple dyes or purple fabrics) —

and that she had a house in Philippi sizable enough to accommodate the probably

rather large number of people with Paul’s group. There are of course a  few

other things that we can know but they aren’t important to this particular discussion.

Now, as to some of the things we might be able to assume or even conclude from

the things we do know about her — she was a highly successful businesswoman

since anyone who sold purple in that time dealt with an extremely luxurious

product. Dyes to make purple were very expensive themselves, not to mention the

high cost of purple cloth itself. It’s quite possible that Lydia was frequently in

Philippi on business and maintained residences in both cities — although we have

no way to be certain of that. Nevertheless, there’s no mention whatsoever of her

having a husband or children. If in fact she had children they would have to have

been old enough to either travel with her and stay alone while she was at the

“riverside” (vs. 13 -NASB) — in which case they were not infants — or — her

“household” would have necessarily included adult servants and attendants whose

job it would have been to care for her small children (if in fact she even had

any). So — to draw a conclusion that the phrase “ ...when she and her household

had been baptized...” probably included infants would be a stretch at best. It
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