asthe Lord our God shallcall.” Thecontexthasin view
specificallyspiritual promisesnamely remissionof sinsand
filling with the Holy Spirit. Thesepromisescannobe saidto
attachthemselvego all the crowd before Peter (the “you”
of the text), butonly to “as manyas the Lord our Godshall
call.” They could notbe saidto belongto “all that are afar
off,” butonly to “as many asthe Lord our Godshallcall.” If
that phrasequalifies the first andthird parties mentioned,it
must also qualify “your children.” The promisesdo not
belong unto the children of believersapartfrom effectual
calling. Only thosechildrenwho receivethis savinggrace
of Godmay be conceivedof asbeing heirs of the spiritual
promises.

C) HOUSEHOLD BAPTISMS

Householdbaptismsare called upon, by paedobaptistsas
evidenceof infant baptismin the New Testament. There
are four references:Cornelius(Acts 10), Lydia (Acts 16),

the Philippianjailor (Acts 16), Stephanagl Corinthiansl).

None of the referencessay that infants were in these
houses. Finding infant baptismhere is built uponthe dual
assumptiorthat there wereinfants in the housesand that

household must have meant every individual in the
householdvithoutexception. Thelast of thesds aroadwe

Calvinists have been down with the term “world” in

Scripture. Thefirst isvery untenable.But the two together
cannotbe held; forwe find in the Bible itself, the patternof

thesehouseholdaptisms. All Cornelius’housegatheredo

hearPeters preaching. The Holy Ghostfell uponall - they
all receivedthe extraordinarygifts of the Spirit. Then, all

werebaptized. Paulfirst preachedo thejailor's household.
Then, all were baptized. After the baptism,all rejoiced
believingin God. Hearingthe Word andbelievinguponthat

preachingcan scarcelybe attributedto infants. No doubt,
the same pattern adheredto other casesof household
baptisms. In Lydia’s case,thereis the most doubt that a

womanin businessvould be nursingan infant. The Bible
doesnottell usshe hada husband|et alonechildren. Infant

baptismcanbe found here only by thosemostanxiousto do
S0.

D) | CORINTHIANS 7:14

| Corinthians7:14 is anotherfavorite verse. Therewe are
told thatchildren are “holy” . Thetext doesnot haveeven
vaguereferenceto churchmembershipor baptism. It is
talking about mixed marriagesin which one spouseis a
believerandthe otheris not. The questions whethersucha
relationshipis proper,moral, or holy for those who were
converted after marriageto the unbeliever. Paulreasons
from the obviousto the doubtful. It is obvious that your
children are not bastards. They were born in wedlock.
They are holy. Therefore,it oughtto be clearto you that
your marriagerelationshipis holy. Don't feel guilty aboutit
orwishto be freefrom your obligations.If theword “holy”
suggests covenantrelationshipor cultic purity, makingthe
children proper subjectsfor baptism,then the unbelieving
spousss alsoa valid candidatdor the sacrament.The verb
“sanctify” has precisely the sameroot and signification as
theadjectiveholy.” And it is the holinessof the spousethat
the passage belabors.

With suchanappalling lack of New Testameng¢videncefor
infant baptism, those who supportsuch a practice have
rapidly retreatedto Old Testamenttextsand an argument
from theunity of the covenants.The practiceof baptizing
infants of believersis founded on Old TestamenScripture,

or upon textsof the New Testamentwheresuitability for
baptizinginfants is readinto them with a predispositiorand
presupposition drawn from the Oldsfament.

I. HISTORIC COVENANT THEOLOGY
AND INFANT BAPTISM

The argument has hung upon a syllogism that goes
somethinglike this: Thereis a unity betweenthe Old and
New Covenants. Circumcisionin the OId is parallel to
baptismin the New. Infantsof believerswvere circumcised
in the Old. Therefore, infants of believers should be
baptizedin the New. Many tell us that this syllogismis so
strong that New Testamentsilenceis a major argumentin
favor of their position. The New Covenantis so like the
Old, and baptismso parallel to circumcision,thatunlessthe
New Testamentabsolutelyforbids the baptismof infants, it
must be practiced.

As B.B. Warfield said,“It is truethat thereis no express
command to baptize infants in the New Testament, no

expressrecordof the baptismof infants andno passageso
stringently implying it that we mustinfer from them that
infants were baptized. If such warrant as this were
necessaryto justify the usage,we would have to leaveit

completelyunjustified. Butthe lack of this expresswvarrant
is somethingfar short of forbidding the rite; and if the

continuity of the church through all agescan be madegood,
the warrantfor infant baptismis notto be soughtin the New

Testamentput in the Old Testamentvherethe church was

institutedand nothingshortof an actualforbidding of it in

the New Estament would warrant our omitting it now.”

1. AN HERMENEUTICAL FLAV

Immediatelywe Baptistgaiseour first objection. Thereisa

serioushermeneuticaflaw. How can a distinctively New

Testament ordinance have its fullest - nay, its only

foundation- in Old TestamenScripture? Thisis contraryto

any just senseof Biblical Theology and againstall sound
rules of interpretation. To quote Patrick Fairbairnin The

Interpretationof Prophecy, There cannotbe a surercanon
of interpretation,than that everything which affects the

constitutiorand destinyof theNew Testamentchurchhasits

clearestdeterminationin New TestamentScripture. This

canon strikes at the root of many false conclusionsand on

the principle which has its grand embodimentin popery,

which would sendtheworld backto the age of comparative
darknessand imperfectionfor the type of its normal and

perfectedcondition.” If youallow Old Testamenéxamples
to alter New Testamenprinciplesregardingthe church,you

havehermeneuticallyopenedthe door to Romes atrocities.
It is uponsuchrulesof interpretationthatthe priestand the

mass have been justified. We must find the clearest
expression,of that which is normative for the New

Covenant ordinances, in the New Covenant relation.

2. ATHEOLOGICAL FLAN

Beyondthis, there is a theologicalflaw. It is nothingnew
for Baptiststo adhereto CovenantTheology. They have
done so sincethe SeventeentiCentury. We conceive of
God’s dealingswith manin a conventionalstructure. We
believe thatevery covenantmadewith mansincethe Fallis
unified in itsessenceln all agestherehasbeenonerule of
life - God'smorallaw. God's standardof righteousness/as
the samebefore Moses receivedthe Ten Commandments,

and it is the sametoday. There hasbeenbut one way to
salvationin all historiccovenantssincetheFall. The Gospel
by which Adamwas savedis the sameasthat by which we
are saved. Genesis3:15 declaresa salvationthat is wholly
of grace through faith in Christ. The basic differences
betweenthe covenantof history in theseessentiamatters
are thoseof Biblical Theology. Thepromisesof the Gospel
have becomemore clear with each succeedingage of
revelation, thoughthe promiseshave beenidentically the
same. The moral law has been more fully expounded,
thoughneverchanged. Sowe agreeaboutthe unity of the
historic covenantsecordedin the Bible. Butpaedobaptists
have been negligent in defining the diversity in the
administrations of the Covenant of Grace. As
dispensationalismhas erred when it hasfailed to seethe
essentialnity of the covenantsince the Fall, manyserious
errorshavearisen from a failure to acknowledgeliversity
in thesehistoric covenants.An examplemay be seenin the
Reformersfailure to distinguishchurch and state. In the
administrationof Christ,the extentof churchand stateare
not to be thoughtidentical. In the Mosaic economy,
magistratesadministeredthe church and prophets made
their authority felt in government. In the Christian
administrationof Grace, a strict senseof the church
separatdrom thestatemustbe maintained. We mustdefine
the diversity as well as the unity.

Paedobaptisthave unconsciouslyrecognizeda difference
between the Old Testamentand New with respectto the
constitutionof the churchand subjectsof their ordinances.
In the Old Covenant, adult sons and servantswere
circumcised,and thusincorporatedinto the visible church.
Now, only the infantsof believers arebaptized. In the Old,
children cameto the Passovemt a very youngage. Now
smallchildren arenotadmittedto the Lord’s Table. Whence
thischange? When the principle of diversity is formulated,
it will exclude infants from the sacramentof baptism.
Jeremiah31:31-34is pivotal to expressingthe diversity of
covenant administrations.

“Behold, the days come saith the LORD, that | will makea
newcovenantith the houseof Israel, andwiththe houseof
Judah: Notaccording to the covenantthat | madewith their
fathersin the day that | tookthemby the hand to bringthem
out of the land of Egypt; which my covenanthey brake,
althoughl wasan husbanduntothem, saiththe LORD: But
this shallbe the covenanthat | will makewith the houseof
Israel; Afterthosedays,saiththe LORD, | will putmy lawin
their inward parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be
their God, andthey shallbe my people. Andthey shallteach
no more everymanhisneighbor,andeverymanhisbrother,
saying,Knowthe LORD: for they shall all know me, from
theleast of themunto the greatestof them,saith the LORD:
for | will forgive their iniquity, and| will remembertheir sin
no more.”

It is quotedin Hebrews8 and again in 10 to prove that
“Christ is mediator of a better covenant.” There is an
emphatic contrast made in verses 31 and 32. The
differencesaresostrikinganddramatichatone covenanis
called“new” andit isimplied thatthe otheris old. The Jews
under the Old Covenantwere warned that revolutionary
changeswould be made. The covenantin force was
inadequateexcept to preparefor the New. Sosurpassings
theglory of the New, that it shouldleadthemtolook for the
demolition of the Old. The passagesuggeststwo vital
distinctionsusheredin by the effusion of the Spirit. This
effusion made a change in administration possible.

The first differenceis found in verse 33 of Jeremiah31.
The Old Covenant was characterized by outward
formalism. The Newwould be markedby inward spiritual
life. Thisis notan absolutedistinctionbut it is a markec
contrast. Of course,there was spiritual religion and heart
commitmentto God in the Old Testament. Abrahams faith
would putoursto shame.We mustwonder if any but Christ
Himself ever equaledthe prayerlife of David addressedn
the Psalms.Mosesspoketo God as faceto face. Yet,these
are refreshing streams in the midst of Old Testamen
attention to outward, formal, nationalreligion. There is a
mass of outward rules, a history of formal religion, a
ponderousidentification of churchand nation. Relatively
little attention is given to inward life. If a man is
circumcised,he is counteda Jew. If heis conformedto
outward practiceshe is called clean andwelcome at the
ceremoniesof worship. Paul tells us that this systemof
religion waslike the strict tutor who tells a child whatto do
at every turn.

Butthe New Testamenthurchis comeof age. It is, by way
of contrast,inward, spiritualand personal. Certainlythereis
outward formality in the New Covenant,but it is minimal;
and the mostformal ceremonycalls attentionto the inward.
The New Testament presses personal self-examinatiol
everywhereand constantlymakesspiritualapplication of its
truths. Thereis a notableshift to questioningexperienceof
grace at every point.

Verse 34 of Jeremiah31 suggeststhe second distinction
There will be a markedcontrastin the knowledgeof those
in the New Covenant.As the comingof the Spirit will adda
new dimensionof life tothe church,so He will add a new
dimensionof light. “From the leastto the greatest”in the
New Covenantwill know the Lord. The subjectmatter of
their knowledgewill not be shadowsbuttheliving reality of
Christ. The mysterieshiddenin the Old will be madeknown
to them. The manner of instruction will shift from
repetitiousceremoniesfor theywill all know theLord. So,
then, we will expectthe New Covenantto standin contras
with the Old in that its members have greater life and lig

The diversity is nowhere more evident than in the
ceremonie®f worship. New Testamentvorshippresentsus
with amoststriking contrastvith Old Testamenordinances
This can be illustrated by looking at the Lord’s Supper
which finds a counterpartin the Old TestamentPassovel
The greatspiritualtruth of redemptiorby bloodis figured in
the Passover,but it is somewhat obscured beneath an
outward and formal atmosphere.Then, too, the ceremon
mixes the figures of personal redemptionand national
deliverance. Even those who had no acquaintancewith
spiritual redemption,observedit. This they should have
done; for their national life arosefrom the historic event
remembered.Very youngchildren came to the Passoveas
participantsthat, by it, they mightaskthe significanceandas
they grewolder, cometo understandhe redemptiorfigures.
(cf. Exodus 12:24-27, etc.)

In the New Testament, things are quite different. |
Corinthians11:23-30gives instructionfor the most formal
ceremonyof the New Covenant.Herevery youngchildren
mustnot come. Only the “worthy” with “discernment” are
welcomeat the feastrememberingur redemption. It is not
marked by any of the nationalismof the Old Covenant
Each personis chargedo “examine himself” beforedaring
to partake. He mustfind himself “worthy” - a persona
recipient of grace. He musthave “discernment” - that



inward, spiritual light that peculiarly marks this covenant.
Light and life areprerequisitesof joiningthis mostoutward
and formal act of worship.

The sameis true of the watersof baptism. This ceremony
doesnot desertthe New Covenants patternto revertto the
Old. It belongsto those who are “worthy” and have
“discernment”. Repentanceand faith are everywhere
demanded as prior conditions for baptism.

To summarize: IN THE OLD TESTAMENT, ALL THAT
WAS SPIRITUAL WAS IDENTIFIED WITH AN
OUTWARD NATION. IN THE NEW COVENANT, ALL
THAT IS OUTWARD IS IDENTIFIED WITH A
SPIRITUAL NATION.

3. EXEGETICAL FLANS

Then, there are a number of exegetical flaws in the
paedobaptist theology.

A) CIRCUMCISION NEVER WITHHELD BECAUSE A
PARENT HAD NO RAITH

Many have reasoned thus: “Infants of believerswere
circumcisedin the Old Covenant. Therefore,infants of
believers should be baptizedin the New.” Though in
Abrahams casefaith precededircumcisionof his children,
this cannotbe said to be the rule of the Old Covenantite.
Thereweretimeswhenfaith in the subjectsof circumcision
or in theirparentswasall butignored. In thetime of Joshua,
an entire nationwas circumcisedin a day. Therewas no
concernfor personalelection or personalfaith. It was
clearly administeredas a sign of the outward privilegesin
belonging to the elect nation. Circumcision was never
withheld becausea parenthad no faith. Even whenthe
prophetsdenouncedhe Jews for being uncircumcisedin
heart,they did notsuggesthatthe sonsof theseunconverted
Jewsbe excludedfrom therite of circumcision. To attempt
to find a warrantfor seekingfaith in the fathers of those
who are baptized in these Old Testamenttexts is wholly
unsatisfactory.

B) THE DISTINCTIVE ASPECTSOFTHE COVENANTS
CLING TO THEIR SIGNS

It is also saidthat just asbaptismis a sign of heirshipto the
spiritual promises of grace in the New Covenant,
circumcision was a sign of heirship to the same spiritual
promisesdn the Old. This isonly partially true. Baptismis a
sign of spiritual blessing in Christ and only that.
Circumcision, too, depicted unity with Christin His death
and heirshipto spiritual blessingqCf. Colossians2:11-13).
But there was more to its significance. The distinctive
aspect®sf thecovenantscling to their signsjust assurely as
the common elementsof the covenantsdo. In the Lord’s
Supperand the Passoverredemptionby blood is signified.
Yet, they differ in this: The Old ceremonysuggestedhe
outward and national aspect of that administration. The
New ceremonystresseghe inward and personalaspecin
its administration. Socircumcisioncould be given to 13-
year-oldlshmaelwho, Abrahamwas assuredyould notbe
a partakerof the spiritual blessings.But for him and other
non-elect Jews, it was proper by circumcision to be
identified with the outward aspects of blessing and
administration. It was properto becircumcisedasthe literal
seed and heir of the literal land and as one by whom,
accordingto the flesh, the Messiahcould come, while not

being of the spiritualseedand heir of heaven.Baptismhas
no merely earthly significance. There are no blessings
figured in it that can be conceived of apart from an

experience of grace.

C) BELIEVERS ALONE ARE THE SEED OF ABRAHAM

Much weighthasbeenplacedonthe formula “Thee andthy
seed” in Genesisl7. Paedobaptistisistuponan outward,
literal significance of theterm“seed.” In their schemethe
New Covenant counterpartto Abrahams seed is the
physical offspring of believers. This is done while totally
ignoring the fact that the New Testamensaysa greatdeal
aboutthe Covenantwith Abraham,for itis centralto New
Testamentreligion. Romans4, Romans9, and Galatians3
and 4, especially Galatians 3:7, belabor the point that
believers,and believersalone, are the seedof Abraham.
These texts further insist that the promises which are
spiritual and eternal belong to no physical seed.

Romans 9 discusses Abraham$ immediate, physical
offspring. Somewere of the flesh; some of the spirit.
There was a personal electionwithin the family election.
Abraham could not look upon his own immediate seedas
heirs of the promises. “They which are the children of the
flesh, theseare notthe children of God: but the children of
the promise are counted for the seed.” (V.8). How can
believerstodayleanuponthe promiseto Abrahamwhich is
clearly interpretedin the New Testamentand find for
themselvesa greater expectation for their children than
Abrahamhad a right to? The New Testamentis not silent
about this seed. It tells us they are believers alone!

4. PRACTICAL FLANS

Lastly, there are practical flaws in the paedobaptist
theology. Thosewho sprinkleinfants are onthe hornsof a

dilemma. Either they musttamperwith the definition of

baptism to make it signify somethingless than personal
spiritual union with Christas the Bible clearlyteaches; or

they will be driven to teachinfant salvationor preemptive
regeneration. If the first courseis chosen,one mustalso

corrupt the New Testamentview of the church and its

discipline. If somewho arelessthansavedareproperly to

be considereds membersof Christs body,thereisa great
deal of stresswith theNew Testameng view of membership
and fellowship. If the second courseis chosen,one’s

pedagogy[teaching]will be affected.How areparentsand

pastorsto addresghe childrenif they are viewed as joined

to Christ? Unfortunately, much paedobaptistiterature
written for children reflectsa tendencyto addresshem as

believersnot asin needof evangelism.Note the interesting
historic disputeon this subjectby paedobaptistheologians].

H. Thornwell and R. L. Dabneyon one hand, and Charles
Hodge on the other.

Il. HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

I can sympathizewith studentswho are wrestling with the
problemof baptism.| canremembemwhen | wishedto be
convincedof the paedobaptistposition. There would be
many practical advantages.Another forceful factor is the
great history of godly men who were paedobaptists,
especiallythe Reformersand Puritans. But ashistory gave
me the problem, so it has suggested a solution.
Paedobaptisnis clearly tied to sacralismin churchhistory.
After Constantineand his associatessucceededh getting

acrossthe idea that church and state are coextensive,
baptismidentified a personnot only asa membeiof Christs
churchbutalsoas a citizen of the state. TheAnabaptistsn
the Middle Ageswere not so concernedaboutthe subjects
and mode of baptismas they wereaboutthe purity of the
church. Believers baptismhasalwaysfollowed the concept
of a believers church. When Zwingli worked closelywith
Anabaptistywhom he later helpedo condemnto death), he
had a ratherdifferent view of the churchfrom that which
he adoptedater. Consequentlyhe hada believers’baptism
view. Butwhenhe movedto the conceptof astatechurch,
he vigorously defended infant baptism.

So,t00,in England. So longasthe conceptof a statechurch
reigned,therewas very little interestin a baptismposition.
But as soonas the separatistmovementarose, the Baptists
emergednaturally from the paedobaptismidst. Justas the
sacralist principles were drawn from the Old Testament
improperly, so the retreatfrom national religion to family
religion hasresteduponOld Testamenpractices. Once the
constitutionanddiscipline of the New Testamenthurchhas
beenrightly conceivedthe hangoverof infant baptismmust
fall away.

Theseare issuesover which we do not wish to lose
fellowship with paedobaptistbrethren. Yet, they are
principles which we will not jettison for the sake of
fellowship.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Booth, Abraham,PaedobaptisnExamined GospelMission Press,
1980.*

Carson,HerbertM., Farewell To Anglicanism Henry E. Walter
Ltd., 1969.

Dagg, J.L., Manual of Theology,secondpart, A Treatise on
ChurchOrder, pp. 13-73 and144-200,Gano Books, Harrisburg,
VA, 1982.

Davies, J.K.Babies, Believers and Baptis@race Publications.

Fuller,Andrew, The PracticalUses of ChristianBaptism 1802-
Works, vol. 3, pp-339-345.

Hoad,Jack, TheBaptist: An Historical and TheologicalStudyof
the Baptists IdentityGrace Publications, 1986.

Jewett, PaulK., Ecclesiology: Infant Baptismand Confirmation
Bulletin, SystematicTheology 433-1960, based on Masters’
Thesis for W¥stminster Seminary.*

Kingdom, David, Children of Abraham Carey Publications,
1973.*

Lane, Eric,| Want T Be BaptizedGrace Publications, 1986.

Seaton, W.J.,An Introductionto Christian Baptism BereaPress,
1982.

Watson, T.E., Baptism Not For Infants Henry E. Walter Ltd.,
1962.

* Works which discussextensively the Baptist view in light of
Covenant Theology.

Liberty Baptist Church Reformed
127 Parkwood Drive
Cranberry Twp., PA 16066
Phone (724) 776-1265
Email: waj@zoominternet.net

BAPTISM AND COVENANT
THEOLOGY

By Walter Chantry

INTRODUCTION

No Baptistbeginsto seekan answerto the question“Who
shouldbe baptized?”by studying the Bible’s doctrineof the
covenants.Rather,he beginswith the New Testamentexts
which deal directly with theterm “baptize.” In alater study
of Covenant Theology, he finds confirmation and
undergirding of his conclusions.

1. THE NATURE OF BAPTISM

In the New Testamentwe discoverthe natureof baptisnm
defined. In the definition, somethingnust be said aboutthe
person baptized. Its central significanceis that the one
baptizedis saidto be savinglyjoinedto Christ. We agree
that the definition in the WestminsteilConfessionof Faithis
essentiallybiblical: “Baptism is a sacramentof the New
Testamentordainedby Jesu<Christ,not only for the solemr
admissionof the party baptizedinto the visible church,but
also to beuntohima signandsealof the covenantof grace
of hisingrafting into Christ,of regenerationof remissionof
sins,and of his giving up untoGod through JesusChrist, to
walk in newness of life...” (Chapter XXVIII).

2. THE NEW TESTAMENT EXAMPLE

In everyclear New Testamenexample,the personbaptizec
madea credible confessiorof faith in Jesus Christprior to
receivingthe sacrament. Thishas beencalled the Baptists
argumentfrom silence. But that is an unfair charge. To
refrain from a practice on which the Bible is silent is not
wrong. But to build a positive practice on supposedbut
unwritten premises is to build on silence.

Every New Testamenttext cited to supportinfant baptisi
appearsempty apart from a strong predispositionto find
such texts and presuppositions to impose upon them.

A) MATTHEW 19:13

Amazingly, Matthew 19:13: “Suffer the little children to
come unto me, and forbid them not, for of suchis the
kingdom of heaven,” hasbeen usedfrequently by serious
theologians to support infant baptism. We share the
indignation of B. B. Warfield who said, “What has this
[verse] to do with infant baptism?” Somepoint hasbeen
made of therelated passagen Mark whereJesusis said to
blessthe children,andnotehasbeertaken of hisplacinghis
handsuponthem. But, again,we find nosolemnceremony
in this passage indicating that the children were
acknowledgedto be in the covenantof grace. Prayerfu
calling of God's blessingupon any child would be mosi
natural apart from such restricted signification.

B) ACTS 2:39

Acts 2:39 has also beenpressedinto service to suppor
infant baptism. “For the promiseis unto youand to your
children...” Usually the sentencés notcompleted. But the
Scripture goeson, “and to all thatareafar off, evenasmany



