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FOREWORD


While the truths of Scripture are timeless, each generation must receive and believe those truths for itself.  Christians have long debated the subject of Christian baptism, particularly as to its proper recipients and the mode by which it is to be done. The book, Biblical Baptism, responds to a current, local explanation regarding baptism that challenges the Reformed/Presbyterian understanding of this important doctrine of the church.  With clarity and solid Biblical scholarship the authors, Brian Janssen and Kevin DeYoung, answer the assertions of C. Orville Kool’s booklet, Christian Baptism, and present a compelling case for the validity of the baptism of children of believers.  Written in a cordial and non-contentious manner it, nevertheless, takes a firm stand based on careful Scriptural exegesis and solid reasoning.


Pastors will find this book helpful as a review of Biblical teaching regarding baptism and as an excellent source of instruction for persons seeking understanding of the issue.  But one need not be theologically trained to follow the clear teaching which disarms faulty claims about baptism while providing a clearer understanding of and deeper comfort from the covenantal promises God has graciously given us.


I heartily recommend Biblical Baptism as a book which illumines for us more brightly the wonder of God’s grace and draws us to a more fervent desire to give God all the glory.           
Rev. Tim Ouwinga

Orange City, Iowa

INTRODUCTION:  “Another book on baptism?” 


Admittedly there are hundreds, perhaps thousands of books written in the continuing discussion on the proper subjects and mode of Christian baptism.  Why add another volume to the conversation?  


This small book is in the nature of a response.  In 1997, Rev. Dr. C. Orville Kool, a native of Sioux County, Iowa, produced and distributed in Sioux County a booklet he titled Christian Baptism which advocates believer’s only baptism.  He did so in conjunction with his founding of a Baptist Church in Sioux County, a dream which he said he had nurtured for many years.  (In the summer of 2004 he announced that the booklet was in its third printing and again made it available to the public in Sioux County.)

His booklet left no ambiguity in its conclusion:  the only proper Christian baptism was the total immersion (placing completely under water) of those who profess their faith in Jesus Christ.  The baptism of the children of professing believers, according to the author, is “a contrived conclusion based on faulty assumptions, and forced upon the clear facts of the New Testament”
, a serious charge, if true.  In fact, the failure to be baptized (or rebaptized) as an adult is, according to him, disobedience to God.  And the author urges his readers to resist the pressures of family or tradition and (following his own example) seek to be rebaptized (and join a Baptist Church, we presume):  “I took the step of believer’s baptism when I was twenty-five years of age.  I have never been sorry,”
  he writes.
But Even More Serious

Most troubling of all, though, is the insinuation that the Reformed/Presbyterian view of infant baptism somehow obscures or denies that salvation is by grace alone:  “Once you are totally convinced that salvation is by grace and by grace alone, you will be able to be much more objective and relaxed about the truth of believer’s baptism by immersion, and you will be set free to obey God rather than men.”
 So unless you are a Baptist, you cannot affirm salvation by grace alone?  Or if you affirm salvation by grace alone you will necessarily become a Baptist?  To deny that salvation is by grace alone is to deny the very heart of the Gospel.   This is a serious charge which we certainly disavow.   


In fact, we would insist that there has been no more consistent champion of salvation by grace alone than the great Reformed theologian John Calvin, and that John Calvin at the same time was adamant and unyielding in insisting on the biblical necessity of the baptism of the covenant children of believers.  And we would suggest that marking the helpless and unaware children of believers with the sign of covenant baptism is perhaps the clearest possible picture of the gracious (unearned and undeserved) nature of salvation.  

A Friendly Disagreement


We should state from the beginning that we have great respect for many of our Baptist brothers and sisters in Christ, and we thank the author for opening the discussion on this important subject.  We also agree that Scripture alone is our final authority for matters of faith and practice.  And we affirm his long career of gospel ministry and hope to emulate his lifetime of service to our Lord.  Our disagreement is a friendly one.  We appreciate the demeanor of Baptist pastor Dr. John Piper who, with respect to his disagreement on baptism states: “I have no desire to be contentious.  Most of my dead heroes baptized infants.  I do not elevate the time or mode of baptism to a primary doctrine.”
  


Along with Dr. Piper, neither do we consider the disputed aspects of baptism to be of primary importance.  In fact, we would likewise admit that many of our dead (and living) heroes have practiced believer’s baptism:  John Bunyan, William Carey, Charles Spurgeon, John MacArthur, Alister Begg, R. Albert Mohler, Don Carson, and John Piper himself.  We have profited from their ministries and consider them to be among our fathers and teachers in the faith.    

The Purpose of This Book


But without wishing to be contentious, we do feel that a response to the author’s assertions is obligatory on our part for several reasons:  


First, we want to reassure faithful parents who have obeyed God’s command and marked their covenant children with the sign of baptism, who are believing God’s covenantal promises, and who may have been unnecessarily alarmed by the author’s unwarranted conclusions.


Second, our hope is to teach God’s people a more biblically faithful process for understanding and interpreting God’s Word.  We are troubled that the author presents a method of interpreting Scripture which is unhelpful and which will continue to produce flawed conclusions.  So we hope to offer a corrective in this respect.


Third, we want to establish the compelling and biblically faithful rationale for baptizing covenant children.  In our own study we have only become more convinced of the validity of infant baptism and hope to reveal to God’s people the great hope that God wishes to convey in baptism.  


Fourth, we hope to look again at the post-New Testament record of church history and re-examine the practice of the early church, in order to check the author’s conclusions against the historical record.   


Fifth, we want to urge Christian parents to embrace the sign of covenant hope for their children and to fulfill their baptismal vows so they can raise their covenant children in confidence and hope.  At the same time, we also hope to disabuse careless parents or baptized children or adults of a false hope, who may be trusting their baptism for salvation much as one would trust a talisman or lucky charm (see Jeremiah 7:1-8).

Making the Case


To accomplish this, Rev. Brian Janssen, a pastor in the Presbyterian Church (USA), will offer a detailed analysis of Kool’s Christian Baptism, revealing not only the flaws in reasoning and invalid conclusions, but also exposing the faulty and anachronistic treatment of Scripture as something that is “self-evident”
 to twenty-first century eyes and ears. 


Rev. Kevin DeYoung, a pastor in the Reformed Church in America, will then set forth from a biblical and Reformed perspective the affirmative basis for including the children of believers in the covenant people of God by marking them with sign of baptism.


In a concluding appendix, Rev. Janssen will examine the record of church history after the New Testament era to consider which position enjoys the greater support:  the believer’s only baptism view (credobaptist) or the baptism of covenant infants and children of believers perspective (paedobaptist).     


We do desire to “make our case” in a clear, compelling and respectful manner.  Though we disagree with Baptist John Piper’s conclusions (of course), we do admire and hope to imitate his intent:


“What I am doing here is trying to model a responsible and reasonable defense of one view of baptism in the context of amicable and respectful relationships with those who hold other views.  I think we need to teach our people the meaning of baptism and obey the Lord’s command to baptize converts (Matt. 28:19), without elevating the doctrine to a primary one that would unduly cut us off from shared worship and ministry with others who share more important things with us.”
  

Though we would also include the baptisms of the children of those “converts”, we could certainly add our hearty “Amen” to Dr. Piper’s worthy goal.  And we hope to do the same.  

PART ONE:  

CHRISTIAN BAPTISM:

CROSS-EXAMINING THE WITNESSES
Brian Janssen


As a child one of my favorite television shows was the old black-and-white melodrama, Perry Mason, based on the novels by Earl Stanley Gardner.  Perry Mason was a fictitious defense attorney who specialized in serious criminal trials, usually defending accused murderers.  His greatest strength was a keen logic and a fierce cross-examination of witnesses for the prosecution.  Each program followed a predictable formula.  Someone was murdered and the suspect (to be defended by Perry Mason) appeared to be overwhelmingly guilty.  The district attorney, the boisterous Hamilton Burger (Ham Burger), would deliver his strongest case, and the situation would seem hopeless.  


Perry Mason would do his best to disqualify the testimony of the star witnesses.  And with the help of his crafty private detective, Paul Drake, and his trusty (affectionate?) secretary, Della Street, Perry would not only present an effective defense, but also force the real killer to confess to the crime while under Mason’s blistering cross-examination on the witness stand.  At least on television, Mason never lost a case.  


A witness may seem very convincing and may present a compelling case.  That is, until that witness is faced with more probing questions, or with contradicting testimony of other witnesses.  In fact, the book of Proverbs declares as much:  “The first to present his case seems right, till another comes forward and questions him.” (Proverbs 18:17)

C. Orville Kool’s booklet, Christian Baptism, appears to present a strong case for exclusive believer’s only baptism by immersion.  My purpose here is to play the part of Perry Mason, defending the “accused” (those who would baptize the children of believers) by cross-examining the “star witnesses” of the “prosecution”.  In Part One, I will examine and evaluate the claims and arguments set forth in Christian Baptism. 

The stated purpose of Christian Baptism is abundantly clear (though ambitious for a 36-page booklet).  In defining the only legitimate form of Christian baptism, it seeks to prove two related propositions:  

1)  It is the baptism of the believer and 

2)  It is the baptism of the believer by immersion.
  

To support each of these assertions, the author, in essence, calls four witnesses to testify:

A)  The Scriptural Witness.

B)  The Popularity Witness.

C)  The Testimonial Witness.

D)  The Historical Witness.


In my best imitation of Perry Mason I will consider each of the author’s two propositions separately and cross examine each of the four witnesses and the testimony they give in support of each claim.  You, the reader will play the part of the jury, and your task is to determine whether or not the author proves his case beyond a reasonable doubt.  I intend to prove that the author does no such thing, that the evidence is completely insufficient, and that much of the evidence in fact proves the case of those who would baptize their covenant children.  In short, no crime has been committed:  the charges are without foundation, and those who would baptize the children of believers do so with good biblical and theological warrant.  What’s more, the practice of baptizing the children of believers was the ancient practice of the church from the time of the apostles and has only been disputed on biblical grounds for the last 500 years or so.  I urge each reader to weigh the evidence carefully and thoughtfully, Bible in hand, and am confident that the high claims made in Christian Baptism do not fit the facts nor the testimony of the key witnesses.  


So imagine the stern judge banging the gavel and saying, “Mr. Mason, would you like to cross-examine these witnesses?”  And here we go.     

Outline of the Claims and Supporting Witnesses in Christian Baptism

CLAIM  #1:  “CHRISTIAN BAPTISM IS THE 
BAPTISM OF A BELIEVER.”

A)  The Scriptural Witness for Believer’s Baptism


1.  The New Testament teaches only believer’s baptism.  


2.  A reading of the Bible by a new believer would yield 


the conclusion of believer’s baptism.



3.  Belief must come before baptism.


4.  The baptism of ‘households’ does not specifically 


mention infants.


5. Colossians 2:11-12 does not teach that circumcision 


was replaced by baptism.  

B)  The Popularity Witness for Believer’s Baptism.


1.  Believer’s baptism is reasonable because it is 
popular 

in other parts of the United States.  

C)  The Testimonial Witness for Believer’s Baptism.


1.  Paul King Jewett, Ph.D., was a Presbyterian but 


became a Baptist.  


2.  The ‘highly esteemed’ Karl Barth taught believer’s 


baptism.


3.  The author himself was raised believing in infant 


baptism, but changed his mind.  

D)  The Historical Witness for Believer’s Baptism.


(See Appendix A)

CLAIM #2:  “CHRISTIAN BAPTISM IS THE 
BAPTISM OF A BELIEVER BY IMMERSION.”

A)  The Scriptural Witness for Exclusive Immersion.


1.  The Greek term for “baptize” has only one meaning:  


immersion.  


2.  The Greek term for “sprinkle” is never used for 


baptism.  


3.  The Dutch and German words for baptism refer to 


immersion.


4.  The Greek Orthodox Church immerses babies. 


5.  Examples of baptisms in the New Testament 



demonstrate that baptizo means “immersion”.  


6.  Romans 6 depicts baptism as a burial, which is most 


naturally portrayed by immersion.  

B)  The Popularity Witness for Exclusive Immersion.

C)  The Testimonial Witness for Exclusive Immersion.

D)  The Historical Witness for Exclusive Immersion.



1. The Roman Catholic Church practiced immersion until 

1311.  


2.  The Roman Catholic Church still has a preference for 

immersion.  


3.  Some old churches in Europe had large baptisteries.  


4.  The Church of England practiced immersion until 


1644.   

CLAIM  #1:  “CHRISTIAN BAPTISM IS THE BAPTISM OF A BELIEVER.”


The author insists that the baptism of believing adults (as opposed to infants who are “incapable of believing”
) is the only legitimate, biblical baptism.  Again, to prove this point, the author calls on to four witnesses, and I will question them one at a time.

A)  The Scriptural Witness for Believer’s Baptism. 


For the author, it is the Scriptural witness that is of greatest consequence.  In fact, the author goes so far as to imply that it is the only argument.  

Everyone is faced with a choice:   will it be the traditions of human beings, or will it be the Word of God that determines our belief system?

I happily agree with the priority of the Scriptural argument.  As stated in the introduction, Scripture is our only rule of faith and practice, and I am most anxious to discuss the Scripture’s teaching on baptism.  Let’s examine what the author claims Scripture teaches about baptism.  He makes five points.    


1.  The New Testament teaches only believer’s baptism.  


“Those who insist on the legitimacy of infant baptism must do so on grounds outside of the self-evident teachings of the New Testament.” (Christian Baptism, p. 1)  


It should be noted that this is not so much evidence as it is an assertion.  To prove the assertion, one would have to examine all of the writings of all who “insist on the legitimacy of infant baptism”, a daunting task.  Let me offer one bit of evidence to the contrary:  namely, Part Two of this book—a well-reasoned case for infant baptism argued from within “the self-evident teachings of the New Testament.”  I would also suggest that the Old Testament and not just the New Testament is Christian Scripture and is likewise authoritative for Christians today.  


2.  A reading of the Bible by a new believer would lead to the conclusion of believer’s baptism.  


“I would go so far as to say that if a new believer had no influence other than the Holy Scripture, he or she would most certainly conclude that authentic water baptism is the immersion of one who is able to profess personal saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ.” (Christian Baptism, p. 1) And “A person left alone with his or her Bible, without the theological acrobatics of the ‘scholars’ would surely find that believer’s baptism by immersion is the most natural, the most obvious conclusion possible.”(p. 12)

 

Once again, this is merely an assertion or opinion, not real evidence, and it is virtually impossible to prove or even put to the test.  And yet the assertion itself betrays a serious misunderstanding; namely, that the cursory or simplistic reading of the English text of Scripture by an untrained, new believer would be the best or purest way to ascertain truth, or that it would infallibly yield the truth.  Sincere Christians have come up with a wide variety of conflicting opinions from the Bible.  For this reason, Christians must study God’s Word together, diligently testing their conclusions with those of other believers.  “Just me and my Bible” has spawned not a small number of odd teachings and even some non-Christian cults, all of which claim to have found the “real meaning of the Bible”, independent of the larger church.
  What’s more, disparaging words about the “theological acrobatics of the ‘scholars’” is at best unbecoming and at worst smacks of an anti-intellectualism that has disgraced the evangelical church for the last 150 years.
 


3.  Belief must come before baptism.

“Go to the New Testament, and you will find that the emphasis is on belief, and not on the age of the baptismal candidate.  Here are just a few pertinent Bible statements that inform us that belief must come before baptism is administered.”  (Christian Baptism, p. 5)


At this point the author offers eight New Testament texts as evidence that “belief must come before baptism is administered”.  These eight texts must be of crucial importance, because they constitute the author’s entire biblical case of positive evidence for proving this claim.  No other positive biblical evidence is offered beyond these eight texts.  But on close examination, the eight texts cited by no means prove this proposition to be true. 


Five of the eight texts are simply descriptions from the book of Acts (2:41, 8:12, 8:26-40, 10:47-48 and 18:8) of people or groups who believed and then were baptized.  The implication is that this is therefore the only biblical pattern:  believe first, and then be baptized.  But this misses the point entirely, because every person cited in the above examples was undoubtedly or explicitly an adult.

Every Christian group I am aware of would require adults who wish to be baptized to profess first their faith in Jesus Christ.  On this point I have no quarrel with the author.  But this evidence proves nothing with respect to infant baptism since infants are not in view. The author seems to assume that since in these five instances only professing adults were baptized, this therefore becomes the only normative pattern for the church’s practice.  This kind of error is called a “genre mistake” which is described as “turning a narrative description into a prescription for us”.
  Some portions of Scripture (like the book of Acts) merely report on or describe events (descriptive).  Other parts of God’s Word (like the teaching of Jesus or Paul’s letters) issue normative commands (prescriptive).  God’s people learn from descriptive passages, but normative expectations and requirements are found in the prescriptive passages.  The author treats practices described in Acts as though they are prescribed for the whole church, a confusion of categories.  


For example, elsewhere in Acts we find a description of Christians voluntarily pooling their money and renouncing personal property (Acts 4:32-37).  Yet only a few Christian groups today feel the need to follow such a practice.  Or we find the Apostles casting lots to determine a successor for the now-deceased Judas (Acts 1:26).  This is merely a description of their practice.  To require that all church officers therefore be elected by casting lots would be a “genre mistake”, turning a description into a prescription.  To require that only professing believers be baptized and not their infant children because adults professed their faith before baptism in Acts is likewise a “genre mistake.”


A sixth text cited by the author in support for the requirement of belief before baptism is from the Great Commission in Matthew 28:19—“Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit….” To this the author adds, “Please notice that baptism comes after a person has become a believer, not before.”
  A closer examination yields a different conclusion, however, especially when one includes the second half of the sentence in verse 20:  “and teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you.”  


The main verb in verses 19-20 is “make disciples” an imperative or command.  In this sentence there are also three participles or supporting verbs:  “going”, “baptizing” and “teaching”.  So the main command is to make disciples.  How does one “make disciples”, according to our Lord Jesus?  By “going”, “baptizing” and “teaching”.  And this is precisely the process that those who baptize infants regularly follow.  We “make disciples” of the children in our church by “baptizing” them and then “teaching” them to obey everything Christ has commanded.  (In truth, I do not believe this text explicitly teaches infant baptism, but neither does it teach believer’s baptism.  It is irrelevant to the issue at hand.)       


A seventh text offered as positive evidence for exclusive believer’s baptism is Romans 6:1-10.  The author does not deal meaningfully with the message of the text except to say that it “gives the undeniable impression that those baptized are not infants incapable of belief, but rather persons who by faith identify personally with the death, burial and resurrection of Jesus Christ.”
  Yet in Romans 6:1-10, Paul is not talking about the act of baptism, but the meaning of baptism.  Paul makes no statements here with respect to the age of baptism, only the implications of baptism after it has been received.  And those weighty implications hold true for all who are baptized irrespective of their age.  Once again, the text offers no relevant evidence to support the author’s claim.   



The final text cited is Ephesians 4:4-6.  Remarkably, the author’s whole point of citing this passage is to note that in the text the word “faith” comes before the word “baptism”!  This is supposed to prove that baptism may only be administered after belief.  The author declares, “the sequence of thought places baptism after faith.”
  In response, I would point out that in this text “faith” does not refer to “personal faith” or a “profession of faith” but faith in the sense of the body of received truth, i.e. the “Christian faith”.  And if the “thought sequence” was a significant factor in this text, then one would also have to conclude that the “body” or Church precedes the work of the “Spirit”, which is nonsense (“There is one body and one Spirit”, vs 4).  


And this is the author’s entire, affirmative biblical case in support of his proposition that “Christian baptism is the baptism of the believer”:  eight Scripture texts, none of which require the “believer’s only” baptism he asserts.  To repeat, the author has declared that the Scriptural argument is the decisive argument:     

Everyone is faced with a choice:   will it be the traditions of human beings, or will it be the Word of God that determines our belief system?

The author concludes:  “The clear teaching of the New Testament is that baptism is reserved only for believers.”
  Yet the author has by no means demonstrated his position from the Word of God.  In a court of law, this case would wither for lack of evidence.  



The author then goes on the defensive in order to counter the assertions of those who would baptize infants.  He offers two negative arguments from Scripture.  


4.  The baptism of ‘households’ does not specifically mention infants.  

“But some would argue, ‘How about those cases of household baptisms?’ I know of four such cases in our New Testament. They are the households of Lydia, Cornelius, the Philippian jailer, and Stephanas. None of these cases provides clear and conclusive proof that even one infant was baptized. In fact, a careful reading would indicate the opposite to be true. At best, the argument for infant baptism from these cases is an argument from silence.” (Christian Baptism, p. 7)

Paedobaptists (those who baptize the children of believers) have tended to point to the phenomenon of the baptism of households mentioned in Scripture:  Cornelius and the people in his house (Acts 10:44-48), Lydia and her household (Acts 16:15), the Philippian jailer and his household (Acts 16:31-33) and Crispus and his household (Acts 18:8).  Paul also mentions that he baptized the household of Stephanas in 1 Corinthians 1:16.  Now of some of these it was apparent that the whole household believed (i.e. Cornelius and Crispus).  But of the others, this is not explicitly stated.  The author points out that “None of these cases proves that even one infant was baptized”
, but this surely misses the point.  In the ancient world, it was expected that the head of the home declared the religion of that household, and the entire household was then counted as a part of that faith, children and servants included.  This would be the most natural understanding of the baptisms of “households”:  all would be baptized as a part of that family unit.


Of these households, the author alleges that a “careful reading would indicate” that infants were not present,
  but he neglects to explain how a careful reading is supposed to demonstrate this.  And once again, this is to miss the point.  The word translated “household” (oikos) regularly included infants and children.  

This does not mean…that in every particular case in which the baptism of ‘a whole household’ is mentioned, small children were actually present.  But it does mean that Paul and Luke could under no circumstances have applied the oikos formula, if they had wished to say that only adults had been baptized.


To argue that infants were present in such households, the author (mistakenly) declares to be an “argument from silence”, which he disparages as “one of the weakest arguments possible”
.  In reality an argument from silence is when one would reasonably expect to find the announcement of a significant change or departure from a customary practice, and in absence of any such announcement therefore assume the customary practice is still in effect.  For example, if one’s Christmas celebration regularly included gifts for children, and then one year the head of the household announced that “this year Christmas would be better than ever”, you would rightly assume  that children would still get presents unless this was specifically and explicitly denied.
  This is an argument from silence.
  


The baptism of “households” in Scripture is not proof that infants were baptized.  But it does severely weaken the believer’s baptism argument, because it shows that the New Testament writers did not deliberately declare that only adults were baptized in those situations.  They were apparently unconcerned that someone might draw the conclusion that infants were baptized in those households.  As Jonathan M. Watt observes, “It seems inconceivable that the writers of the Bible would have opened so wide a door into human imagination if they intended to exclude an important piece of the picture.”
  If they intended to say “household-minus-small-children” one would have expected them to do so.  But they did not do so.  They simply said “households”.  They left the door open, a door which the author of Christian Baptism is determined to close.  But it is the Word of God which has left the door open.


5. Colossians 2:11-12 does not teach that circumcision was replaced by baptism.  

“But some would immediately call attention to the words found in Colossians 2:11-12, where Paul says that, ‘In him you were also circumcised, in the putting off of the sinful nature, not with a circumcision done by the hands of men but with the circumcision done by Christ, having been buried with him in baptism and raised with him through your faith in the power of God, who raised him from the dead.’  Doesn’t that sound as though Paul is not only connecting Israel with the Church, but also telling us that baptism replaces circumcision?  NO, not at all!” (Christian Baptism, p. 26)

The author knows how fatal this would be to his position, so he takes great pains to disarm it.  If New Testament baptism merely replaced Old Testament circumcision, then the case for believer’s baptism falls.  Circumcision was regularly applied to infants on the eighth day of their lives, infants who obviously could not profess their own faith.  If baptism replaced circumcision, then God’s New Testament people would rightly see a requirement to baptize infant children of believers as Old Testament saints were required to circumcise infants.  No wonder the author rejects this comparison so emphatically.  


How does the author explain the seeming correlation between circumcision and baptism in this text?  He insists (correctly) that Paul is not talking about physical circumcision, but about circumcision of the heart.  But one is at a loss to see how this solves his problem.  The author admits that circumcision and baptism signify the same reality.  “Circumcision and baptism are both alluded to, but the thrust of Paul’s words clearly point [sic] to the gracious work of Christ as he imparts new life to the believer.”
  If baptism and circumcision signify the same reality for God’s people, then is it not reasonable to say that for God’s New Testament people “baptism replaces circumcision”, a fact which the author adamantly denies?  


In Part Two of this work, Kevin DeYoung will demonstrate that baptism does indeed replace circumcision in the New Covenant, though with even greater privilege, so that “Every bit of grace in the rite of circumcision has been retained, while yet more grace pours forth in the waters of baptism.”    


These are the only significant texts which the author considers in refuting the claims of the paedobaptists.  In each case the cited Scriptures offer as much if not more evidence for the paedobaptist position.  


B)  The Popularity Witness for Believer’s Baptism.

Apparently the author senses the weakness of his own Scriptural argument and so seeks to bolster his claim by appealing to the popularity argument.  A popularity argument encourages a practice because of its growing status among others.  In plain language, the popularity argument asserts: sixty million Baptists cannot be wrong.

Believer’s baptism is reasonable because it is popular in other parts of the United States.  

“We Baptists might as well admit it. To millions of people in the Christian world we are, to say the least, an oddity….(But) How about the 50 to 60 million American Christians who have opted for believer's baptism by immersion? To grow up in Sioux County, Iowa, and in other parts of our land would almost lead one to believe that the whole world practices infant baptism. What an eye opener it is to travel, and to observe the baptismal practice of the estimated 33 million Baptists of these United States of America, including the nearly 16 million Southern Baptists who are now found in all the states of our union. When I consider all of that, and the other evidence that I am about to present, I do not feel so peculiar. In fact I find a confidence about believer's baptism by immersion that is very satisfying to my mind, and to my heart.” (Christian Baptism,  p. 3) 

Here the author encourages believer’s baptism on the basis that large numbers of others practice this tradition.  This is a curious argument for this author to make because it seems to transgress the line he himself has drawn favoring  Scripture over tradition:  

Everyone is faced with a choice:   will it be the traditions of human beings, or will it be the Word of God that determines our belief system?

So tradition that is unfavorable to your position must be abandoned in favor of Scripture, but tradition that supports your position may help you feel confident in that position.  


The popular argument is a two-edged sword.  If one bases one’s “confidence” on the popularity of a practice, then what happens when the practice falls into disfavor?  Is it no longer “true” because only a few people believe it?  And what of practices which are more popular?  Are they therefore more plausible?  The author disparages Roman Catholic belief, yet Roman Catholicism boasts over 50 million members compared to the author’s Southern Baptist denomination’s mere 16 million.  By the popular standard, Roman Catholicism should produce a far greater “confidence” in its adherents.   

C)  The Testimonial Witness for Believer’s Baptism.

The testimonial argument is really a form of the popular argument.  Instead of saying “many people believe this or practice this so it must be true”, the testimonial argument says that “these wise leaders or these admirable people believe this or practice this so it must be true”.  The author offers three examples of testimonial evidence.  


1.  Paul King Jewett, Ph.D., was a Presbyterian but became a Baptist.  


“Paul King Jewett, Ph.D., Harvard University, was Professor of Systematic Theology, Fuller Theological Seminary, when he wrote his monumental work, Infant Baptism and the Covenant of Grace, published by Wm. B. Eerdman in 1978.  Jewett received his initial theological training from Westminster Theological Seminary where he was exposed to covenant theology.  His conclusion, despite his training and affiliation, is that infant baptism cannot be supported by the Bible, early church history, or by covenant theology.” (Christian Baptism, p. 12)

Notice the vaunted credentials of Dr. Jewett:  “Ph.D.”, “Harvard University”, “Professor”, “Fuller Theological Seminary”, “his monumental work”.  The implication is that Dr. Jewett is a very important scholar, and his word can be trusted—he must be right.  What’s more, Dr. Jewett defected from a bastion of infant baptism (Westminster Theological Seminary), having gone against both “his training and affiliation”.  


The problem with appealing to testimonials is threefold.  


First, there are well-respected scholars on both sides of the issue.  Citing them as authorities is simply not helpful.  For example, Dr. Gregg Strawbridge was a pastor in the author’s own denomination, the Southern Baptist Convention, when he became convinced of the biblical validity of infant baptism
.  Citing testimonials on either side is akin to “expert witnesses” called on both sides of a criminal trial, which contradict one another, and so cancel each other out.  In the Introduction, I have already expressed my admiration and indebtedness to numerous Baptist scholars and pastors.  While I respect them as fathers and teachers in the faith, I happen to disagree with them on this secondary issue.          


Second, appealing to testimonials of experts tends to obscure the matter at hand.  The issue is not what Dr. Jewett believes but what the Scriptures declare.  Bolstering one’s position on the reputation of an expert leads us away from biblical authority and toward placing confidence in human authority. 


Third, if one intends to rely upon a testimonial, then one must be sure that his “expert” does not have other baggage which may diminish his or her credibility.  Dr. Jewett (now deceased) also, it seems, defected from some other important truths he was taught at Westminster Theological Seminary:  embracing radical feminism and opening the door to homosexual marriage.
  My guess is that the author would not support these ideas, yet they seriously challenge the status of his expert.  This places him in the difficult position having to say that his expert was wrong on feminism and homosexuality but should be trusted on baptism.   


2.  The ‘highly esteemed’ Karl Barth taught believer’s baptism.  

“On May 7, 1943, the highly esteemed Karl Barth delivered his lecture on baptism to a gathering of Swiss theological students.  What Barth said that day became the small but mighty book known as, The Teaching of the Church Regarding Baptism.” (Christian Baptism, p. 15)


Once again we find the vaunted credentials:  “highly esteemed”, “small but mighty book”.  Later he calls the booklet an “historic contribution.”  He quotes a nervous Oscar Cullman who “sadly laments” that “Barth’s study of Baptism arouses attention and alas! threatens to precipitate schism; and this is not to be ascribed only to the authority which as a theological teacher he rightly enjoys.  His study is in fact the most serious challenge to infant baptism which has ever been offered.”
   

What is troublesome is that Barth is given high praise simply because he agrees (apparently) with the author on believer’s baptism.  At the same time, the author writes disparagingly about Martin Luther accusing him of an inconsistent theology and having a “magical” view of baptism.  Though the author calls John Calvin “great” and a “brilliant theologian”
 this is only to insinuate that even “the great Calvin” could not “handle” the arguments of the Baptists of his day.  The author writes negatively about Calvin who declared that infant baptism has taken the place of infant circumcision, a position which the author alleges is “a relative newcomer in theological thought”.  And Calvin rests his case on “shaky premises”.
 


The author forgets that Martin Luther almost single-handedly rediscovered the Gospel of grace and saved the church.  John Calvin is one of the most influential theologians of all time.  But none of this matters to the author, who prefers the “highly esteemed” Karl Barth.


As in the case with Paul King Jewett, the author has not chosen his associates with adequate care.  Karl Barth is best known as the father of neo-orthodoxy, who denied the inerrancy of Scripture and taught that the Bible was a fallible human document and not the written Word of God (a position which the author hopefully does not share)
.  J.I. Packer notes that whereas Barth distinguished “between Scripture as human witness to God and God’s Word spoken through it, Calvin made no such distinction; to him the two were one.”
   Once again the author, who boasts of Barth’s “scholarly biblical research” which is “strong and convincing”, is forced to say that his expert was wrong on the key doctrine of Scripture but for some reason should be trusted on the lesser matter of baptism.


What is remarkable, though, is that none of the author’s quotations from Barth’s “small but mighty book” speak to the point of infant or believer’s baptism.  They do discuss of the meaning of baptism, but no statement the author quotes requires the believer’s baptism position!  From the quotations listed, it is not even clear that Barth actually taught believer’s baptism or challenged infant baptism. 


3.  The author himself was raised believing in infant baptism, but changed his mind.  

“Having roots in the Reformed tradition, I was taught that the sprinkling of an infant was indeed a proper way to baptize.  For more than fifty years now, I have been totally convinced that the only Christian Baptism taught in Holy Scripture is the immersion of a believer.” (Christian Baptism, p. 1)  And “I took the step of believer’s baptism when I was twenty-five years of age.  I have never been sorry.” (p. 29)

Finally, the author offers his own testimonial as one who left the infant baptism position and urges others to do the same.  The reader (juror) must decide for him or herself the weight to be given to the author’s personal testimony and whether or not his example of embracing believer’s baptism is the wisest or most biblically faithful course to follow.    

D)  The Historical Argument for Believer’s Baptism.

The Historical Argument asserts that believer’s baptism has been the consistent practice of the true church from the very beginning.  Please see Appendix A of this book which contains a more thorough discussion on the historical argument with respect to believer’s or infant baptism.  
CLAIM #2:  “CHRISTIAN BAPTISM IS THE BAPTISM OF A BELIEVER BY IMMERSION.”


Though secondary to the main point, the author also seeks to prove that immersion is the only legitimate mode of baptism.  To avoid confusion, I would admit that immersion is certainly a proper, biblical form of baptism, just not the only form of baptism.
  For this reason much of what the author argues here will find me in agreement.  


To a lesser degree, the author again enlists four witnesses, each of which will be considered in sequence.  

A)  The Scriptural Witness for Exclusive Immersion.


1.  The Greek term for “baptize” has only one meaning:  immersion.  


“First, from a study of the Greek word for baptism we discover that baptizw (Greek for baptism) literally means to “immerse” to “plunge under” to “dye” as when a piece of cloth is dipped into a coloring solution.” (Christian Baptism, p. 7)  And “The Greek word for baptism does not mean to sprinkle or even pour, but only to immerse, to put under the water.” (p. 8)   


In order to maintain that the only true baptism is “full immersion”, that is totally submerging the subject’s entire body under water, the author contends that this is the only meaning for the Greek word for baptism, “baptizw” (baptizo).
 But does baptizo always mean “to ‘immerse’ to ‘plunge under’ to ‘dye’ as when a piece of cloth is dipped into a coloring solution”?  Actually, the author uses the proper word to define baptizo when he referred to “dipping”
.  The term baptizo means “to dip” in something, whether partially or completely.  Douglas Wilson explains:

Dipping is sometimes thought of as a “quick immersion” but it can also be seen as a partial immersion.  In two of the accounts of the Lord’s Supper, we see it used in this way.  The word that is used in these passages is bapto, a word related closely to baptizo—and both words can refer to the partial immersion of dipping.  “He answered and said, ‘He who dipped his hand with Me in the dish will betray Me’ (Matt. 26:23).  The apostle John says something similar.  “Jesus answered, ‘It is he to whom I shall give a piece of bread when I have dipped it.’  And having dipped the bread, He gave it to Judas Iscariot, the son of Simon” (John 13:26).
   

Then he observes:


It is clear contextually in both these usages that total immersion is not in view.  When a dip for food is used at a meal it has never been customary to immerse one’s entire hand in the dish as Matthew describes.  Nor has it been the practice to submerge the food entirely in the dip as John describes.  The context therefore makes it plain that this dipping was a partial immersion, not a total immersion.  And though we have all seen people immerse chips in salsa, we have probably not seen it done on purpose.
  


John Murray finds another relevant use of bapto which could not possibly mean immersion.  He first observes that in the Greek translation of the Old Testament, called the Septuagint, the word “baptize” is used infrequently.  Bapto is used far more often, but both are used to translate the same Hebrew word, which shows their equivalence.  Murray then notes:


In Leviticus 14:6, 51 we have the ritual prescribed for the cleansing of a leper and of a house in which the plague of leprosy appeared.  The priest was to take the cedar wood and the scarlet and hyssop and the living bird and dip them in the blood of the bird that was slain.  It is obvious that a living bird cannot be immersed in the blood of another bird.  It may be dipped in such blood but such dipping could not be an immersion.  Here is a case where baptw is used to denote an action that cannot be construed as immersion.  And so baptw  does not mean immersion.  It can refer to an action performed by immersion but it can also refer to an action that does not involve immersion at all.
 

So the author’s claim that the only true baptism must be immersion because baptizo always means immersion is simply false.  This is important because the author would have us believe that the biblical command to “baptize” is identical to the biblical command to “immerse”.  Therefore, according to the author, every example of a baptism in the New Testament should be understood to be an immersion (which is false).  This sets us up for his next point…    


2.  The Greek term for “sprinkle” is never used for baptism.  


“It is interesting to note that the word for sprinkle in the Greek language is rantizw, and it is never used in the Bible as a reference to water baptism.” (Christian Baptism, p. 7-8)


Here is the heart of the author’s argument for exclusive immersion:

1.A.  “The Greek word for baptism always and only means immersion.”
1.B.  “Therefore, all baptisms recorded in the New Testament must be understood to be immersions.”  

2.A.  “The Greek word for sprinkle is never used to describe a water baptism.”  

2.B.  “Therefore, baptism may not be performed by sprinkling.”
As we have already seen, point 1.A. above is simply false.  This would mean that point 1.B, which is based on point 1.A. is also false.  So what about claim 2.A.?


This claim, even if it were true, proves nothing, since there is no indisputable example of a baptism by immersion in the New Testament.  As remarkable as it sounds, there is not one certain instance of a baptism by immersion in the entire New Testament.
  The assumption that all baptisms were by immersion is based on defining (incorrectly) the word baptizo as immersion.  But, as we have seen, this is not necessarily true.  


And common sense would make us question this conclusion as well.  Take the instance of the baptism of the Philippian jailer’s household in Acts 16:33.  The text is quite specific:  the man and his family were baptized in the middle of the night, before daylight.  Where could they have been immersed?  Did they go out to a pond or pool at night?  Did they fill a bathtub?  Did they even have bathtubs?  The only reason we might assume that his family was immersed is because we may have believed that baptizo always means “immersion”.  But since baptizo does not always mean immersion, then could Paul and Silas have baptized them by pouring or sprinkling?  Does that not sound more reasonable?  Does that not more clearly fit the situation in the home of the jailer of Philippi?  


However there is an instance in the New Testament where a baptism is described in terms of a sprinkling in Hebrews 9:10.  Speaking of Old Testament “gifts and sacrifices”, the author of Hebrews writes:  “They are only a matter of food and drink and various ceremonial washings--external regulations applying until the time of the new order.” (Hebrews 9:10) The word translated “washings” in this verse is our term baptismov (baptismos).  But notice how these “baptisms” are described in the following verses:   

11When Christ came as high priest of the good things that are already here, he went through the greater and more perfect tabernacle that is not man-made, that is to say, not a part of this creation.  12He did not enter by means of the blood of goats and calves; but he entered the Most Holy Place once for all by his own blood, having obtained eternal redemption.  13The blood of goats and bulls and the ashes of a heifer sprinkled on those who are ceremonially unclean sanctify them so that they are outwardly clean.  14How much more, then, will the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself unblemished to God, cleanse our consciences from acts that lead to death, so that we may serve the living God! (Hebrews 9:11-14, emphasis added)


The line is clear:  “gifts and sacrifices” (verse 9) are equivalent to “washings” or “baptisms” (verse 10) which are described as blood and ashes “sprinkled” rantizw (rantizo) on a person (verse 13).  The same “sprinkling” is described again in verses 19 and 21, and these “sprinklings” accomplished “cleansings” (see verse 22) which were comparable to the “washings” or baptismoi in verse 10.  This leads John Murray to conclude, “this means that a lustratory rite performed by sprinkling can be called a baptism.”
  


The author declares that “the word for sprinkle in the Greek language is rantizw, and it is never used in the Bible as a reference to water baptism.”  This may be technically correct, yet it is beside the point, since, very clearly, according to the New Testament “a lustratory rite performed by sprinkling can be called a baptism.”

3.  The Dutch and German words for baptism refer to immersion. 


“Some languages do a better job than our English language in the translation of the Greek word for baptism.  For example, both the German and Dutch translate baptism in a very literal manner to convey the idea of putting the persons being baptized under the water.  The Germans translate the Greek word for baptism with their word getauft.  The Dutch render it gedoopt.  How can anyone examine these facts and insist that one mode of baptism is as good as another?” (Christian Baptism, p. 8)


This is a curious argument:  suggesting that a modern translation of a biblical word proves the meaning of that word in its original context.  It is difficult to understand what is proved.  It should be noted that whatever the Germans or Dutch call baptism, they certainly cannot understand baptism as meaning exclusive immersion since in both cultures the standard practice is baptism by sprinkling or pouring.  


4.  The Greek Orthodox Church immerses babies. 


“If anyone should know the Greek language, it should be the Greeks that speak it.  In my personal conversation with the pastor of the Greek Orthodox Church in Sioux City, he informed me that when he administers baptism to an infant he actually puts the child under the water, but does not immerse the head.” (Christian Baptism, p. 8)


This argument is similar to the previous:  determining the meaning of an ancient word by a present-day understanding of it.  The fact is that Modern Greek is quite different from New Testament Greek.  At any rate, two obvious truths stand out from this bit of evidence.  First, the subject of the baptism was a baby.  If Greek Orthodox practice is cited as an authority, then this undercuts the author’s previous arguments on exclusive believer’s baptism.  Second, the “immersion” was not complete, as the author himself admits:  “I would not call this full immersion, and the reason why it is done in this manner is quite likely because the infant cannot hold his breath.”
  So according to the author, the Greek Church, which “should know the Greek language” does not understand baptizo as requiring a complete immersion, but merely a partial dipping.  


5.  Examples of baptisms in the New Testament demonstrate that baptizo means ‘immersion’.  


“Consider this, ‘As soon as Jesus was baptized, he went up out of the water.’ Matthew 3:16. Why would Jesus give us an example he did not expect us to follow? It was said of John that he baptized near Salim, ‘...because there was plenty of water...’. John 3:23. To sprinkle an infant requires only a few drops of water.   


“Then there was the baptism of the Ethiopian by Philip, recorded in Acts 8:38-39a, where we read, ‘And he gave orders to stop the chariot. Then both Philip and the eunuch went down into the water and Philip baptized him. When they came up out of the water...’ It is quite obvious that to sprinkle the eunuch it would not have been necessary to go down into the water, and to come up out of the water.” (Christian Baptism, p. 8-9)

The author offers three examples of baptisms in the New Testament which supposedly imply baptism by immersion, though none actually require it.  And if the word for baptism does not require immersion, then each of these is open to alternate interpretations.  Perhaps the concern was not the depth of the water but that it be running water.
  It is possible that the subject was taken into the water, and water was then sprinkled or poured on the head.  It is also possible that some or all of these were baptisms by immersion.  There is nothing in these texts to require that they be understood as immersions, and nothing to rule out that they were immersions.  


6.  Romans 6 depicts baptism as a burial, which is most naturally portrayed by immersion.  

“Romans 6 is a striking reference to immersion as the biblical mode of baptism.  Those first few verses of the chapter make a strong case.  As you read this passage of God’s Word, you will notice that only baptism by immersion is capable of illustrating the beautiful symbolism intended by Paul.”  (Christian Baptism, p. 9)

The author claims that only baptism by immersion can depict the symbol of baptism as it is compared to burial and resurrection, that immersing a person under water is comparable to burying, and raising them out of the water portrays a resurrection.  This comparison suffers a bit from reading our own burial practice back into the Bible, since ancient burials did not ordinarily involve lowering a body into the ground, but rather carrying a body into an above- ground tomb.  Neither Lazarus nor our Lord Jesus “ascended” from their tombs, but rather “came out” from their tombs.  The image of “rising” from the dead did not refer to their ascent from a hole in the ground, but their standing up from the reclining position of death.


Even so, we would grant that immersion is a fine image for baptism.
  The question is this:  Is burial and resurrection the ONLY image for baptism?  If baptism is symbolic of other truths, then would it not also be appropriate to baptize in ways that more clearly depict those truths as well?  


If there is any image of baptism in the New Testament that should claim priority, it would have to be baptism by pouring.  On the day of Pentecost, recorded in Acts 2, the Holy Spirit was given to the church.  This is beyond doubt the “baptism” of the Holy Spirit that had been promised by Christ in Acts 1:5:  “For John baptized with water, but in a few days you will be baptized with the Holy Spirit."  Only the giving of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2 could possibly be the fulfillment of this promise.
  And yet what image or symbol does Peter use to describe this baptism of the Holy Spirit?  Peter describes it with the words of the prophet Joel as a “pouring”:  


These men are not drunk, as you suppose. It's only nine in the morning!  No, this is what was spoken by the prophet Joel:   “In the last days, God says, I will pour out my Spirit on all people. Your sons and daughters will prophesy, your young men will see visions, your old men will dream dreams.”  (Acts 2:15-17, emphasis added)  

So here we have another picture of baptism, the pouring out of the Holy Spirit who has come to bring good things in the life of the believer.  To rephrase the author, “only baptism by pouring is capable of illustrating the beautiful symbolism intended by God.”



B)  The Popularity Witness for Exclusive Immersion.


This argument follows the same line as the popularity witness for believer’s baptism: “Millions have been baptized by immersion”, or “Immersion is becoming more popular”, or “In other places immersion is quite common”.  The popular argument for immersion suffers from the same flaws that were listed earlier.  Please see “The Popularity Witness for Believer’s Baptism” above.    

C)  The Testimonial Witness for Exclusive Immersion.


In the same way the testimonial witness for immersion mirrors the argument for believer’s baptism.  “Former Presbyterian Paul King Jewett favored immersion”, or “The highly esteemed Karl Barth taught baptism by immersion only”, or “The author was baptized by immersion fifty years ago and has never regretted it.”  Once again, the testimonial argument for immersion suffers from the same weaknesses and problems of the testimonial argument for believer’s baptism above
.  Please see “The Testimonial Witness for Believer’s Baptism” above.  

D)  The Historical Witness for Exclusive Immersion.



Since I have already granted that immersion is one of the valid forms of baptism and that sincere Christians have rightly baptized by immersion throughout the history of the church, I have little quarrel with the historical points made by the author.  I would simply insist that immersion is not the ONLY biblically valid mode of baptism.  


1. The Roman Catholic Church practiced immersion until 1311.  


“Did you know that the Roman Catholic Church practiced immersion until 1311, when at the Council of Ravenna sprinkling was officially substituted for immersion?” (Christian Baptism, p. 11)


The “Council of Ravenna” is often cited by Baptists as evidence for exclusive immersion.
  But two problems make the author’s claim unlikely.  First, it is not clear that the 1311 (or 1314) Council of Ravenna actually addressed the subject of baptism.  The only text of its proceedings I could find was a brief mention in M’Clintock and Strong’s Cyclopaedia of Biblical, Theological and Ecclesiastical Literature
 of Councils of Ravenna occurring in 1311 and 1314.  Of the thirty-two canons published by the 1311 Council, the Cyclopaedia lists and summarizes eleven, none of which deals with the mode of baptism.  Of the twenty canons published by the 1314 Council, the Cyclopaedia lists and summarizes eight, and again none of these deal with the mode of baptism.  So either these Councils did not officially substitute sprinkling for immersion or the Cyclopedia’s editors did not think it important enough a matter to mention.  But secondly, and more importantly, a declaration by one of these local Councils could not have “officially substituted” anything because they were not ecumenical councils and would not have been binding on the whole church.   


We would grant, however, that baptism by immersion was one of the forms of baptism in the ancient church, just not the only form.
  The early Christian church manual, called the Didache or Teaching of the Twelve Apostles dates from approximately 120 A.D.
  It recognizes the validity of baptism both by immersion and pouring.  


Now about baptism:  this is how to baptize.  Give public instruction on all these points, and then “baptize” in running water, “in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”  If you do not have running water, baptize in some other.  If you cannot in cold, then in warm.  If you have neither, then pour water on the head three times “in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.”
  

Though immersion was apparently the primary method at this time, the point is that exclusive immersion was neither required nor practiced even at this early date.  


2.  The Roman Catholic Church still has a preference for immersion.  

“Today the Roman Catholic Church still has a preference for baptism by immersion. Here is what we read in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, English Translation, New York: Image Book 1995. 825 pp.  From page 348, Article 1239, ‘Baptism is performed in the most expressive way by triple immersion in the baptismal waters.’ From page 353, Article 1262, ‘Immersion in water symbolizes (my underlining) not only death and purification, but also regeneration and renewal." That sentence could have been written by a Baptist!’” (Christian Baptism, p. 11)


If the Roman Catholic Church “still has a preference” for immersion then why does the Roman Catholic Church almost never practice immersion today?  And why is it that according to the Catholic Encyclopedia, “By the present authorized ritual of the Latin Church, baptism must be performed by a laving of (pouring water on) the head of the candidate”
?  The author’s statement at this point is simply false.


3.  Some old churches in Europe had large baptisteries.  

“Allan R. Knight and Gordon H. Schroeder in their booklet, New Life, point out some interesting facts about baptism by immersion. They remind us that a tour of some of the old churches in Europe reveal the existence, even today, of large room sized baptistries, much too large to convince anyone that they were constructed for sprinkling. They cite the Cathedral of Piza in Italy as a prime example, and there are others.” (Christian Baptism, p. 10-11)

If some old churches practiced baptism by immersion as we maintain, then we would expect those churches to have baptisteries.  Of course this still does not prove that the practice of the ancient church was exclusive immersion.


4.  The Church of England practiced immersion until 1644.   


“Did you know that that the Church of England practiced immersion until the year 1644?” (Christian Baptism, p. 11)


Since the author does not claim that the Church of England practiced exclusive immersion then the same thing could be said about the Presbyterian Church (USA) today, for example, which recognizes baptism by immersion, pouring or sprinkling.  This point is moot anyhow, because we have already established from the Didache that both immersion and pouring were accepted methods of baptism in the early church.  The practice of the Church of England some fifteen centuries later has little bearing on this discussion.  
CONCLUSION


In summary, the author fails to prove his case on both of his major propositions.  1) He fails to demonstrate that the New Testament teaches an exclusive, believer’s only baptism or prohibits the baptism of the children of believers.  And 2) he fails to prove that the New Testament endorses immersion as the only valid mode of baptism. 


There is one other matter that should be addressed.  The author’s standard for accepting a Christian practice as legitimate appears to be that it must be explicitly demonstrated or commanded in Scripture.  So the author concludes that infant baptism is illegitimate because “There is absolutely no evidence in the Bible for any water baptism other than the baptism of a believer by immersion.”
  


Yet by that standard we would have to prohibit women from receiving the Lord’s Supper, since “there is absolutely no evidence in the Bible” for any woman ever receiving communion, nor any explicit command that women are to receive communion.  On this John Calvin writes:  “If such arguments (that there is no example of an infant baptism in Scripture) were valid, women should similarly be barred from the Lord’s Supper, since we do not read that they were admitted to it in the apostolic age.”
  


And, more to the point, the author breaks his own rule when he commends the practice of Parent/Child Dedication:  

A typical Baptist Church does embrace her children, but not presumptively.  Many congregations will have a public service of Parent/Child Dedication in which the parents commit themselves to rear the child in the Christian faith using all of the means that God provides to point that child to saving faith in the Lord Jesus Christ.


Whether or not there is an example of an infant baptism in Scripture may be debated.  But of this we can be sure:  there is in the New Testament not one hint of “a public service of Parent/Child Dedication.”  Yet the author insists that the former practice must be prohibited while the latter tradition is to be permitted, even encouraged.  Apparently this merely human tradition of Parent/Child Dedication, though not taught in Scripture, is acceptable to the author, even though he has previously declared: 

Everyone is faced with a choice:   will it be the traditions of human beings, or will it be the Word of God that determines our belief system?
  


We must ask the same question with regard to the author’s insistence on exclusive, believer’s only baptism by immersion.  Since this position is not warranted from Scripture, it must therefore be a mere “tradition of human beings”. 


And so, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, I leave the verdict in your hands.  You have the evidence before you.  The prosecution has by no means proved his case.  Upon cross-examination, each witness was revealed either not to support the prosecution’s claim or even to contradict the prosecution’s claim: that the baptism of the children of believers is “a contrived conclusion based on faulty assumptions, and forced upon the clear facts of the New Testament”
.  And if you agree that the prosecution’s case lacks sufficient evidence, then you must find against the prosecution and for the defendant.  Those who baptize the children of believers may indeed do so with good reason, based upon the authority of God’s holy Word.   


In the next section, Rev. Kevin DeYoung makes the positive case from Scripture that the baptism of covenant children is certainly a part of Biblical Baptism.

PART TWO:  

BIBLICAL AND 
THEOLOGICAL REFLECTIONS

Kevin DeYoung


I remember well the afternoon in seminary when student after student piled into the school’s largest conference room.  It was high noon (literally as I recall) and the theological lines in the sand had been drawn.  Two popular professors—one Baptist, the other Presbyterian—were to debate for 60 minutes the meaning, the mode, and especially, the proper recipients, of baptism.  


The Baptist came from the ranks of the Biblical Studies division.  He gave an articulate, spirited, and intelligent presentation in support of believer’s only baptism.  The Presbyterian’s defense of paedobaptism (infant baptism) was equally articulate, spirited, and intelligent.  The only problem was he taught systematic theology.  For many Baptist students, there was no more fitting picture of the two positions: a Bible teacher arguing against infant baptism and a theologian arguing in its favor.  This arrangement alone confirmed the Baptist’s deepest convictions: believer’s only baptism is found in the Bible; infant baptism, on the other hand, depends on theological systematizing.


I doubt many students changed their minds that afternoon, but it reinforced in my mind the pressing need for paedobaptists to demonstrate their position from the Bible.  It may be unfair that those opposed to infant baptism come to the issue already predisposed to think it a fancy theological contrivance, but that is the case.  So we who support the baptism of infants must bend over backwards to show that the practice is not just rooted in theological words or even biblical generalities, but can be supported from actual chapters and verses of Scripture, and with more persuasive evidence than the practice to the contrary.


Thus, in this chapter I hope to do two things.  I hope to be theologically consistent and manifestly biblical.  This will require thinking on the part of the reader, for there is no single “aha!” text which settles the baptism issue (for either side).  But hard thinking and logical argumentation should not be a strike against the paedobaptist.  Careful reasoning is required of all Christians on all matters.  So with thinking minds and open hearts I hope to persuade that a careful analysis of the relevant biblical data and the subsequent theological ramifications puts the practice of infant baptism on solid ground.


To that end, I want to raise, and try to answer, four questions.  First, what did circumcision signify?  Second, what does baptism signify?  Third, what about children?  Fourth, is baptism a means of grace?

I. What Did Circumcision Signify?


To understand circumcision, we must go back to the covenant—a kind of legal agreement formalizing a relationship between two parties.
  The most crucial covenant in the Old Testament is the one God established with Abraham.
  Genesis 12:1-3 (ESV) says “Now the Lord said to Abram, ‘Go from your father’s house to the land that I will show you.  And I will make of you a great nation, and I will bless you and make your name great, so that you will be a blessing.  I will bless those who bless you, and him who dishonors you I will curse, and in you all the families of the earth shall be blessed.’”  In this covenant, God by his own sovereign will, chooses Abram (Abraham) for divine favor.  God promises Abram a land, a people, a great name, and a great blessing.  In short, God declares about Abram and his children, “I will be their God” (17:8).


In chapter 15, God restates his covenant with Abram.  “Fear not, Abram, I am your shield; your reward shall be very great” (v. 1).  Because the great reward a land, a great nation, a great name, a blessing to all peoples) depends entirely on Abram producing an heir, God’s main promise to Abram at this point is “Look toward heaven, and number the stars, if you are able to number them…So shall your offspring be” (15:5).  If God’s word is trustworthy, then the ageing Abram and Sarai will somehow give birth to a son.  As impossible as this sounded, Abram “believed the Lord, and he counted it to him as righteousness” (15:6).

God’s promise


Two important things are happening in this covenant transaction.  First, God graciously and unilaterally promises Abram blessing.  This is why centuries later the Apostle Paul can say that God gave the inheritance to Abraham by a promise (Gal. 3:18).
  God, in fact, ratifies his unshakeable promise with an oath.  Genesis 15:7-21 records the oath ceremony, which however strange to us was not uncommon in other ancient near eastern cultures.  Abram asks God how he is to know that the divine promise is trustworthy (15:8).  God answers with a stunning picture.  Animals are cut in two and the halves strewn opposite one another.  Then God, appearing as a smoking fire pot and flaming torch, walks down this gruesome path (15:17).  By so doing, God indicates to Abram that if he (God) should fail to keep his promises, may he (God) be destroyed like the animals he passed through.  Meredith Kline summarizes:


Graphically symbolized by the slain and halved animals, soon to be consumed by the birds of prey (Gen. 15:11; Jer. 34:20), was the curse of death, violent and forsaken.  To pass through the way between rows of severed carcasses was to walk through the valley of the shadow of death.  The frightful horror of this death-curse was overwhelmingly communicated to Abraham in his experience of the abyss of sleep and the terrors of unnatural darkness (cf. Job 10:21; Ps. 55:4, 5 [5,6]).  Such was the malediction that the Lord conditionally invoked upon himself.

Abraham’s faith


Second, Abram receives the promise by faith.  If we do not see clearly the connection between faith and receiving the promise in Genesis 15, Paul certainly did.  “In hope,” Abraham “believed against hope, that he should become the father of many nations, as he had been told, ‘So shall your offspring be’” (Rom. 4:18).  He was “fully convinced that God was able to do what he had promised” (4:20). Consequently, it was through faith that Abraham received a blessing (Gal. 3:9).  In other words, the receiving of the gracious promise depended on faith (Rom. 4:16).


It should be noted in passing that in holding up Abraham as “the man of faith,” the Bible does not mean that Abraham was “the man of intellectual assent” or “the man of religious feeling.”  That is, we must be careful we do not flatten faith so as to make it simply a knowledge of truths (which the demons believe and shudder [James 2:19]) or a feeling of absolute dependence.  Faith for Abraham was a trust in the word of the Lord demonstrated by concrete action.
  If Abraham had said “I trust you Lord” but did not move when God called him to leave Ur and go to Canaan, that would not have been faith (cf. Josh. 24:2ff).  “By faith Abraham obeyed when he was called to go out to a place that he was to receive as an inheritance” (Heb. 11:8). “By faith he went to live in a land of promise…” (Heb. 11:9).


To be sure, Abraham was not declared righteous on his own merit, but he showed his faith by his works (James 2:18).  Of course, Abraham still sinned (he lied on more than one occasion) but it would have meant nothing for Abraham to believe God’s promises if he did not actually live his life as if he believed.  For example, when Abraham agrees to offer up Isaac as a sacrifice the Lord responds “Because you have done this and have not withheld your son, your only son, I will surely bless you, and I will surely multiply your offspring as the stars of heaven and as the sand that is on the seashore” (Gen. 22:16-17).  Likewise in Genesis 26:4-5 the Lord assures Isaac “I will multiply your offspring as the stars of heaven and will give to your offspring all these lands.  And in your offspring all the nations of the earth shall be blessed, because Abraham obeyed my voice and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my laws.”  Abraham did not simply trust and obey; he trusted and therefore obeyed.  His faith worked itself out in love (Gal. 5:6).   

The Covenant of Circumcision


All of this pertains to circumcision because the covenant of circumcision in Genesis 17 is simply the visible signing and sealing of the covenant God initiated with Abram in chapter 12 and restated in chapter 15.  Circumcision is a sign of God’s promise to make Abraham fruitful, to make him a great nation, to give him the land of Canaan (17:4-8).  In short, circumcision is a sign that the Lord will be a God to Abraham and his offspring.


Further circumcision points to a spiritual reality wrought in Abraham.  He must keep the covenant, which entails more than merely physical circumcision.  Keeping the covenant in truth requires a circumcision of the heart, a cutting off of the old man, a mortification of the sinful flesh, a purification from defilement.  Abraham is to walk before the Lord and be blameless so that the covenant may be established (Gen. 17:1-2).


Throughout the Old Testament, true circumcision is more than a physical removal of flesh.  It is easy to see how circumcision became for the Jews a sign of national identity and national identity alone, but the covenant of circumcision was from the beginning, and should have continued to be seen as, spiritual in nature: 


True circumcision meant walking with God in humility. Leviticus 26:40-42 “But if they confess their iniquity and the iniquity of their fathers in their treachery that they committed against me, and also in walking contrary to me, so that I walked contrary to them and brought them into the land of their enemies- if then their uncircumcised heart is humbled and they make amends for their iniquity, then I will remember my covenant with Jacob, and I will remember my covenant with Isaac and my covenant with Abraham, and I will remember the land.”  


True circumcision meant a warm and receptive heart. Deuteronomy 10:16 “Circumcise therefore the foreskin of your heart, and be no longer stubborn.”  Deuteronomy 30:6 “And the LORD your God will circumcise your heart and the heart of your offspring, so that you will love the LORD your God with all your heart and with all your soul, that you may live.”  


True circumcision meant refraining from evil deeds. Jeremiah 4:4 “Circumcise yourselves to the LORD; remove the foreskin of your hearts, O men of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem; lest my wrath go forth like fire, and burn with none to quench it, because of the evil of your deeds.”  


True circumcision meant taking delight in the word of the Lord.  Jeremiah 6:10 “To whom shall I speak and give warning, that they may hear? Behold, their ears are uncircumcised, they cannot listen; behold, the word of the LORD is to them an object of scorn; they take no pleasure in it.”  

True circumcision was God’s desire for his people. Jeremiah 9:25 “Behold, the days are coming, declares the LORD, when I will punish all those who are circumcised merely in the flesh- Egypt, Judah, Edom, the sons of Ammon, Moab, and all who dwell in the desert who cut the corners of their hair, for all these nations are uncircumcised, and all the house of Israel is uncircumcised in heart.”  God delighted in those who practiced steadfast love, justice, and righteousness (Jer. 9:24), but he promised exile for those who were circumcised only in the flesh.

Circumcision in the New Testament


Baptists, of course, object to finding any spiritual significance in circumcision.  Beasley-Murray writes, 

By this time it should be clear that ‘the circumcision of the heart’ is something other than the rite of circumcision.  The latter was administered to every male child as a sign of his membership in the covenant people and had no relation to moral renewal; the prophetic call for heart circumcision is an application of the rite in symbol, not an exposition of the rite itself.
 


Is this so?  Is the spiritual aspect of circumcision an application and not an exposition?  Two key texts from Romans point us in a different direction.  


The first text is Romans 2:25-29. Verse 25 reads: “For circumcision indeed is of value if you obey the law, but if you break the law, your circumcision becomes uncircumcision.”  Is Paul putting a new twist on the ancient rite of circumcision?  The context would suggest he is simply expounding the true meaning circumcision had all along.  He is arguing that those who boast in the law but don’t keep the law dishonor God (2:23).  Even when this duplicity happened in the Old Testament it was considered blasphemous (v. 24 quoting Isa. 52:5).  “For no one is a Jew who is merely one outwardly, nor is circumcision outward and physical” (2:28).  All along God intended his people to keep the covenant, as signed and sealed with physical circumcision, by spiritual obedience.  This was not a change from the Old Testament to the New Testament. The true Jew was never simply an ethnic Jew.  That’s precisely the line of thinking Paul is trying to combat.  Paul’s emphasis, instead, is that from the Old Testament to the New Testament “a Jew is one inwardly, and circumcision is a matter of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter” (2:29).


The second text is Romans 4:11.  The Apostle Paul gives the best answer to the question “What did circumcision signify?”  Abraham “received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness that he had by faith while he was still uncircumcised” (4:11).  For Jews, circumcision had become one of the defining badges of a law keeper.  So that, over time they came to see works of the law, like circumcision, as that which gave them a good standing before God.  This understanding made it impossible for a Gentile to be right before God without, in effect, becoming Jewish.  Paul combats this notion by pointing to Abraham.  Abraham was not counted righteous because he we physically circumcised.  Rather, circumcision was a sign and seal of the righteousness he had by faith even before he underwent that most Jewish of rites, namely circumcision.


Paul, therefore, makes explicit the spiritual signification of circumcision that was implicit in the New Testament.  Circumcision signified the cutting off of the sinful flesh (mortification) and the removal of defilement (purification).  It was a sign and seal of the righteousness of faith (justification and regeneration).  And it pointed to the promise that God would be a God to Abraham and his children (union and communion with the God).

II. What Does Baptism Signify?

Likewise, baptism is a sign and seal that by faith we have forgiveness, cleansing, fellowship and union with God—that through faith God will be our God and we will be his people. Baptism is a naming rite whereby we are baptized into the name of the Trinity (Matthew 28:19).  Baptism signifies death to self (Rom. 6:3-4), putting on Christ (Gal. 3:27), and forgiveness of sins (Acts 2:38).  Baptism illustrates purification (Titus 3:5) and points to new heart and a new life through faith (Acts 16:15; 2:38; Titus 3:5).  The waters of baptism, in other words, symbolize the very things signified in circumcision: mortification, purification, justification, and regeneration. As united to Christ by faith, we become sharers in all his blessings.
  In a phrase, baptism points to union with Christ.
  God is our God and we belong to him.

Baptism and commitment


This is not to say that baptism has no element of consecration or initiation or discipleship.   Those baptized are set apart as holy to the Lord in a covenantal sense (1 Cor. 7:14), initiated in the church in a visible sense, and marked as followers of God in a general sense.  Infants who belong to Christian families are, whether baptized or not, in a position of covenantal privilege.  They are brought up in the way of the Lord; they are members of the visible church; and they belong to a family intent on being disciples of Jesus of Christ.  These things do not constitute the meaning of baptism, but in so far as the sign is applied to those who are following in the way of Christ (either personally or by virtue of the parental authority over them) it will serve to mark out the people of God.


Circumcision set apart the Old Covenant church.  Baptism sets apart the New Covenant church.  Both signs are first and foremost tokens of God’s grace to us, but whereas we bear the signs physically, they will inevitably also set us apart as belonging to God.  To be sure, there will be many who are baptized and yet unbaptized just like there were many circumcised who were in reality uncircumcised.  But especially for those strangers and aliens to the New Covenant in Christ, baptism will be one of their first outward pledges of being a follower of Christ.  Baptism will be for them also a sign of commitment.  

Baptism replaces circumcision


It should be made explicit what has been already stated implicitly: Baptism is in the new covenant what circumcision was in the old.
 This statement can be supported from two main texts.  The first text, Galatians 3, shows that the promise, originally signed and sealed by circumcision, still remains. In chapter three Paul begins in earnest his contrast between works of the law and faith (3:2).  Galatians 3 is a series of arguments for the superiority of faith/promise over against the law.  Paul argues that the Galatians did not receive the Spirit or miracles by works of the law (3:3, 5).  These things came by faith.  Likewise, it is those of faith who are children of Abraham (3:6-9).  Physical children of Abraham were never really children of Abraham.  It is always been through the promise, not the law, that the covenant inheritance comes (3:15-18).  


The gracious covenant promises have not been annulled (3:17-18).  What is more, the promised inheritance is still received by faith.  Now, as then, the righteous shall live by faith (3:11), those who believe God will be counted righteous (3:6), and righteousness will be given to those who believe in Jesus (3:21-22).  In Christ we are children of Abraham, sons of God through faith (3:26).  Paul’s point should not be missed: the covenant of grace, once sealed by circumcision, is still in effect.


The second text, Colossians 2:11-12, shows that the spiritual nature of circumcision is identical to the spiritual nature of baptism.  Verse 11 speaks not simply of the rite of circumcision but of the spiritual reality signified: “In him also you were circumcised with a circumcision made without hands, by putting off the body of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ...”  Circumcision here is used as metaphor to describe our union with Christ (“In him”), in which we are put to death just as Christ was.  Those who belong to God by faith participate in the death of Jesus and share in the blessings thereof.  


Circumcision, with its violent cutting off of the flesh, pointed all along to a “cut-off” one.  The “putting off of the body of the flesh” refers to the complete cutting off of Jesus in his death.
  “Without hands” symbolizes the divine judgment Jesus faced not merely at the hands of the people but at the hands of God.  Thus, “the circumcision of Christ” does not mean “the circumcision performed by Christ on our hearts,” but rather “the complete circumcision Jesus endured when nailed to the cross” (v. 14). In short, Paul uses circumcision to describe our participation with Christ in his death and the blessings given as a result (13-15).


Verse 12 speaks similarly of the spiritual reality signified in baptism: “having been buried with him in baptism, in which you also were raised with him through faith in the powerful working of God, who raised him from the dead.”  Baptism is used as a metaphor to describe our union with Christ (“with him”) in which we are buried with him in his death.  Baptism also points to the new life we have, through faith, in Christ by his resurrection (cf. Rom. 6:5).  Both circumcision and baptism, therefore, are pictures of cleansing, forgiveness, and vindication for those who through union with Christ participate in the divine judgment he experienced in death.


Of course, Baptism as new covenant circumcision goes beyond circumcision of the old covenant.  Circumcision was a sign for males only; baptism is a sign for females as well.  Circumcision foresaw the inclusion of non-Jews in the covenant (cf. Gen. 17:12-13, Gal. 3:8); baptism openly embraces Gentiles as full members of the covenant through faith (Acts 2:39; Gal. 3:9).  Circumcision pointed a “cut-off” one who was to come; baptism focuses our faith on Jesus Christ (Gal. 3:29).  Every bit of grace in the rite of circumcision has been retained, while yet more grace pours forth in the waters of baptism.

III. What About Children?


If it is true that circumcision signified cleansing, forgiveness, renewal, the righteousness of faith, and union with God and that baptism signifies the same, the question still remains: where do infants fit into all of this?  At the outset, we should note well that if the meaning of circumcision and baptism is largely identical (as I have tried to argue), then the question of how infants fit into the equation is not a question for the paedobaptist alone.  Baptists too must struggle to understand how Abraham could be given circumcision as a sign and seal of the righteousness he had by faith, and at the same time be commanded to circumcise infants, some of whom never embraced the righteousness of faith.  The question posed to paedobaptists time and again “how can you baptize babies who don’t yet have faith” is a question which belongs to circumcision as well.  If circumcision meant spiritual renewal and transformation, and promised God’s purification and justification, and sealed the righteousness of faith, why was Ishmael circumcised when God knew he was not establishing his covenant with him in its fullest sense? (Gen. 17:20-21, 23)


Surely, we do not want to fall into the trap of suggesting that circumcision meant Abraham was part of the invisible covenant community, but for his children it only signified that they were part of the visible covenant community.  Yet, how could something which pointed to spiritual realities for Abraham seem so unspiritual for many others?  We are on the horns of a dilemma.  On the one hand, how could circumcision be sign of external ethnic identity alone (like Baptists argue) if for Abraham it signified internal spiritual vitality (Rom. 4:11)?  On the other hand, if circumcision signified the internal spiritual vitality of Abraham (like paedobaptists and some Baptists argue), then what did it signify for those who were only externally connected to the covenant?  

The place of faith


The resolution to the dilemma is faith.  Only by faith are the covenant blessings inherited.  Circumcision should have reminded the Jews that God promised to be their God, to make them clean, and to count them righteous, but the promise depended on faith (Rom. 4:16).  Baptism, likewise, should remind Christians that God promises to be our God, to wash us clean, to forgive our sins and count us righteous in Christ, but the promise must be received by faith.  Circumcision for Ishmael or Esau or thousands of Israelites who would never believe pointed to the same spiritual realities it did for Abraham.  The big difference is that the blessings were never embraced by faith. 
   Esau spurned God and rejected the covenant.  In so doing, his circumcision was in God’s eyes uncircumcision (Rom. 2:25).


I agree with every Baptist who links baptism and faith.  It is only through faith that the spiritual realities promised in baptism (or circumcision for that matter) are fully realized. But this does not mean that faith must precede baptism any more than faith had to precede circumcision.
  Calvin puts it well:

We therefore confess that for that time baptism benefited us not at all, inasmuch as the promise offered in it—without which baptism is nothing—lay neglected.  Now when, by God’s grace, we begin to repent, we accuse our blindness and hardness of heart—we who were so long ungrateful toward his great goodness.  But we believe that the promise itself did not vanish.  Rather, we consider that God through baptism promises us forgiveness of sins, and he will doubtless fulfill his promise for all believers.  This promise was offered to us in baptism; therefore, let us embrace it by faith.

The witness of Acts 2:38


Baptists, no doubt, will quote Acts 2:38 in protest.  “Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of sins, and you will receive the Holy Spirit.”  You must repent, they argue, before you can be baptized.  But even John Piper, a leading Baptist pastor and thinker, calls this reasoning “only suggestive, not compelling.”
  Peter really says nothing different than the prophets of old when they exhorted Israel to circumcise their hearts.  He urges his audience to exercise true faith as demonstrated by repentance and baptism.  God urged the same of Abraham in Genesis 17: walk in my ways and keep the covenant of circumcision.


The exhortation is the same because the promise is the same.  As Venema puts it, “Here, at this critical turning point in the history of redemption, on the day of the Spirit’s outpouring at Pentecost, Peter reaffirms the Old Testament covenant promise.”
  The promise of v. 39 is that God will forgive the sins of all who (like Abraham) come to him in faith working itself out in obedience (e.g. repentance).  Peter already summarized the promise in v. 21 “everyone who calls upon the name of the Lord will be saved.”  This is the promise which is for you and your children and all those who are far off.  God promised under the Old Covenant to cleanse, forgive, and count as righteous all who believe.  God sealed that promise with circumcision.  God promises under the New Covenant to cleanse, forgive, and count as righteous all who believe.  God seals that promise with baptism.  This promise was true for Abraham who believed and his children who would believe.  This promise is still true for those who believe, and their children who believe, and now for Gentiles (those far off) who believe.  The promise is not a guarantee of regeneration but an assurance for all whom the Lord calls to himself: your faith will be counted to you as righteousness.

Children of promise

In baptism, some will receive the sign without ever embracing the reality.  They will be children of promise who are not really children of promise.  Romans 9:6-8 is instructive in this regard.  Throughout Romans, Paul maintains that the Jews and Gentiles alike are justified by faith.  Where there is no faith, there is no justification and no receiving of the promise.  This leads Paul to anticipate an objection.  Has God’s word failed?  If God promised such great blessing to the descendants of Abraham why are so many children of Abraham without God’s favor?  Paul’s response is crucial: “not all who are descended from Israel belong to Israel, and not all are children of Abraham because they are his offspring” (9:6-7).  Only children of the promise are counted as true children of Abraham.  And who are the children of the promise?  Those, who like Isaac, were among the elect and therefore embraced the promise by faith (9:7-8, 30-32).  Others, like Ishmael or Esau, were objects of wrath and therefore never embraced the promise by faith (Rom. 9:13, 22), but still they received the sign of union and communion with God.

Blessings and curses


In both baptism and circumcision, God’s mercy flows wide and free, but there is also an undercurrent of judgment.  Negatively, circumcision symbolized death and the cutting off of fellowship from God (Gen. 17:14).  The covenant as signed and sealed in circumcision was primarily meant to signify blessing for the covenant keeper, but it also signified curse for the covenant breaker.
 Likewise, baptism also has a negative aspect.  For those who do not respond in obedience and the righteousness that comes through faith, baptism is a sign of curse rather than blessing.  Instead of being saved through the cleansing waters of baptism, the ungodly are swallowed up in judgment like the flood in Noah’s day (1 Peter 3:20-21).  For those who do not grab hold of new life in Christ by faith, baptism signifies only burial and death.

Covenant Community


So what good is baptism if it does not assure eternal life, or even special divine blessing?  Is a covenant child born into a believing household any better off than little Joe Pagan?  Paul posed the same question regarding circumcision after he argued that physical circumcision is only worth anything if it accompanied by the spiritual reality (Rom. 2:25-29).  “Then what advantage has the Jew?  Or what is the value of circumcision?  Much in every way.  To begin with, the Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God” (Rom. 3:1-2).”  Children of the covenant had at least one advantage from the covenant:  they had access to the word of God.  


Paul continues in Romans 9: “They are Israelites, and to them belong the adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship, and the promises.  To them belong the patriarchs, and from their race, according to the flesh, is Christ who is God over all, blessed forever, Amen.” (vs. 4-5)  Of course, Paul goes on to make clear that the true inheritors of these blessings are children of the promise.  But even being exposed to these spiritual realities through the covenant community puts the covenant child in a position of privilege and blessing. 

Circumcision and Baptism: A Comparison

	
	Circumcision
	Baptism

	Significance
	
	

	     Covenant

     Blessings
	Fruitfulness, possession of the land (Gen. 17:4-8)
	Sharers in all the belongs to Christ; heirs of eternal possessions (Acts 2:21; Gal. 3:29)

	     Covenant

     Curses
	Unbelieving and disobedient cut off from God and face death (Gen. 17:14; Col. 2:11)
	Unbelieving and disobedient swept away in flood of judgment (1 Pet. 3:20-21)

	     Covenant

     Privileges

     (external)
	Oracles of God, law, patriarchs, Messianic line (Rom. 3:1-2; 9:4-5)
	Holy Scriptures, godly parents, know the Messiah

	     Purity,

     Cleansing
	Removal of defilement (Deut. 10:16; 30:6; Jer. 4:4)
	Washing of defilement (Titus 3:5)

	     Death to

     Old man
	Cutting off sinful flesh; walking in holiness(Gen. 17:1-2; Lev. 26:40-42; Jer. 9:25)
	Dying with Christ in his death; walking in his life (Rom. 6:3-4)

	     Righteous

     By faith
	Sign of justification (Rom. 4:11)
	Sign of forgiveness (Acts 2:38)

	     Spiritual

     Union
	Union with Christ (Gen. 17:8; Col. 2:11)
	Union with Christ (Matt. 28:19; Gal. 3:27; Col. 2:12)

	     Consecra-

     tion
	Sign of family’s commitment to Yahweh, their covenant Lord
	Sign of family’s commitment to Jesus, their covenant Lord

	Recipients
	Members of the visible covenant community; adults who belong to Yahweh and their children
	Members of the visible covenant community; adults who belong to Jesus and  their children

	Efficacy
	Reality of the covenant promises appropriated by faith;

Some, like Ishmael and Esau had the symbol but not the thing symbolized (Gen. 17, Rom. 2:25, 4:16; 9:6)
	Reality of the covenant promises appropriated by faith; Some, however, will have the symbol only without the thing symbolized


Supporting evidence for infant baptism


I believe the case for infant baptism as a sign of the covenant of grace is compelling.  There are several other arguments from the New Testament, though not compelling, that are nonetheless suggestive of infant baptism.


First, children in the New Testament are everywhere seen as viable members of God’s kingdom and church.  For example, Jesus calls the little children, even nursing infants, to come unto him, for to such belong the kingdom of heaven (Matt. 19:14; Mark 10:14; Luke 18:15-16).
  Further, when Paul wrote his letters to the churches he gave instructions to children, suggesting that they were members of the church in some aspect and expected then to obey God as if he were their God (Eph. 6:1). We simply must not let the doctrine of conversion define every other aspect of church life.  Perhaps the children at Ephesus were regenerate, perhaps not.  Nevertheless, Paul treated them as persons under the reign and rule of Jesus (is this not the kingdom of God?) to whom they owed allegiance.  We do the New Testament disservice when we treat our children like pre-Christians instead of covenant children whom we raise as disciples of Jesus from day one.


Second, the New Testament records several household baptisms (Acts 16:15, 33-34; 18:8;1 Cor. 1:16).  No one can be sure whether the households mentioned included infants or not.  It would be strange to think that a practice apparently widespread never encountered small children, but it is possible.  Still, the make-up of the household is not nearly as significant as that fact that baptism was being administered to entire households.  In one instance it appears the whole household believed and was baptized (Crispus in Acts 18:8), but in the others we have no indication belief preceded baptism.  If this is the case, households were baptized not because each member exercised faith, but because family solidarity ruled over individualism.
  Whether there be infants or not, the principle remains: households came into the covenant together, not as individuals.


Third, the relative silence on the issue of infant baptism can be seen as an argument for rather than against.  If a monumental change were to occur on the order of prohibiting children from receiving a physical sign like circumcision which had been administered and revered for thousands of years, would we not expect to hear something of it?  And where do we have a single example of a child of a new covenant believer being refused the sign of baptism?  The fact that no infant baptisms are recorded does not prove there were not any.
 It could suggest the practice was so common and expected as to be unworthy of comment.  

IV. Is Baptism as a Means of Grace? 


According to Augustine’s famous dictum a sacrament is a visible sign of an invisible grace.  Or, to use the language of the reformers, baptism is a means of grace.  But how?  


For starters, we reject any notion of baptismal regeneration.  Salvation is by grace alone through faith alone in Christ alone.  Baptism does not contribute to new birth or conversion in any way.  Neither does it wipe away the stain of original sin in the infant.  This Roman Catholic understanding of infant baptism never made its way into the Reformed teaching on baptism, nor should it.


Similarly, we reject any notion that the sacrament works ex opere operato (“by the work that is worked”). That is, we do not believe the sacrament communicates grace through the sign itself.  The only value in baptism is that which is gained through faith.  Baptism is not magic. There can be invisible sanctification without a visible sign and a visible sign without true sanctification.
 


We also reject the doctrine of presumptive regeneration.  While I do not deny that an infant may be regenerated at the time of baptism (see David in Psalm 22:9-10; and John the Baptist in Luke 1:15), I see no biblical grounds to assume regeneration in covenant children.  We should not treat our children as if they were strangers and aliens to God (as merely pre-Christians), but neither should we presume conversion as a matter of course.


Of what value, then, is baptism?  Or, how is it a means of grace?  Baptism is a grace-filled visual testimony (a sign and seal) that God promises to forgive us and justify us through faith.  Baptism strengthens weak faith by reminding us in picture form, what we know from the word; namely, that God reckons righteousness to those who believe.  Much as my wedding ring is a token of my spouse’s promise to me, so baptism is a token of the promise God makes to those who through faith call on him for salvation.  When I stumble before the perfect standard of God’s law and I am tempted to believe that God is against me, baptism assures me that God has promised to cleanse, forgive, and renew me through faith.


So what difference does it make when a child is baptized?  Why, they are baptized of course.
  Hopefully, any child as a member of a Christian home belonging to a Christian church will be raised in the fear of the Lord, taught the Scriptures, and benefit from the prayers of the people of God.  God has promised the Baptist child as well as the Presbyterian or Reformed child to forgive, cleanse, renew, and justify by faith.  The promise belongs to the children of credobaptists and paedobaptists.  The sign of baptism as a seal of the promise should be applied to Baptist children and Presbyterian children.  Those who have received the sign of the covenant possess an extra prop for their faith, a means of grace.  Those without the waters of baptism do not.  


God has graciously promised to give us all he requires.  Everyone who calls on the name of the Lord will be saved.  All who believe will be justified.  The righteous will live by faith.  Surely the Lord has promised as much to our children.  I for one want to sign and seal my children as being under such a gracious provision.

APPENDIX A:  

THE HISTORICAL WITNESS
Brian Janssen


All biblical Christians agree that Scripture must have the first and last word in settling all controversies and in establishing the articles of our faith.  The Bible is our “final authority in faith and practice.”  The Westminster Confession of Faith declares:  “The Supreme Judge, by which all controversies of religion are to be determined, and all decrees of councils, opinions of ancient writers, doctrines of men, and private spirits, are to be examined, and in whose sentence we are to rest, can be no other but the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture.”
  In fact, I am convinced from Scripture itself that, following the Old Covenant practice of circumcision, the ordinary New Covenant practice was the baptism of converted households, including children.


But since this is contested we should look beyond the New Testament era to discover whether the practice of the early church after the Apostles either confirms or refutes the baptism of households/children.    

Proving Something Did Not Happen?


After the author’s brief review of the historical evidence of the practice of infant baptism in the early church (in which he simply quotes the conclusions of Paul King Jewett), he draws his own conclusion:  “Infant baptism was not practiced during the first two centuries of Christianity.”
 

But can the author state this with certainty? Here the author is placed in the difficult position of attempting to prove a negative, to prove that something did not happen 1800-1900 years ago.  It is notoriously difficult (some would say impossible) to prove a negative, even one of more recent vintage.  Given the relatively sparse amount of existing records of this period, and the absolute lack of any declaration, evidence or even suggestion from this period that infant baptisms did not occur; and given the positive statements from this period that suggest that infant baptisms did occur, how is it possible to state with certainty that infant baptism was not practiced during this period of time?  

A Misleading Conclusion


The reference he cites in support of this is Paul King Jewett’s conclusion that “the practice of infant baptism appears in the Western Church at about the time of Irenaeus (A.D. 180) and in the Eastern Church somewhat later, but prior to Origen (A.D. 233).”
  The use of the word “appears” is quite misleading.  The implication of “appears” is that it was “introduced” or “first practiced” at this point; that the unbroken and unanimous tradition of the church was the baptism of professing adults only for the first 180 years of the church until infant baptism was invented in AD 180.  Aside from the fact that another of Jewett’s conclusions is highly suspect
, this conclusion is completely unwarranted and even contrary to the facts.  In truth all we can say is that in the surviving writings of this period infant baptism was “first explicitly mentioned in the writings that remain” at this time.  


But we must pay special note to what was said about infant baptism during this time.  For example Origen (writing AD 233-251) reports that infant baptism was the practice handed down from the apostles themselves.  In his commentary on Romans (6:5-7) he states:  “For this reason, moreover, the Church received from the apostles the tradition of baptizing infants also.”  


The ancient church historian, Eusebius, reports that Origen’s family “had been Christian for several generations”.
 To be specific, Eusebius states that Origen “inherited the Christian teaching from his forefathers”.
 Rufinus, the ancient translator of Eusebius from Greek to Latin, understood “from his forefathers” to mean “from his grandparents and forefathers”.
  Origen himself was born in Egypt AD 185.  Since he came from a Christian home, and since he declares infant baptism was of apostolic origin it would only be reasonable conclude that Origen himself was baptized as an infant in AD 185.  And since his father and grandfather were, according to Eusebius, raised as Christians, it would be difficult to imagine Origen declaring the apostolic roots of infant baptism if his father had not been baptized as an infant, probably even his grandfather.  As Joachim Jeremias observes:  “he could hardly have spoken of a ‘tradition handed down from the apostles’ had he not known that at least his father and probably also his grandfather had been baptized as paidia” (children).
  And so it would be quite reasonable to infer infant baptisms known to be occurring less than a generation after the apostles themselves, and not suddenly being invented “two centuries” later.  

More Evidence from the Early Church


But there is much more evidence from the early church which the author does not mention:


1.  The early church bishop Polycarp of Smyrna who was martyred in AD 167 or 168 went to the stake with the following famous confession of faith on his lips:  “For eighty-six years I have served him, and he never did me any wrong.  How can I blaspheme my king who saved me?” Polycarp considered himself a Christian from birth (“for eighty six years I have served him”).  Yet the mark of the Christian is baptism.  It is reasonable (though not required) to conclude that Polycarp was baptized as an infant in AD 81 or 82 (during the apostolic period).  


2.  Aristides of Athens, writing before AD 138, most likely mentions infant baptism in his Apology (15:11):  “And when a child is born to them they thank God; and if it dies in infancy, they thank him exceedingly, because it departed this life sinless.”  Elsewhere Aristides regularly uses this phrase “thank God” to describe religious rites, and in one instance he substitutes “thank God” for “baptism”.  His statement that this child would, upon death in infancy, “depart from this life sinless” can hardly be a reference to its innocence.  More likely, it is an allusion to the forgiveness given in baptism.  So here we have another probable reference to infant baptism some time before AD 138.


3.  Justin Martyr writing in his First Apology (AD 150-155) mentions “many men and women of the age of sixty and seventy years who have been disciples of Christ from childhood” and who have kept their Christian faith untarnished through a long life.  The word for “disciples” here is in the passive voice meaning “becoming a Christian” and is a probable reference to baptism.  The point is that these older believers were most likely baptized in “childhood” around AD 80-85, a reference to the baptism of children during the time of the New Testament itself!


4.  Some time before AD 150 a copy error was made in the text of Acts 2:39.  It originally read “For this promise is to you and to your children”.  The changed text read “for this promise is to us and to our children” (emphasis added).  Why the change?  The reason is unknown.  But that the error occurred and remained in place for many years demonstrates that baptism of “our children” was “a custom taken for granted.”
 


5.  Irenaeus of Lyons writing soon after AD 180 stated:  “For he (Jesus) has come to save all of them by himself:  all those, I say, who through him are reborn into God, infants, young children, boys, the mature and older people.”
  Irenaeus was writing against Gnostic heretics who were alleging that Jesus became Christ only after he was an adult.  Irenaeus insists that Jesus was the Christ from his birth.  This led to him to the conclusion that Jesus hallows and saves people at every age.  For Irenaeus, baptism was equivalent to regeneration, so he is clearly speaking of infant baptism.  


6.  Hyppolytus in his Apostolic Tradition (AD 215) writes an Order of Service which he says reflects the older, established Order of Service for the church in Rome.  His Order of Service for the rite of baptism states “First you should baptize the little ones.  All who speak for themselves should speak (that is, answer the baptismal questions).  But for those who cannot speak, the parents should speak or another who belongs to the family.” (21.3f.)  Admittedly this is written in the year AD 215, more than a century after the closing of the New Testament.  But Hyppolytus claims to be reflecting the older, established Order of Service of Rome, which would have been a church manual giving instructions on infant baptism sometime in the mid-second century.  One might suggest Hyppolytus is mistaken or untruthful, but in view of the lack of any evidence to support it, this would only be unfounded speculation.   


Notice also the type of baptism that is described.  This is a “household” or “family” baptism.  This is a description of the baptism of an entire family, none of whom, presumably, had been previously baptized:  thus a baptism of a convert family.  This, of course, reflects the situation of the early church which was largely one of missionary activity and convert baptism, much as we find in the New Testament.  As we leave the New Testament era, we would expect the church to continue the New Testament practice of proclaiming the Gospel and baptizing the “households” of those who converted to Christ.  The evidence Hyppolytus supplies is that this is precisely what happened.  This is remarkably clear and solid support for understanding that the New Testament practice of baptism that included the children (household) of adult believers.   

The Strange Case of Tertullian


Sometimes proponents of believer’s only baptism will cite Tertullian as one who opposed infant baptism in the post-apostolic era, but this is a double-edged sword.  Tertullian is a difficult ally for any position since he was clearly heretical, eventually joining the Montanist sect.  But when one examines his actual statements on baptism and his reasons for delaying baptism, he proves to be no friend to the Baptists at all.  


It is in Tertullian’s De Paenitentia (AD 200) that for the first time in all of the remaining literature we come upon the suggestion of delaying baptism until a later age, which Tertullian advocates, but it is not on the grounds that infant/child baptism is not taught in Scripture.  In fact, he admits, with the common belief of his day, that Jesus’ command in Matthew 19:14 to “let the little children come to me” is a clear instruction from the Lord himself to baptize infants and children.  He does not deny the apostolic origins of infant baptism.  


His concerns, which he lists in De Baptismo (AD 200-206) are more practical than biblical.  To Tertullian, the baptism of children (except in cases where the child may be dying) placed too great a responsibility on the child’s godparents or sponsors.  What if they should die before the child is grown?  They would then incur guilt because they would not be able to fulfill their vows.  Or what if the child proves to be rebellious?  Then they would have failed in their responsibilities.  For these reasons, Tertullian counsels that baptism should be delayed.


In the case of the unmarried, either virgins or widows, Tertullian considered the temptations of sexual sin too great.  Therefore, they should wait until after marriage so that temptation would be less.  Post-baptismal sin was apparently considered worse than pre-baptismal sin.  


What should be noted here is that Tertullian is arguing against the already established practice (infant baptism).  What’s more, his reasons are not any that present-day Baptists would accept.  His reasons are not on biblical grounds; he does not allege that infant baptism was not the practice of the apostles.  Quite to the contrary, he admits that Jesus himself commanded the baptism of infants, and he would counsel the same if the child were in imminent danger of death.  


At a later time in his life, after he has joined the Montanist sect, Tertullian actually makes the case for infant baptism.   In De Anima (AD 210-213) he teaches that according to 1 Corinthians 7:14, the child of at least one Christian parent is already marked out for salvation, but he is only to be made holy by baptism (citing John 3:5).  So, as Jeremias concludes:  “Clearly Tertullian here does not only presuppose the practice of infant baptism, but advocates it.”
  As stated earlier, those who claim Tertullian as an advocate against infant baptism find him a fickle friend at best, and in the end no friend at all.  

Explaining the Silence 


But why don’t we find clear and unequivocal statements before AD 180 to the effect that the church was regularly baptizing infants?  As demonstrated above, this silence may not be as quiet as first assumed.  With Aristides and Justin Martyr we have probable references to infant baptism as early as before AD 138 and 155, not long after the apostolic era itself.  Others, writing a bit later, point to infant baptism as a much earlier, even apostolic practice.  But even if we do grant the date of AD 180 as the first unambiguous reference to infant baptism this is not hard to explain.  


For one thing, we have very little remaining literature from this period at all.  So a silence in the literature on the subject of infant baptism (or any other subject, for that matter) until AD 180 is much more understandable.  And if, as I maintain, infant baptism was the assumed practice of the church from apostolic times, it would have been a completely non-controversial issue.  So among the scanty writings that remain from this period we would expect to find far more reference to the issues and concerns that were of great controversy and significance.  Infant baptism would have been a non-issue, requiring little use of ink and papyrus.  And this view is perfectly consistent with the existing evidence.  

What We Would Expect to Find

What would we expect to find in the existing post-apostolic Christian literature if the believer’s only baptism position was the standard, apostolic, New Testament practice? 


1)  We would expect to find the continued New Testament practice of household baptism, but we would also expect to find clear statements to the effect that these baptisms were, of course, only of those who professed their own faith in Christ.  And in the remaining writings we do find household baptisms, but there is no evidence for any “age limit” or for the “adults-only” qualification in any of the existing literature.  


2)  We would also expect to find rather quickly statements to the effect that children of professing believers had now reached years of personal decision and had thus been baptized upon their own profession of faith.  There is no compelling evidence of this in any of the existing literature.


3)  Most importantly, we would expect to find some kind of transition taking place, probably an abrupt, very controversial departure from the believer’s only baptism position, with much literature on both sides, either supporting or contesting this innovation.  The Baptists would have us believe that sometime between AD 90 and 180, in a space of only 90 years, the whole church or the majority of the church changed its practice from believer’s only baptism to infant baptism.  This would be a dramatic shift.  Yet there is no evidence of this alteration or the resulting controversy in any of the exiting literature.  Peter J. Leithart observes of a related point: “A sudden shift from inclusion of infants in Israel to exclusion of infants from the new Israel would have left identifiable skid marks on the historical record.  There are none.”
  And neither are there “skid marks on the historical record” that signal a change from believer’s only baptism to infant baptism. 


On the other hand, if as the New Testament declares, the practice of baptism regularly included “households” (which nobody disputes) including children (which we maintain), what then would we expect to find in the writings of the post-New Testament church?  


1)  Since the emphasis in the new Church would have been on missionary expansion, we would expect to find the main focus on conversions and the baptisms of new converts who profess faith in Christ.   


2)  We would expect to find, as in the book of Acts, the continued practice of “household baptisms”, unless there would have been some explicit reason to depart from the New Testament norm (none is ever mentioned).  Until a church was established for a generation, we would expect to find little information on the separate baptisms of infants/children, since the baptisms of new converts would have included their households at the same time according to the New Testament pattern.  Once the next generation was born in an established church, however, then we would expect to find more attention given to the separate baptisms of infants/children.  


3)  We would also expect to find infant/child baptism not to be introduced as some novel innovation, but merely assumed and explained as the practice of the New Testament church.  


4)  And we would expect to find opposition to infant baptism arising only some time later, after all personal and secondary recollection of the apostolic era was lost.  

What We Do Find

And the latter is precisely what we find from the existing writings of the era.  There is a period of a generation or two (the expansion, convert-dominated, first-generation-Christian, continued-baptism-of-households period) in which there is (as we would expect) no specific mention of separate infant/child baptisms.  


Then there is the period of the second-generation Christians whose children are born into covenant homes and who are baptized as infants/children, separate from their parents who have already been baptized.  In this period, as we expect, baptism of infants and children is given more attention and yet is merely assumed to be, or is openly declared to be apostolic (taught by the apostles).  


Finally, last of all, is the era of reaction to infant baptism.  However, except for the unusual case of Tertullian (writing 196-212), we have to wait a long time to find objection to the baptism of infants alleged on biblical grounds:  over 1400 years.  In truth we have no record of anyone opposing infant baptism as contrary to the practice of the apostles or the New Testament until after AD 1520 (the Anabaptists)
.  So, if the historical evidence demonstrates anything, it is that the objection to infant/child baptism is the new kid on the block, a very late-coming, novel innovation, a departure from the received, apostolic tradition.  Believer’s only Baptists have been making the kind of objections made by the author for only the last 500 years.   Prior to that time, nobody we know of even suggested this.  An absolute silence of the Baptists’ arguments of over 1400 years makes me, to quote the author, “suspicious about the validity of (their objections) at any time…then or now.”
   

A More Reasonable Conclusion


For this reason, the author’s conclusion that “infant baptism was not practiced during the first two centuries of Christianity” is not only patently false (according to his own evidence) and impossible to prove, but it is also highly unlikely and in strong contradiction all the evidence that does remain.  This evidence fits far better the case for infant/child baptism and demonstrates precisely what we would expect to find if infant/child baptism was the church’s practice from the very beginning.


One could allege that Polycarp, Aristides, Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Origen, Hyppolytus and Eusebius were all being untruthful, but what would be their motive?  And where is the evidence to support the allegation?  Such a suggestion would be conjecture without any foundation in fact.  As B.B. Warfield concludes: 

 “Lastly, though the historical evidence may not be conclusive for the apostolicity of infant baptism, it is in that direction and is all that we have.  There is no evidence from primitive church history against infant baptism, except the ambiguous evidence of Tertullian; so that your choice is to follow history and baptize infants or to reconstruct by a priori methods a history for which we have no evidence.”
  


So Calvin is proved right when nearly 450 years ago he asserted:  

“The opponents of infant baptism spread among the simple folk the notion that many years passed after Christ’s resurrection during which infant baptism was unknown.  In this they are most shamefully untruthful.  For indeed, there is no writer, however ancient, who does not regard its origin in the apostolic age as a certainty.”
 

***********


For a helpful and brief dialogue between proponents of both positions, please consult the following:  


Jeremias, Joachim.  Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries.  Philadelphia:  Westminster Press, C. SCM Press Ltd., 1962.  (Favoring infant baptism)


Aland, Kurt.  Did the Early Church Baptize Infants?  Philadelphia:  Westminster Press, C. SCM Press Ltd., 1963.  (A response opposing infant baptism)


Jeremias, Joachim.  The Origins of Infant Baptism:  A further study in reply to Kurt Aland.  Naperville, Ill.:  Alec R. Allenson, Inc.  C. SCM Press Ltd, 1963.  (A response to Aland’s response)  

Kevin DeYoung was Associate Pastor of the First Reformed (RCA) Church in Orange City, Iowa until the summer of 2004 when he became Senior Pastor of the University Reformed (RCA) Church in East Lansing, Michigan.  A graduate of Hope College and Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary, Kevin and his wife, Trish, have one son, Ian.  

Brian Janssen has been pastor of the First Presbyterian  (PCUSA) Church of Hospers, Iowa since 1986.  A graduate of Wheaton College and Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, Brian is a Doctor of Ministry student at Covenant Theological Seminary in St. Louis.  He is married to Susanne and together they have three children:  David, Kristin and Jonathan.  
SERIOUS ALLEGATIONS

Do those who baptize children not believe the Bible?  

Are those who are not re-baptized disobeying God?

Does infant baptism deny the Gospel?

Is total immersion the only true form of baptism?
_______________________
In 1997, Rev. Dr. C. Orville Kool, a native of Sioux County, Iowa, produced and distributed in Sioux County a booklet he titled Christian Baptism (re-issued in 2004) which advocates believer’s only baptism.  The booklet left no ambiguity in its conclusion:  the only proper Christian baptism was the total immersion of those who profess their own faith in Jesus Christ.  The baptism of the children of professing believers, according to the author, is “a contrived conclusion based on faulty assumptions, and forced upon the clear facts of the New Testament”.  Most troubling of all, though, is the insinuation that the Reformed/Presbyterian view of infant baptism somehow obscures or denies that salvation is by grace alone:  “Once you are totally convinced that salvation is by grace and by grace alone, you will be able to be much more objective and relaxed about the truth of believer’s baptism by immersion, and you will be set free to obey God rather than men.”

In this friendly response, Sioux County pastors Brian Janssen and Kevin DeYoung examine the claims of Christian Baptism according to Scripture and let the reader decide what God’s Word really teaches about Biblical Baptism.

_______________________
Rev. Brian Janssen, a pastor in the Presbyterian Church (USA) is a graduate of Wheaton College, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School and is completing further studies at Covenant Theological Seminary.
Rev. Kevin DeYoung, a pastor in the Reformed Church in America, is a graduate of Hope College and Gordon Conwell Theological Seminary. 
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