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Introduction

A few introductory remarks

First, this is a study concerning infant baptism, covering a little concerning baptism in general, is a re-
sult of a study in Exodus 12:43-51. Moreover, this pastor must admit that, unlike many who write and speak
on this subject, he does not have all the answers. Though the following has some inconsistencies, it fits to-
gether best for this pastor concerning the matter. The study was not intended to be so lengthy, but one
thing led to another. Nor was there any intention of doing anything with it. The study was research for per-
sonal information concerning paedobaptism, but others asked for the study. Therefore, it is not closely
proofed for punctuation and misused words. If the study goes to print, it will be proofed much closer. At the
present, it is laser copy only.

Second, this pastor, holding to The London Baptist Confession of Faith of 1689, realizes that the elect
are redeemed before the foundation of the world. We will mention latter in this treatise that the Spirit must
work in the heart of the elect, for only He can awaken the elect to his sinful state,1 give him understanding
of the work of Christ in his place and give him faith to come to Christ for his justification. A term we could
use for that point of faith in the life of the elect could be “conversion.” Scripture is clear: Even the elect must
be converted, John 3.

Third, it is through the foolishness of preaching of the cross that the Lord has chosen to save them that
would believe, viz. the elect. Therefore, because the elect are scattered throughout the world, it is the re-
sponsibility of every Child of God to see that the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ is taken world–wide: How
shall the elect hear without a preacher?2

Fourth, though words such as redemption may be misused in places where conversion should be used,
this pastor realizes that redemption took place in eternity past, and conversion takes place in time at the
awakening of the elect sinner by the Spirit. Furthermore, the Spirit deals with individuals as unique indi-
viduals, but all dealings must be within the bounds of the clear teaching of the Word of God. We cannot re-
strict the Spirit’s work in converting others to the way He may have worked to convert us.

Fifth, many of the great Bible Scholars whom this writer admires and regularly uses dogmatically de-
fend infant baptism. If such great men, both past and present, are so committed to their assumptions, obvi-
ously, the following treatise will not change those who are so committed. This pastor does not see
paedobaptism as a shibboleth for fellowship nor for working together.

Sixth, this pastor is firmly convinced that the uniting of Believers is around the authority of the Law-
Word of God over every action and thought. This pastor has supported and will continue to support good
men who hold to pedobapitsm, for we have had and have common basic goals: Doing all we can to advance
the crown rights of King Jesus upon this earth. There are much more important matters that must be dealt
with if we are to see paganism fall before the claims of Christianity. To the shame of the name “Baptist,”
this Baptist pastor has found far more interest in claiming the world for Christ among the pedobaptists
than he has among Baptist.

Corresponding with a young man who was examining the issue of paedobaptism, the young man said he
felt infants should be baptized, so he was going that direction. However, he offered no Scriptural support for
his direction. This writer has found his basis for paedobaptism all to common: “I feel this is the way it should
be, so this is what I am going to do.”

One should consider the following however committed he may be to paedobaptism.
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1 Normally through the preaching of the word of God, Tit 1:3.
2 Mat 28:19, 20; Ac 2:36; 1 Cor 1:18-31 Ro 10:14-17, &c.



Chapter I

Baptism, a brief history

T
hough this is neither the subject nor the purpose of this study, we probably should give a brief over-
view of the history of baptism, both “believer’s” and “infant’s.”

� Barnabas (100)

How was baptism regarded by the early church? The first mention we have of baptism in non-Biblical
history is by Barnabas. In “The Epistle of Barnabas,” Chap. XI., we find this statement:

...and again He saith in another prophet, “The man who doeth these things shall be like a tree planted by the courses of
waters, which shall yield its fruit in due season; and his leaf shall not fade, and all that he doeth shall prosper. Not so are
the ungodly, not so, but even as chaff, which the wind sweeps away from the face of the earth. Therefore the ungodly shall
not stand in judgment, nor sinners in the counsel of the just; for the Lord knoweth the way of the righteous, but the way of
the ungodly shall perish.” Mark how He has described at once both the water and the cross. For these words imply, Blessed
are they who, placing their trust in the cross, have gone down into the water; for, says He, they shall receive their reward in
due time: then He declares, I will recompense them... This meaneth, that we indeed descend into the water full of sins and
defilement, but come up, bearing fruit in our heart, having the fear [of God] and trust Jesus in our spirit.1

Barnabas speaks of sins forgiven through faith in the work of Christ on the cross, then he reverses him-
self by implying that sins are washed away in the water of baptism. Our point being that Barnabas held that
the convert had to “go down into the water” for baptism. Can an infant “go down into the water”?

� Justin Martyr (110-165)

Justin Martyr wrote in his first Apology concerning the rite of baptism:

And for this [rite] we have learned from the apostles this reason. Since at our birth we were born without our own knowl-
edge or choice, by our parents coming together, and were brought up in bad habits and wicked training; in order that we
may not remain the children of necessity and of ignorance, but may become the children of choice and knowledge, and may
obtain in the water the remission of sins formerly committed, there is pronounced over him who chooses to be born again,
and has repented of his sins, the name of God the Father and Lord of the universe; he who leads to the laver the person
that is to be washed calling him by this name alone. For no one can utter the name of the ineffable God; and if any one dare
to say that there is a name, he raves with a hopeless madness. And this washing is called illumination, because they who
learn these things are illuminated in their understandings. And in the name of Jesus Christ, who was crucified under Pon-
tius Pilate, and in the name of the Holy Ghost, who through the prophets foretold all things about Jesus, he who is illumi-
nated is washed.2

Justin, though identifying baptismal washing with washing from sin, pointed out that baptism is for
“him who chooses to be born again, and has repented of his sins.” Is such a choice possible in infants?

Writing on Hebrews 6:4, John Gill (1696–1771), points out:

For it is impossible for those who were once enlightened, &c. The Syriac and Ethiopic versions render it, “bap-
tized”; and the word is thought to be so used in Heb 10:32. And indeed baptism was called very early “illumination” by the
ancients, as by Justin Martyr, and Clemens Alexandrinus {Paedagog. l. 1. c. 6. p. 93.}, because only enlightened persons
were the proper subjects of it; and the word once here used seems to confirm this sense, since baptism, when rightly admin-
istered, was not repeated; but then this sense depends upon an use of a word, which it is not certain did as yet obtain; nor
does the apostle take notice of baptism in a parallel place, Heb 10:26,27. This gave rise to, and seems to favour the error of
Novatus, that those who fall into sin after baptism are to be cut off from the communion of the church, and never more to
be restored unto it...3
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1 The Ante–Nicene Fathers, I.144. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, Michigan. 1979 Reprint.
2 Ibid, p 183.
3 Online Bible, CDROM, v.6.13, Larry Pierce, 11 Holmwood St, Winterbourne, Ontario N0B 2V0. It is an extremely good, inexpensive

shareware computer Bible program. A few years ago, this pastor removed a $300.00 Bible program from his computer to replace with
OnLine Bible. The CDROM is only $20, and contains far more that the average Bible student will ever use.



Baptism, hence, is connected with illumination. Are infants illuminated to their sinful conditions?

Tertullian (145-220)

Tertullian, in chapter XVIII,—OF THE PERSONS TO WHOM, AND THE TIME WHEN, BAPTISM IS
TO BE ADMINISTERED, said,

And so, according to the circumstances and disposition, and even age, of each individual, the delay of baptism is prefer-
able; principally, however, in the case of little children. For why is it necessary—if (baptism itself) is so necessary [Tertul-
lian has already allowed (in c. xvi) that baptism is not indispensably necessary to salvation. Father’s editor’s note]—that
the sponsors likewise should be thrust into danger? Who both themselves, by reason of mortality, may fail to fulfil their
promises, and may be disappointed by the development of an evil disposition, in those for whom they stood? The Lord does
indeed say, “Forbid them not to come unto me.” Let them “come,” then, while they are growing up; let them “come” while
they are learning, while they are learning whither to come; let them become Christians when they have become able to
know Christ.4

Tertullian, accordingly, says that children certainly should be allowed to come to Christ, but he also
points out that the time they come is when “they have become able to know Christ.” Tertullian continues by
pointing out that the baptism of John involved repentance over and repentance for sins. We will connect
John’s baptism and Christian baptism latter in the text. Infants? Not hardly.

Though this writer holds to the Word of God as the final authority for all doctrine, faith and practice, one
should not ignore history. The following is found under, “Paul, Various cannons:”

VARIOUS CANONS OF PAUL THE APOSTLE CONCERNING THOSE THAT OFFER THEMSELVES TO BE BAP-
TIZED—WHOM WE ARE TO RECEIVE, AND WHOM TO REJECT.

XXXII. I also, Paul, the last of the apostles, do make the following constitutions for you, the bishops, and presbyters, and
deacons, concerning canons. Those that first come to the mystery of godliness, let them be brought to the bishop or to the
presbyters by the deacons, and let them be examined as to the cause wherefore they come to the world of the Lord; and let
those that bring them exactly inquire about their character, and give them their testimony. Let their manners and their life
be inquired into, and whether thy be slaves or freemen...5

Let us, accordingly, point out the requirement that the candidate for baptism had to be examined. Can
an infant be examined concerning his/her faith and Christian works? Admittedly, most early Church fa-
thers seemed to believe that the water of baptism literally washed away sins. But equally evident is their be-
lief that the candidate for baptism had to be fully aware of what was taking place and why it was taking
place.

Paedobaptism, a brief history

� Origen (185–258)

Cyprian seems to be the first of the early church fathers to address paedobaptism. Though Beasley–Mur-
ray, in his Baptism in the New Testament, says that Origen was the first church father to address paedobap-
tism, this writer is unable to document Beasley-Murray’s statement. Therefore, we will use Cyprian, whom
we can document. According to Beasley-Murray, Origen suggests that,

‘By the sacrament of baptism the pollution of our birth is taken away’ (Hom. 14.4, in Luc.); but elsewhere he [Origen, ed]
says that the Apostles gave baptism to infants, ‘for they knew that there were inborn corruptions of sin in all people, which
must be washed away by water and the Spirit’ (Comm. on Romans 5.9).6

� Cyprian (200-258)
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4 Ibid, III.678.
5 Ibid, v. VII, p 494–CONSTITUTIONS OF THE HOLY APOSTLES. Schaff briefly mentions the CONSTITUTION as “the most complete

and important Church Manual. It is, in form, a literary fiction, professing to be a bequest of all the apostles, handed down through the
Roman bishop Clement, or dictated to him.” History of the Christian Church, Philip Schaff, II.185. ©, 1910, by Charles Scribner’s Sons,
reprint by Em. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, Michigan.

6 BAPTISM in the New Testament, G. R. Beasley–Murray, M.A., M.Th., Ph.D., p 366, William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand
Rapids, Michigan. ©1962, Reprint, January 1981. Note no Scripture is offered to support the theory that “the Apostles gave baptism to
infants.” See, Evidence.



Cyprian (martyred, AD 258) held that Old Testament circumcision on the eighth day had nothing to do
with New Testament infant baptism; rather, it prefigured the resurrection of Christ on the eighth day—the
eighth day being the first day after the sabbath:7

...For in respect of the observance of the eighth day in the Jewish circumcision of the flesh, a sacrament was given before-
hand in shadow and in usage; but when Christ came, it was fulfilled in truth. For because the eighth day, that is, the first
day after the Sabbath, was to be that on which the Lord should rise again, and should quicken us, and give us circumcision
of the spirit, the eighth day, that is, the first day after the Sabbath, and the Lord’s day, went before in the figure; which fig-
ure ceased when by and by the truth came, and spiritual circumcision was given to us.

The above view of Old Testament circumcision is totally Scriptural, viz. it prefigured the circumcised
heart which was and is accomplished through the work of the resurrected Christ. That is, circumcision, act-
ing upon the source of life, on the eighth day foreshadowed the resurrection of Christ on the eighth day—He
would act upon the source of life. Baptism, accordingly, could not possibly fit within this description, for it
does not nor can it act upon the source of life. Only the Spirit of the resurrected Christ can do that operation
upon the heart. So, what does Cyprian do with infant baptism? He says that baptism is God’s means of pro-
viding His grace and mercy to the individual and that mercy and grace should not be withheld from any
man, infant or adult, a common view of our day:

For in this course which you thought was to be taken, no one agreed (in counsel, ed.); but we all rather judge that the
mercy and grace of God is not to be refused (baptism, ed.) to any one born of man...

He continues by saying that grace is given according to the age of the individual baptized:

...If this thing be considered with respect to the inequality of our birth and our body, an infant could not be made equal
with a person grown up and mature, nor could its little limbs fit and be equal ot the larger limbs of a man. But in that is ex-
pressed the divine and spiritual equality, that all men are like and equal, since they have once been made by God; and our
age may have a difference in the increase of our bodies, according to the world, but not according to God; unless that very
grace also which is given to the baptized is given either less or more, according to the age of the receivers, whereas the Holy
Spirit is not given with measure, but by the love and mercy of the Father alike to all...

May we ask, what is that age of grace? We are thus confronted with an arbitrary age of accountability.8

Protestant Paedobaptism’s History

Obviously, the Papists have always practiced infant baptism, so how did the Roman Papists’ practice get
through the Reformation? Thomas Armitage, in his extensively documented book, A History of the Baptist,
gives this account:

� Zwingli & the Inquisition

When Zwingli took lead in the Swiss Reformation, he demanded obedience to the word of God in all Christian matters,
and resolved to reject what it did not enjoin. When debating with Dr. Faber, before six hundred Catholic dignitaries at Zu-
rich, 1523, he laid down this foundation principle... When Faber defended that doctrine [‘show me,’ he (Zwingli, ed.) de-
manded, ‘the place in the Scripture where it is written that we are to invoke the saints.’ Ed.] by the Councils, Zwingli
showed that as these erred, nothing was binding but the Bible, and said that he would go to the universities if they accepted
the Bible as the only judge. Dr. Blanche said: ‘You understand the Scriptures in one way, and another in another. There
must be judges in order to decide who has given the right interpretation.’ But Zwingli refused to give any man a place above
the Scriptures. Many of his hearers had strong Baptist tendencies and took in all this radical doctrine. Educated by so skill-
ful a general, they turned his own weapons upon him when they took issue with him on other subjects; and he was power-
less, being obliged to appeal to the sword drawn from the Catholic armory. He was the most advanced of all reformers
biblically, but the moment that he fell into controversy with his own Baptist disciples, he broke with his fundamental prin-
ciple and made the magistrates of Zurich the decisive judges in the dispute.

The Baptist said: On all such questions the Bible is autocratic; apply it honestly, under the divine right of private judg-
ment, without trammel, and we will follow it; but we refuse to take the interpretations of it which the magistrates give us,
for God has not made them our interpreters in such matters. This compelled Zwingli to fall back squarely on the Romish
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7 The Anti-Nicene Fathers, V.353, 354. Cyprian, a spiritual son and pupil of Tertullian, wrote before the Bishop of Rome gained his
tremendous Papal power. He wrote many “Epistles” to the Bishop of Rome. The reader should note that there is a translator’s note at the
bottom of p 354 concerning one of Cyprian’s statements about a new–born infant’s purity: “A marvellous relic of pagan ideas.” Though
Cyprian was not referring to paedobaptism, it is here implied that the early desire for the ritual was influenced by paganism. All quotes from
Cyprian are found on the two pages where he deals with paedobaptism.

8 And some condemn Baptists for holding to an arbitrary age of accountability! All of the authors supporting paedobaptism checked by this
writer checked referred to an arbitrary age.



ground, and in turn to compel them to follow the Council. Then came the first break between him and them, on infant bap-
tism. At that moment he was so nearly with them on the subject, that he was willing to delay the baptism of infants ‘until
they arrived at years of discretion.’ [Burrage, Anabaptists of Switz., p 121.] He said in 1525: ‘The error that it would be bet-
ter to baptize children when they had come to years of understanding, seized me too a few years ago;’ giving as his reason
that ‘There is no clear utterance in the New Testament that commands the baptism of children.’ Keller attests that, ‘L-
uther at the outset designated Zwingli and his followers as the party associates of those who held views in reference to in-
fant baptism, that were different from his own.’ [Preussische Jahrbucher, 1882.] ‘We can easily see,’ says Hase, ‘why the
Baptist were not satisfied with the excuses of the Swiss reformers;’ [Neue Propheten, p. 175.] and as easily we can see why
Zwingli complained: ‘The Papists call us heretics, and the Anabaptist call us half–papists.’ [To Zwingli, 1527, St.w Ka,.,
1883, p. 173.] Sometimes he encouraged the practice, sometimes not, always denying the regenerating efficacy of baptism;
but finally he concluded to continue infant baptism on the ground that if it ceased the people would clamor for circumci-
sion, as they must have a bond of visible union. Ecolampadius had said: ‘We have never dared to teach infant baptism as a
command, but rather as an instinct of charity.’ [Hist. of Prot. Theology, S. 294.] Like him, Zwingli feared a division in the
Reformed ranks and resorted to these expedients to prevent this, until Pedobaptist pressure forced him to turn over the
question to the civil power. As Dr. Dorner says: ‘He saw the setting aside of infant baptism was the same as setting aside
the national Church, exchanging a hitherto national reformation of the Church for one more or less Donatist. For, if infant
baptism were given up, because faith was not yet, there only remained as the right time for it the moment when living faith
and regeneration were certain. And then baptism would become the sign of fellowship of the regenerate, the saints, who
bind themselves together as atoms out of the world.’ [Hist. of Prot. Theology, S. 294.]

The Baptist of Zurich began to assail infant baptism in 1523, one of their pastors calling it a useless thing. ‘One might as
well baptize a cow or a calf,’ he said. Then Grebel writes: ‘Those who understand the teaching of the Scriptures in reference
to baptism refuse to allow their children to be baptized.’ Reublin rejected the practice and held a public discussion with the
pastors of Zurich, the only result of which was, that the Council arrested two men of his congregation and three from the
village of Zollikon near by for refusing to bring their children for baptism, fining them each one silver mark and thrusting
them into prison.9

Thus we see that when the “Reformers” could not win the argument for infant baptism from Scripture,
they fled to the civil authority to enforce infant baptism. When the Baptists refused to obey the civil author-
ity to have all their infants baptized, the civil authority attempted to force them to baptize their infants,
then they banished all who would not yield, and finally “organized itself into a Protestant inquisition,
robbed Christ’s disciples of their freedom, tortured them, confiscated their property and put them to
death,” all with Zwingli’s approval.10

Let us develop Zwingli’s actions for a moment: Zwingli used the civil magistrates to enforce his view of
paedobaptism. Balthazar Hubmeyer,

[E]mbraced Luther’s views in 1522, and leaving his preferments in the Catholic Church he settled at Waldshut, being in
full communication with Zwingli. His power and eloquence moved that city; he assisted Zwingli in the great debated at Zu-
rich with the Catholics, 1523, after which they became the closest and warmest friends. His powerful ministry almost de-
stroyed Romanism in Waldshut, and Austra compelled him to seek refuge elsewhere. This he found in Schaffhausen, but
soon discovered that the Reformation in Zurich had not gone back to the Apostolic model. He had laid the best thoughts be-
fore Zwingli and Ecolampadius, who at first saw their consistency, then rejected them. However, he followed his convic-
tions, left the State Church and was baptized by Reublin, at Waldshut in 1525, with more than a hundred of his former
congregation. He felt his way to Baptist principles very gradually and on the thorough conviction. At first when children
were brought to him as a Reformed pastor for baptism, he preached on the little ones being brought to Christ and blessed
by him without the use of water (Matt. xix); but if their parents still demanded christening, he gratified them without yield-
ing his own views. After forming a Baptist church, he baptized more than three hundred of his former hearers, and the
population became largely Baptist. He preached in the open air to great multitude at St. Gall also, and made a deep impres-
sion on the popular mind in the second disputation at Zurich. Being obliged to leave Waldshut the second time, he now
found refuge amongst the Baptists of Zurich.

There he was soon arrested and cast into prison, where he lay four months, appealing to his old friend, to the emperor, to
the Confederation and the Council, but in vain. His health was broken, his wife was in prison, and he lay in a dungeon with
more than twenty others... The Zurich Inquisition used all methods to compel him to recant, for he had written several
powerful books which were stirring the public mind; amongst them one ‘Concerning Heretics and those that burn them.’
He showed that all butchery under the pretense of zeal for Christ was a fraud, and an open denial of him who came to save
men and not to burn them. Another work of his on Baptism so aroused the Reformers of Berne, Basel and Strasburg, that
Zwingli was forced to reply. Haller said: ‘Many have been misled by Hubmeyer’s book, but do not be alarmed to much, the
Council has banished every Anabaptist.’ Zwingli’s reply was so bitter and vindictive, that Hosek says: ‘He gave reins to his
passions;’ and Stern writes of Hubmeyer’s production, that he ‘Showed moderation, respect for his opponents, and force,
not in coarse or violent language, but in thought.’ Many of his positions were fresh and very forceful. In answer to the eva-
sive and shallow pretensions of Zwingli, that the silence of the New Testament permitted infant baptism, he said that the
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spirit of our Lord’s command to baptize the believing forbade its use to babes, thus: ‘The command is to baptize those who
believe. To baptize those who do not believe, therefore, is forbidden. For example, Christ commanded his Apostles ot preach
the Gospel; in so doing, the doctrines of men were forbidden.’ Was he correct?

Zwingli, Jud, Myconius and others visited him in prison, an by one means or another wrung from him a recantation. Fa-
ber says that he was laid on the rack, and Cunitz, that he was compelled to recant , April 6, 1526. His own words imply the
same. His appeal to the Council of Schaffhausen says:

...I should be compelled by prison, torture, sword, fire or water, or permitted by the withdrawal of God’s grace, to say or
confess any thing different from the opinion by the enlightenment of God I now cherish...

He also tells us that he offered to discuss those and other issues with Zwingli in public, and if convicted of error they
might put him to death; but if Zwingli were shown to be wrong, all that he asked of him was to preach the truth. This Evan-
gelical Inquisition, however, thought the rack their most conclusive answer to his holy convictions... (And thus the rack
convinced him to recant publicly, ed.)

The people were summoned to the great cathedral, which was crowded, to hear his recantation and the death–knell of the
Baptist. Zwingli preached a great sermon on ‘Christian steadfastness,’ save the mark, and loud and long he declaimed
against these heretics; then Hubmeyer was to mount the pulpit and renounce his firm faith, to the delectable edification of
the Holy Inquisition of Zurich. Egli says that Zwingli warned the magistrates not to trust Hubmeyer to speak in the cathe-
dral. [Egli, p. 53.] He had a lively memory of what many weeks of labor had failed to do in shaking his faith, till the rack
summed up the whole Gospel case. As the inquisitors could not forego the show, all eyes now turned eagerly to the broken
frame of the meek Baptist as he climbed the pulpit. He began to read his recantation in a broken, weak and quivering voice,
until his heart choked his utterances and he broke down. He swayed to and fro before his audience like a bruised reed
shaken by the wind; when suddenly the unseen hand of God was put forth to bind him up, and raising himself to his full
height, he filled the sanctuary with the shout, that ‘Infant baptism is not of God, and men must be baptized by faith in
Christ!’ The crowd surged like waves and burst into tumult. Some were seized with horror and some shouted applause, till
the roof of the Minster rang. Zwingli screamed above the rest, and the inquisitors were in Pedobaptist panic, and the scene
closed by dragging Hubmeyer from the pulpit, hustling him through the multitude, and thrusting him back into his dun-
geon... 11

And thus the great “Reformer” Zwingli is documented as being one of the leaders in the religious perse-
cutions of the Inquisitions of the 1500s. Confronted with Scripture, Zwingli had no defence for paedobap-
tism save the rack, which he freely used through the civil magistrate.

All sorts of lame and flimsy pleas have been created to cover these barbarities, but their blood stains ‘will not out.’ These
Protestant Inquisitors well knew that when their own religious opinions subjected them to civil tribunals, they resented
such interferences. Their enthusiasm had only been fired and their convictions deepened by whippings, rackings and burn-
ings, Yet they tried the same severity upon the Baptists which the Catholics had tried on them. And that, too, under the
plea that while it was wicked for Catholics to torture them, it was but an act of saving love for Protestants to drown Bap-
tists in murderous waters.12

This writer has encountered the same spirit in some modern day professed followers of the Reformation.
He was straightly told by one follower that a primary reason American is on its road to destruction is be-
cause paedobaptism is not practiced by Christens in general: “American culture has been baptized,” this
writer was told, “that is, made Baptist in its culture, and God will not move until infant baptism is practiced
by Christians, so the covenant can be renewed and continued.” One gets the idea that there are those today
who would do just what the Reformers did in 1523 if they had the civil authority, viz. demand all infants of
Christians be baptized and arrest and imprison those who refuse. Does this sound like the Spirit of Christ?
We might further ask, “Did this kind of spirit originate with Christ?” However, the same anger against un-
necessary, willful and open violation of the Sabbath is not mentioned. Under the Law, violating the Sabbath
was a capital offence (Ex 35:2); on the other hand, failure to preform circumcision (which is seen as a carryo-
ver to paedobaptism) was only excommunication (Ge 17:14). Fallen men sure can get their priorities mixed
up when it comes to personal preferences.

Knowing that people need a “visible union,” the Reformers gave them infant baptism lest they should
split the ranks.13 Lacking clear Scriptural support to enforce their view of paedobaptism, the Reformers
turned to the civil authority for enforcement. The researcher will find, moreover, that no honest Bible
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scholar produces one clear word from God requiring nor justifying infant baptism; in fact, most will admit
there is no clear command to the New Testament church for paedobaptism. Philip Schaff tells us that all of
the reformers retained infant baptism from Rome.

� State Church strengthened

It is interesting that the reformers understood infant baptism continued the power and authority of the
“national Church,” so the reformation opened with a stand against paedobaptism. Leading up to the con-
frontation between Zwingli and the Papists where Zwingli attempted to hold them to the Scripture, Armit-
age tells us:

...The sixteenth century opened with a general awakening throughout Europe to the need of religious reform, and this
was specially marked in Switzerland, before Luther. In ideal, the Swiss reformers longed to get back to the Apostolic pat-
ters, to a spiritual Church free from the control of human policy, and their aims took a Baptist bearing. It is sheer igno-
rance to represent the Swiss Baptists as merely urging reform in a defective baptism. This is a monstrous bugbear to
frighten superstitious folk, who count the refusal of a spurious baptism to what they call ‘covenanted babes,’ as an affront
to Christ, and all one with ‘soul–killing.’ They held infant baptism in discredit, not only as a human institution, but as a fla-
grant impiety palming itself off as an institution of god, and asking the State to enforce it on pain of death, while the
Church claimed to administer it by the authority of the Trinity! This double claim rendered it an abominable thing which
stepped in between them and their children, robbing both of their natural rights. Looking upon it in this light, it became an
alarming perversion of the whole genius of a spiritual religion, and a piece of wild fanaticism which forestalled all right of
choice in either parent or child, in order to smuggle the babe into the State-Church. To force its baptism under the magiste-
rial domination of pains and penalties was to bind the infant to a clerical despotism, which, if repeated in England or the
United States to-day, would shiver their governments to atoms. The scenic caricatures of these Swiss Baptists have been a
simple mendacity answering the end of an historical trick to nullify real facts and render honest men hateful.14

The Papists knew then and they know now the power of paedobaptism: It gives tremendous power to the
church and clergy, and thus to the state if the church is under the state’s authority.

A young man this writer knows was a good example: His protestant reform church refused to baptize his
baby because he, the father, though not in any moral sin nor in violation of any state statute, was not doing
the will of the elders. Thus either he had to line up with the will of the elders (obtain a state marriage license,
for he had married with a “Coverture Marriage Contract” in a non-pedobaptist church) or the reformed
church would not administer the ritual. The parents were fearful their child would remain “outside the
covenant” if not baptized; therefore, though disagreeing with the policy of having to submit their marriage
to the state, they lined up with the elders’ demand, giving the family to the state. Of course, the option to
find another church to baptize the infant was thwarted because all the pedobaptist churches they knew de-
manded the same submission to the state, and the parents were bound by the “superstition.”

Paedobaptism, Unsupported by Scripture

Both the Papists and the Reformers admitted that Scripture does not command infant baptism:

...Bellarmine, the great Catholic disputant, saw the utter insufficiency of Scripture to sustain infant baptism, and the ab-
solute necessity of sustaining it as an unwritten tradition, which cannot be proved by Scripture. [De Verbo die ch. 4.] Vil-
mar, also, reaches this conclusion: ‘If baptism does not regenerate, but is a mere symbol, then the symbol and regeneration
must come together. The Baptist are profoundly logical.’ [Theology of Facts, p. 67.]15

� John Calvin

Calvin takes the same ground, but goes a step further. He says,

‘This principle must always be adhered to, That baptism is not conferred on infants that they may be made children of
God. But because now, in this place and degree they may be reckoned with God, the grace of adoption is sealed in their
flesh. Otherwise, the Anabaptists might justly exclude them from baptism. For unless the truth of the external sign applies
to them, it will be mere profanation to call them into participation of the sign itself.’ [Calvin, Schyn. Hist. of Mennonites, p.
107.] ...16
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This writer found Calvin justifying paedobaptism thusly:

In the first place, then, it is a well–known doctrine, and one as to which all the pious are agreed... ... If reason is listened
to, it will undoubtedly appear that baptism is properly administered to infants and a thing due to them... ... Circumcision,
which, as is well known, corresponds to our baptism, was intended for infants...17

Calvin uses some very strong statements against those who demanded that he Scripturally support pae-
dobaptism, e.g.,

Let us now discuss the arguments by which some furious madmen cease not to assail this holy ordinance of God.

However, he offers no Scriptural support that infant baptism is a “holy ordinance.”18 Calvin, in his 25
page argument for paedobaptism, appeals to reason, offers analogies and calls forth assumptions, but gives
no clear Scripture connecting Old Testament circumcision and New Testament baptism; rather, he as-
sumes the connection, and builds upon his assumption. He uses the words of Christ to His disciples for re-
buking the children (Mt 19:13, &c.) as one of his primary supporting arguments for infant baptism. The
argument, hence, by the pedobaptist is, among other things, that since Christ welcomed the little children
into His lap, little children must be welcomed into baptism.

Calvin’s “well known” connection “to which all the pious are agreed” was established by the Papists and
clung to by “national Churches” with no Scriptural support. It spoke of the power of the clergy and of the
state over the family through “national Churches.”19 What kind of hold could the state exercise over Chris-
tian families through infant baptism if the families believes it absolutely necessary for the spiritual well–be-
ing of their children?

Not the past Papists, Reformers, nor the modern Pedobaptist have any clear Scriptural support to con-
tinue their practice of baptizing infants, but they do it anyway. Lacking Scriptural support, they support
their practice with assumptions, wrested Scripture and tradition. It is Romanism carried into Protestant-
ism through the Reformation. Moreover, it allows power over families who faithfully believe in paedobap-
tism to remain in the hands of the “elders,” or Priests in the case of Rome.

� Which he commanded not

Let us conclude this brief historical sketch with a thought from Leviticus 10: the strange fire offered by
Nadab and Abihu. In Lev 9:23, 24, the Lord had accepted the offering by sending fire out to consume the
burnt offering. The people saw the Lord’s action, and fell on their faces. The very next verse, however, tells
of two of Aaron’s sons offering strange fire, unauthorized fire, before the Lord. The Lord again sent out fire,
but this time to kill the two presumptuous men without harming their clothing.

� Keil–Delitzsch

Keil points out that it had not yet been commanded by the Lord, in fact, never was, to take fire from the
altar. Keil says the sin was that the boys made an offering at the wrong time, contrary to the time that had
been given by the Lord. Keil develops the timing of the offering: The burnt offering, without blemish had
been made and accepted by the Lord in chapter 9. The people fall down and worship the Lord. The next
God–commanded step was for the families of the priests to eat the remaining meat. But the sons, 10:1, were
overcome with emotion, and, instead of waiting for the next phase of the offering as commanded by the
Lord, i.e. eating the meat (10:16.), they made an incense offering. Keil sums it up:

They fire of the holy God (Ex. xix. 18), which had just sanctified the service of Aaron as well–pleasing to God, brought de-
struction upon his two eldest sons, because they had not sanctified Jehovah in their hearts, but had taken upon themselves
a self–willed service; just as the same gospel is to one a savour of life unto life, and to another a savour of death unto death
(2 Cor. ii. 16)....20
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Thus the sons took it upon themselves to make an offering that was not according to that commanded by
the Lord. Though the type of fire, i.e. from the altar, is involved, the primary violation of the command of the
Lord was in the timing: The next order of events was the priest’s family eating the meat.

� Barnes’ Notes

Barn’s Notes (edited by Cook) agrees: The sin was improper timing.

� Oehler, Gustav Freidrich

On the other hand, Oehler uses the death of the boys in Lev 10, to assume that their strange fire was not
of the fire from above:

All fire for the offerings of incense had to be taken from this sacred fire on the altar of burnt–offerings,—a thing which in-
deed, expressly commanded in the law, but was set forth practically by the heavy punishment inflicted on the sons of Aaron,
who approached the Lord in offering of incense with strange fire (Lev. x).21

� John Gill

John Gill also mentions that the fire was strange because it was not from the fire that had come down
from heaven, but he continues:

which he commanded not; yea, forbid, by sending fire from heaven, and ordering coals of fire for the incense to be taken
off of the altar of burnt offering; and this, as Aben Ezra observes, they did of their own mind, and not by order. It does not
appear that they had any command to offer incense at all at present, this belonged to Aaron, and not to them as yet; but
without any instruction and direction they rushed into the holy place with their censers, and offered incense, even
both of them, when only one priest was to offer at a time, when it was to be offered, and this they also did with strange fire.
This may be an emblem of dissembled love, when a man performs religious duties, prays to God, or praises him without any
cordial affection to him, or obeys commands not from love, but selfish views; or of an ignorant, false, and misguided zeal, a
zeal not according to knowledge, superstitious and hypocritical; or of false and strange doctrines, such as are not of God,
nor agree with the voice of Christ, and are foreign to the Scriptures; or of human ordinances, and the inventions of men,
and of every thing that man brings of his own, in order to obtain eternal life and salvation.22

Gill correctly points out that Nadab and Abihu moved “without any instructions and direction” to make
the offering. Then Gill rightly compares such movement with acting on “human ordinances, and the inven-
tions of men.” He concludes that those who act thusly in hope of obtaining eternal life and salvation will die.

� Geneva

The Geneva note for v. 3, is:

I will punish them that serve me in other ways than I have commanded, not sparing the chief, that the people may fear
and praise my judgments.

� Which he commanded them not.

Nadab and Abihu died before the Lord because they, evidently with good intentions based upon 9:23, 24,
rushed to do something which they were not specifically commanded to do. Has the law changed so much
that man can today do those things not specifically commanded of them for his redemption by the Lord?
Anything other than individual faith in the finished work of Christ must result in his death.

� Rules of Interpretation
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One more important point to keep in mind: Rules of Interpretation. The Bible student knows that a pri-
mary rule of interpretation is that he cannot accept implied doctrine over clear, plain teaching of God’s
Word, viz., implications and/or obscure passages must be understood in agreement with, or in light of, clear,
plain passages.23

E
very word of God is pure: he is a shield unto them that put their trust in him. Add thou not unto his
words, lest he reprove thee, and thou be found a liar. (Pr 30:5, 6 )

Those who appeal to reason, offer analogies and call forth assumptions to dogmatically support things
which he commanded them not are on very dangerous ground.

Having covered a very brief history of paedobaptism, we will proceed to examine and develop passages
and arguments used by pedobaptist. We will show from Scripture that Old Testament circumcision cannot
be identified with New Testament baptism. Rather, it speaks, as said Cyprian, of the New Testament cir-
cumcision of the heart accomplished by the resurrected Christ —- that is, the circumspect life.
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Chapter II

Circumcision and the Old Testament

F
rom this writer’s understanding, the practice of infant baptism finds its basis in the Old Testament
rite of circumcision. Therefore, as we consider the Old Testament rite of circumcision, we should
remember that it was a rite instituted by God, Exodus 12.

� Chronology—Exodus 12

We should not overlook the fact that Moses gives Exodus 12:43-51 after the first passover. Furthermore,
though the dogmatic command concerning circumcision (Ge 17:13, 14) had been in effect for over 400 years,
Moses did not command that every male in each house be circumcised before taking part in the first passo-
ver in Egypt. (Vv. 43-51 are specifically placed after v. 42, which concludes the passover with the death of
the unprotected firstborn.)

Moreover, Joshua 5:5 does not say the people were circumcised before they came out; it simply says that
all who came out of Egypt were circumcised. Thus according to the order given in Exodus 12, it is evident
that all the males were circumcised after—not before—they came out of Egypt, and were circumcised before
they partook of the second passover at the foot of the mount a year later. Therefore, the majority of males
who partook of the first passover and came out of Egypt were uncircumcised, clearly showing us that cir-
cumcision was not a basic requirement for redemption from Egypt. Rather, redemption was based solely
upon faith in the shed blood of the lamb. It was the parent’s faith in the Lord evidenced in the passover lamb
that qualified the male child to eat of the first passover lamb, v. 3. (What about the first-born who were too
young to partake of the passover, i.e. new-borns?) Many Egyptians partook of the passover by faith; from
that time on, the Egyptians who came out with Israel were considered Israelites, 12:38. Admittedly, the par-
ent’s faith delivered the children from the wrath of God against Egypt at that point, but can we say that the
parent’s faith “saves” or “converts” infants under Christ?

All who came out of Egypt were circumcised after the first passover, Exodus 12, and before the second
passover at the mount, but they were not circumcised again until they entered into the promised land,
Joshua 5:1-8.

There were two basic requirements in the first passover: First, the lamb himself had to be unblemished,
unbroken and totally used, and any unused portion had to be burned with fire. Second, the individual him-
self: Though the first instructions were given to the people of Israel, anyone could have faith in the shed
blood, and could partake of the lamb’s blood. V. 3 neither restricts the partakers to only natural born Israel-
ites, nor requires circumcision.

V. 43, provision is made for those outside of the nation of Israel after the first passover: Starting with the
second passover, no stranger could eat of it, but he did not have to remain a stranger. A stranger was defined
as anyone who was not a member of the nation of Israel, i.e. the hired servant and/or uncircumcised for-
eigner dwelling in the land.

There were two methods of becoming a member of the nation of Israel: born of Israelite parents (born in
the land, i.e. homeborn, v. 49), or conversion to the Hebrew religion, v. 48. Circumcision was the outward
sign of conversion placed upon a male, but not upon a female. A female could marry into the nation, and the
marriage could be either willing or unwilling on her part, Deuteronomy 21:10.1 Either method made one an
heir to the Lord’s covenant-promises to the nation of Israel, including the promise of the land of Canaan.

Visible assembly
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Though seemingly out of place at this point in our study (we are starting with the Old Testament rite of
circumcision and working our way forward), we should consider the Lord’s words to Peter. Peter’s confes-
sion was the condition laid down by Christ for entrance into the New Testament congregation of the Lord,
the visible assembly of the church. Christ’s words, accordingly, present a very basic premise upon which all
teaching concerning entrance into the Lord’s assembly must be built.

Matthew 16:13-20, Christ said very clearly that His church is to be built upon the profession of faith in
Himself. It is extremely important to note that this location is the first usage of the word church in the New
Testament (#1577), and that it was used by the Lord Jesus Christ. When the Lord used the word church in
His conversation with Peter, He established the Spirit’s meaning for the word church from His point in
time. All the rest of the New Testament teaching concerning the church must be viewed in the light of our
Lord’s words.

In this passage, the Lord Jesus Christ established the only basis for entrance into His church. Although
the New Testament term “church” and the Old Testament term “Church or Israel” are identical,2 Christ’s
method of entrance into the New Testament church carries a different emphasis. We say this because the
Old Testament circumcision spoke of the circumcision of the heart which Peter reflected when he made his
profession of faith in the Son of God.

According to The OnLine Bible, the word church, as used from the time of Matthew 16:18, is:

1577 ekklesia {ek-klay-see’-ah} from a compound of 1537 and a derivative of 2564; TDNT - 3:487,394; n f AV -church
(112) - assembly (3) [115] I) a gathering of citizens called out from their homes into some public place; an assembly 1) an as-
sembly of the people convened at the public place of the council for the purpose of deliberating 2) the assembly of the Israel-
ites 3) any gathering or throng of men assembled by chance, tumultuously 4) in a Christian sense 4a) an assembly of
Christians gathered for worship in a religious meeting 4b) a company of Christian, or of those who, hoping for eternal salva-
tion through Jesus Christ, observe their own religious rites, hold their own religious meetings, and manage their own af-
fairs, according to regulations prescribed for the body for order’s sake; those who anywhere, in a city, village, constitute
such a company and are united into one body; the whole body of Christians scattered throughout the earth; the assembly of
faithful Christians already dead and received into heaven.

Consequently, the word church in Matthew 16:18 clearly means a visible, called out assembly built upon
a supernatural profession of faith in Himself as the Son of God, Lord and Saviour.3 Therefore, all New Tes-
tament passages referring to church, #1577, speak of a group of people united together based upon Peter’s
confession.4 In other words, according to Christ’s words in Matthew 16:17, the only way the New Testa-
ment church would and can be built is upon the profession of faith as exemplified by Peter:

Thou art the Son of the living God... And I say unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church,
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it...

Clearly, the New Testament church is built upon the rock of Peter’s profession of faith in Christ, the Son
of the living God. If we say any less, e.g. the church is built upon baptism, we must agree with the Papists
concerning the apostolic succession of Peter.

Church, #1577, is used in some interesting places, and is, therefore, founded upon Peter’s Matthew
16:16-18, profession: 1) The law given by Christ to the church in Matthew 18:17, is addressed to the ones
who have entered via the confession of Peter. 2) The ones added to the church in Acts 2:41-47 were added via
Peter’s confession in Christ as the Son of God—they made the supernatural confession of faith as did Peter,
and were then baptized. 3) Acts 8:1, Paul persecuted those who would not deny that Christ was the Son of
God.5 4) Ephesians 3:10, the Lord will show Himself strong through those who have made Peter’s confes-
sion of faith. 5) The church of Ephesians 5 is built upon Peter’s profession. 6) Colossians 1:8, Christ is the
head over those who have “made Peter’s confession.” Of course, He is head over all things, but especially
over those who have professed Christ, Ephesians 1:22. 7) 1 Timothy 3:5, 15, Paul, as he instructs Timothy,
is clearly talking of the visible church (#1577) about its rulers and membership. He refers to the church as
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mentioned by Christ as built upon Peter’s profession of faith in the Son of God. 8) Geneses 22:17, God’s
promise to Abraham was of the New Testament church to come, Galatians 3:16, &c. Christ gave to Peter the
condition upon which membership must be based.

Moreover, notice that Peter, under the inspiration of the Spirit, confessed the Lordship and Kingship of
Christ before Christ was crucified and before Christ ascended to the right hand of the Father where He ever
lives to make intersession for the saints. Christ clearly said that only upon the supernatural profession of
faith—Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God—can one be allowed in fellowship in the church.
Can we accept anything less without changing the Word of God?

Though the New Testament church is a continuation of the Old Testament church (i.e., the Elect race of
God), there is no hint of the carryover of circumcision (thus paedobaptism if one makes that connection)
into the new church. Commenting on Peter’s First Epistle, Weise said:

(d) It is, per se, very possible, that when Peter wrote to the churches of the dispersion, individual Gentiles who had be-
come believers had already attached themselves to them; and if it were really the case that individual expressions of the
Epistle refer expressly to Gentile Christians (which I, at least, cannot find to be the case), then we should have to conclude
that the Gentile-Christian portion of these churches was not inconsiderable. But in such a case it would only come out the
more clearly that Peter holds the believing Israelites to be the real stem, the substance of the Church, to which these Gen-
tiles have been led by God before the time (cf. § 43, b). That even such as were not born Jews might enter into the elect
race, and participate in its promises, was an idea which had become quite familiar to the Jewish consciousness through
proselytism. It is true that circumcision was demanded from the actual proselytes to Judaism; but Peter had, according to §
43, c, acknowledged that even Gentiles as such, i.e. without accepting circumcision, could be incorporated by faith with
God’s people; and if even born and circumcised Israelites belonged to the elect race of the time of the consummation only
inasmuch as they had become believers, it would certainly not have been a great step in advance to make faith, henceforth,
the sole condition of participation in the salvation and promise of Israel. But as the apostolic decree had not thought of plac-
ing believing Gentiles in a subordinate position to the Jewish-Christian substance of the Church, after the analogy of the
proselytes of the gate, so no such idea can be found in our Epistle, although Reuss (ii. 302 [E. Tr. ii. 272]) still discovers it in
consequence of his false interpretation of the address of the Epistle. What, indeed, was the nature of the social relation sub-
sisting between these Gentiles who were incorporated with the elect race and the stem of the Church, which undoubtedly
remained true to the law, and whether this question had already arisen—as to these matters there is no indication what-
ever in our Epistle. The Jews in the far-off dispersion were scarcely accustomed to so strict an observance of the law, that
their social relation to the uncircumcised members of the Church would become such a burning question as in the immedi-
ate neighbourhood of Palestine; and even in the Church at Antioch the controversy was imported from Jerusalem (Gal. ii.
12).6

The Elect race, i.e., the Israel of God, is the same in both Testaments, grace through faith; incorporation
into that race is the same in both Testaments, grace through faith; the outward sign of membership is the
same in both Testaments, grace producing faith and Godliness. The New Testament emphasizes that Old
Testament circumcision is not carried over into the New Testament church in any form.

� Circumcision and the original command.

Though this at times is a confusing, abused and misused subject, we will attempt to deal with it in an or-
derly manner with several quotes, and then deal with the problems presented from the Word of God. The
quotes are not well ordered, but the conclusions will be.

To find the truth about circumcision, we must go back to the original command, Genesis 17. The cove-
nant–promise of God to Abraham and his seed after him was marked in Abraham by circumcision, and was,
accordingly, sealed in blood.7 The covenant-promise found in Genesis 12 contained the promise of: 1) mak-
ing a great nation from Abraham; 2) making Abraham and his seed blessed from God; 3) making Abraham’s
name great; 4) making Abraham and his seed a blessing to all the earth, and 5) making those who bless
Abraham’s seed blessed of God, and who curse Abraham’s seed cursed by God.8
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heirs to the promise. The difficulty being dealt with by Paul is that natural born Israelites—commonly known as the Judizers—were
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According to Genesis 12, Abraham received the covenant-promise 24 years before receiving the sign of
the covenant, i.e., circumcision.9 The chronology of events between Genesis chapters 12 and 17 is impor-
tant:

1) Abram is promised the land of Canaan, 12:7. 2) There was a famine in the land, so Abram and Lot went
down into Egypt where Pharaoh sent for and took Sarai. Only by God’s intervention was Sarai delivered.
Abram and Lot left Egypt wealthy, 13:2. 3) Abraham and Lot part company, and again Abram is promised
the land of Canaan, 13:15. Moreover, Abram is promised that his seed will be as the sand of the sea for its
numbers, 13:16. 4) Sodom and its inhabitants are defeated, and Lot is taken captive along with the kings of
Sodom. Abram rescues Lot, 14:16. 5) Abram meets Melchizedek, and gives to him the tithe of the spoil from
the battle against the ones who took Lot captive. Melchizedek is an extremely important figure in Hebrews
7. 6) The king of Sodom offers to pay Abram. Abram refuses, 13:23. 7) The Lord appears to Abram, and gives
him the promise of a seed of his own body to fulfill God’s promise through. The Lord again promises such a
multitude of seed that they cannot be counted. Abram believes God, and it is counted to him for righteous-
ness, 15:6; Galatians 3:6. 8) Even after this, Abram said, Lord God, whereby shall I know that I shall inherit
it? (it being the land of Canaan, indicating Abram still had doubts), 15:8. 9) This time the Lord confirms the
covenant with Abram — which includes Abram’s seed being in Egypt for 400 years and the specific posses-
sion of the land of Canaan — with the sacrifices of the heifer, the she goat, the ram, the turtledove and the
young pigeon, 15:18. Abram is in a deep sleep, so God alone makes the covenant. Thus it is a covenant of
grace which the Lord will fulfill regardless of Abram’s actions. Circumcision is not yet given. 10) Next we
see Abram yielding to his wife and the birth of Ishmael to Hagar, Sarai’s maid. Abram is 86 at the time,
16:16. 11) Abram, loving Ishmael, desires that Ishmael would be the heir of the promise, 17:18. 12) Though
the Lord refuses to let Ishmael be the child of the covenant, the Lord does include Ishmael in the promise
made with his dad of many seed, 15:10. Circumcision is still not yet given. 13) 13 years latter (86-99), the
Lord again appears to Abram, renewing the same covenant which had been given 24 years earlier. Only this
time, there are some added things: First, Abram’s name is changed to Abraham, reflecting the promise that
he would indeed be the father of many nations; second, the Lord reaffirms the giving of the land of Canaan
for an everlasting possession to Abraham’s seed after him, which had already been promised, and third, cir-
cumcision is added.10

It is extremely significant that chapter 17 follows chapter 16 where Abram permitted his wife to convince
him that they needed to take matters into their own hands, and Ishmael was born. Then after they had
taken matters into their own hands, God renews the covenant to Abram, adding circumcision as a physical,
visible sign that the He will indeed fulfill the promises of the covenant — none of which were new promises
in chapter 17.

God’s initial command to Abraham in Genesis 17 concerning circumcision indeed presents some difficult
considerations. God’s original command of circumcision to Abraham was not optional upon his household
and servants: Whether they believed in Abraham’s God or not never entered into the question. Thus cir-
cumcision required no profession and/or evidence of faith in the God of Abraham by those circumcised.
Abraham’s household was quite large by Genesis 17. We cannot assume that they all had the faith and ac-
tions of Abraham. Therefore, many men who were not covenant–faithful, as was Abraham, were circum-
cised. Circumcision apart from faith basically held true until the time of Christ, and caused very heated
conflicts in His day.

The purchased servant was required to be circumcised, but there is no mention of any requirement of
faith in the God of Israel on the servant’s part: If he was bought with money, he was circumcised regardless
of whether or not he wanted to be circumcised. (Ge 17:12; Ex 12:44.) Therefore, physical circumcision can-
not be firmly equated with faith in the true and living God of Abraham, or even in the hope that one day he
migh have such a faith. In fact, the only way Abraham’s servants could fail to be circumcised was to flee
from Abraham’s house. On the other hand, circumcision was optional upon the stranger dwelling among Is-
rael. (Ex 12:48.) The stranger was permitted to sojourn with Israel, which meant he willingly subjected
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himself to Israel’s laws. He could unite in circumcision, or refuse, but if he wanted to partake of the passo-
ver, he had to be circumcised. Thus according to Genesis 17, the requirement of faith in the God of Israel by
the one being circumcised was not attached to the rite of circumcision.

Moreover, there were adults who were forced to be circumcised, maybe against their wishes. There were
adults who united with Old Testament Israel simply by being circumcised, without any profession of faith
in Israel’s God. Therefore, to be consistent in carrying circumcision over to New Testament baptism, any
adult, saved or openly unsaved, must be allowed baptism and membership in the New Israel of God.
Furthermore, to be consistent with the Old Testament circumcision picture, are there adults who should be
forced into baptism? (Admittedly, our Lord said the kingdom of God would have “dirty birds” in it, but are
we to knowingly welcome the unclean? Matthew 13:32.)

Consequently, it is obvious that we are looking for a general thought behind Old Testament circumcision
that can be traced into the New, a thought upon which God’s Word to Peter is built.

Abraham circumcised Ishmael after he was told that Ishmael was outside of the covenant–promise. (Ge
17:12-27.)11 Are we to take the situation with Abraham and his household servants to say that we are to
baptize anyone into the local church who is willing to be baptized regardless of their personal relationship
with the Lord, even though they may follow Ishmael in thier ungodly actions?

� Consistent Inconsistencies

Some Pedobaptists this pastor has met are consistant, and rightly so if they are going to say the two are
the same, in their belief that Old Testament circumcision must be literally and strictly carried over into
New Testament baptism. They hold that anyone, regardless of their life-styl (sodomites), desiring to be
baptized and unite with a Christian assembly should be allowed to do so. Moreover, they hold that all family
members, no matter the age nor spiritual condition, should be baptized based upon the circumcision of
every Old Testament purchased male servant and every household male member. Furthermore, passages
such as Acts 16:14ff. (which we will deal with), that apparently refer to a complete household being baptized
regardless of faith, are used to carry forward circumcision to baptism of even infants. Of course, the prob-
lem with such a literal New Testament application of the Old Testament rite is the fact that only males were
circumcised. If one is going to bring the Old Testament rite of circumcision literally into the church through
baptism, he must, therefore, exclude females from baptism and all the “benefits” pedobaptists claim it rep-
resents. Admittedly, views allowing openly non-Christians to unite with Chrisitan assemblies are probably
extreme, but to be consistant with a faith that says baptism continues the rite of circumcision, the view
must be adhered to.

Obviously, we might assume that God’s command to Abraham was preceded by a profession of faith by
those circumcised, but that is not what the text says. We rightly condemn others for building doctrine upon
assumptions, but do we the same? Any idea that all who are willing to be baptized should be permitted mem-
bership into the visible assembly presents a very great difficulty: Christ said very clearly that His church is
to be built upon the supernatural profession of faith in Himself, and He made no distinction between a “visi-
ble” and “invisible” assembly. (Ma 16:13-20.) Can infants make such a profession? According to the Lord’s
words, admittance into a Christian assembly apart from Peter’s confession makes the assembly man’s, not
the Lord’s. Though the clarity of our Lord’s words should completely settle the issue of circumcision/bap-
tism, we will continue in this study and try to deal with some difficult questions.

Though Israel was uncircumcised before the Exodus, the Lord kept His covenant with Israel when He
brought them out of Egypt. Furthermore, the Lord brought them into Canaan uncircumcised, for Joshua
circumcised Israel after they crossed the Jordan. (Jos 5:5.) Consequently, circumcision was an outward sign
that God would keep His promises — promises to all people, both believers and unbelievers, i.e., Ishmael; it
prefigured Christ’s coming work upon the source of life, the heart. Thus all the world is equally responsible
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to God’s law, and will be held so by the Lord. Circumcision showed a greater responsibility, but basically the
responsibility was the same upon all mankind: All will be judged according to the law of truth whether they
are “circumcised” or not. (Ro 2 & 3.)

In the circumcision of unbelievers, we no doubt see that no action by man can place God under any kind
of obligation. Though circumcised, Ishmael and Esau were god–haters, and God was not obligated to change
either’s heart. (Ro 9:13.) No one was forced to become an Israelite at the source of life, the heart, though the
infant and servant were forced to be circumcised.

Another thing that must be considered in Genesis 17: Both Abraham’s and his wife’s bodies were dead as
far as any human prospects of reproduction. (Ro 4:17-21.) In other words, it is evident that both Abram and
his wife saw their time for having children expiring in Genesis 16, so they grew weak in the faith, taking
matters into their own hands.

� Leupold

According to H.C. Leupold,

The basic fact to be observed for a proper approach to this chapter (Ge 17, ed.) is that the covenant referred to is not a
new one. For 15:18 reports the establishment of the covenant, whose essential provisions are the same as those here out-
lined.12

In Genesis 17:1, God came to Abram in visible form, and identified Himself to Abram as the Almighty
God, or El Shaddai.

� Keil-Dlitzsch

Let us follow Keil’s comments on this matter, for they are extremely important in understanding the fact
of circumcision.

At the establishment of the covenant, God had manifested Himself to him as Jehovah (xv.7); here Jehovah describes
Himself as El Shaddai, God the Mighty One. This name is not to be regarded as identical with Elohim, that is to say, with
God as Creator and Preserver of the world... It belongs to the sphere of salvation forming one element in the manifestation
of Jehovah, and describing Jehovah, the covenant God, as possessing the power to realize His promises, even when the or-
der of nature presented no prospect of their fulfillment, and the powers of nature were insufficient to secure it. The name
which Jehovah thus gives to Himself was to be a pledge, that in spite of ‘his own body now dead,’ and ‘the deadness of
Sarah’s womb’ (Rom.iv.19), God could and would give him the promised innumerable posterity.13

Thus whereas in Elohim, 15:7, God described Himself as the mighty one, in El Shaddai, 17:1, God de-
scribed Himself as the One Who compels nature to go against itself in order to fulfill His divine purpose.
Both Abram and his wife had lost any natural ability and all hope of fulfilling the covenant, viz. their bodies
were dead.

Abraham’s hope before circumcision

Abram and his wife had tried to fulfill God’s promise the natural way in Gen 16, and failed. Old Testa-
ment circumcision, therefore, is a clear statement on God’s part that the covenant will not be accomplished
by natural means, viz. natural birth. It says that God will accomplish the covenant through non-human
means: Both Abraham’s and Sara’s bodies were now “dead.” Circumcision of Abraham and his descendants
said that they WOULD NOT accomplish God’s promises through human means, but were dependent upon
the Lord to fulfill the promises already made. (Ge 12:1-3.) Circumcision assured them of nothing as far as
spiritual blessings, e.g., Ishmael and Esau. But it did protect the males of his people from being cast out of
the congregation of the Lord as they were faithful:14 Ishmael was cast out though he was circumcised, for he
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mocked the promised seed, Isaac. There were many things which caused one to be cast out of the congrega-
tion though circumcised. Women were not circumcised; rather, they were under either their father’s or
husband’s authority.

� Covenant signs and conditions

Genesis 17:9-14, appears to say that God’s condition for Abraham to receive the promise of the covenant
was the circumcision of Abraham and all his male household members: v. 11, shall be a token of the covenant
betwixt me and you, but that is not what vv 1-8 & 12:1-5 say. His inheritance of the covenant was based in
obedience to the command–word of God. Cf. Exodus 23:20, The Angel. Furthermore, though circumcision
appears to be the condition for inheriting the covenant–promise, that is not what chapter 17 says. As men-
tioned above, though Abraham knew Ishmael was not part of the covenant, Abraham circumcised him any-
way. It was Abraham’s faithful heart exhibited in obedience to God’s Word that made him heir to the
promises of God. Consequently, physical circumcision cannot be viewed as an outward sign of inward faith
because there was no requirement of faith attached to circumcision. This fact is what messed up the Jews,
and Paul wrote Romans 4 to straighten it out: They felt that circumcision alone assured them of the cove-
nant promise. Furthermore, they followed the new evangelists, e.g., Paul, over the then–known world
teaching the new Christians that circumcision was required in addition to the work of Christ. Paul points
out that the physical act of circumcision was nothing more than a sign: The covenant was/is inherited by
faith alone, not of works lest man should boast. (Ro 4:17.)

The covenant–promise itself is given several times starting with Genesis 12 through Genesis 17:1-8; all
are before the rite of circumcision, 17:9-14. Vv. 1-8, the covenant included a new name for Abram, and was
passed on to Abraham’s seed, those who would walk perfect before the Lord, 17:7 (upright or sincere, marg).
Leupold tells us,

“Perfect” (tamim), of course, involves not complete moral perfection, but since it involves the idea of ‘complete’ and
‘sound,’ it implies that no vital feature of a godly life is absent. Such a demand does not ask Abram to make himself fit to
receive divine blessings, but it does warn him against doing those things whereby he renders himself unfit. “God does not
set up His covenant here; rather, He places it in force. Abram’s falling on his face was the proper response to the promise,
so the Lord continues to speak.”

Accordingly, the covenant promise of the land of Canaan was already in force and agreed to by Abraham
before he was circumcised. Circumcision was simply the blood confirmation of the covenant. It reminded
Abraham and his seed that the covenant would not be fulfilled by natural means, and that the land was con-
ditioned upon Godly living—a circumspect life. When Israel departed from Godly living, it broke the cove-
nant, and was vomited out of the land regardless of its circumcision. Thus the covenant (vv. 1-8, not vv.
9-14) said that if Abram and his seed would walk uprightly–circumspectly, then He, the Lord, would fulfill
His promise to multiply Abram’s seed exceedingly, and be their, i.e. Abraham’s decedents’, God. In Le-
upold’s words,

In token of this new fact, Abram’s name is changed by God. V. 9, Thou shalt keep my covenant… This general statement
implies quite a bit. It imposes the broad duty upon Abraham and all his descendants to live in a manner befitting those who
are bound by God’s covenant... V. 1 had very clearly covered these obligations in the word: ‘walk before me and be thou per-
fect.’

Hence, both the sign and the condition placed upon the covenant is holy living, i.e., the circumcised/cir-
cumspect life. Circumcision, vv. 9-14, was a physical sign added to Abraham’s faith that the Lord indeed had
started bringing the promise to pass, but not through natural means. Leupold continues:

... It (circumcision, ed.) is not a sacrament efficacious in supplying the needed grace and the desired effect. (It had no
grace for Ishmael nor Esau, ed.) But it suggests in a type or symbol what obligations are laid upon those who stand in cove-
nant relation with God, namely primarily to put away the foreskin of their hearts (Jer. 4:4), to circumcise the heart and ‘be
no longer stiffnecked’ (Deut. 10:16), an effect which, strictly speaking, only the Lord’s grace can achieve in man (Deut.
30:6), which therefore, man in seeking to accomplish must seek from the Lord. Secondly, this rite is tied up closely with the
Messianic hope. For if it indicates the purification of life at its source, it in the last analysis points forward to Him through
whom all such purification is to be achieved, who is Himself also to be born by a woman, but is to be He in whom for the
first time that which circumcision prefigures will be actually realized.
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Here it should be remembered that this rite, even as it is not a sacrament, so, too, is not a divinely ordained instrumental-
ity for initiation into the people of God, at least not for a native Israelite. He was a member of the people of God by virtue of
birth. By circumcision he was made aware of his covenant obligations and received a perpetual badge or reminder of these
obligations. That circumcision foreshadows baptism is, of course, undeniable.15

Clearly Leupold rightly calls for a clean, separated — circumspect — life apart from any dependance
upon the flesh as the mark of Christ upon the believer. Circumcision spoke of purifying one’s life at its
source, for out of the heart are the issues of life. Circumcision looked forward to the work of Christ upon the
heart. (Jn 8:56.)16 Thus circumcision “in the last analysis points forward to Him through whom all such pu-
rification is to be achieved.” Circumcision was not a sacrament, but an Old Testament rite, an ordinance
pointing forward to the work of Christ in the heart of the believer; it did not look forward to any outward ac-
tion; it looked forward to the inward action of the Spirit.

It is extremely important that the reader keep in mind that circumcision looked forward to the work of
Christ; therefore, it had to be a rite, or ordinance. Being such, it was thus done away with by the work of
Christ upon the cross. (Col 2:14.)

Circumcision did not make one a native Israelite: “He was a member of the people of God by virtue of
birth.” Circumcision was “a perpetual reminder of the obligations” placed upon the nation of God’s people.
It reminded both believers and unbelievers that they were responsible to the law of God, and would be
blessed accordingly. They would be blessed according to outward obedience.

� Leupold Back-peddles

Then in spite of his saying that the covenant was already given, affirmed and that circumcision had noth-
ing to do with making one a covenant–member, Leupold, offering no Scriptural proof for his assumption,
says, “That circumcision foreshadows baptism is, of course, undeniable.” In this writers research, he found
Leupold’s statement quite typical of those holding to paedobaptism: Not one Bible Scholar could produce
one scripture clearly connecting Old Testament circumcision with New Testament baptism. As we saw in
the opening chapter, they simply make an unsupported assumption, and build their theology upon that as-
sumption. We must confront the fact that faith was not required for circumcision. If one holds to Leupold’s
assumption that circumcision foreshadowed baptism, then in order to be consistent, one must say that no
faith in the One True God is required for baptism no matter what age the candidate, as claimed by some Pe-
dobaptists. One must also forbid baptism to females.

� Ishmael’s and Esau’s circumcision

Though it is clear they were not part of the covenant, why were they - Ishmael, Esau, and other ungodly
men - circumcised? Here are some suggested answers: First, to remind them, and all other unbelievers who
were circumcised, that they were outside the covenant because of unbelief and unfaithfulness to the law of
the covenant; second, it showed there was no merit before God in circumcision, and third, it showed that
the Lord calls whom He will regardless of parentage and/or any kind of physical action on man’s part. (Jn
5:21; Ro 9:18.)

Keep in mind, there were many “perpetual” commands given in the Old Testament that have passed
away with Christ, e.g. Exodus 27:20, 21; Leviticus 6:22, &c. Hence, they are only perpetual in the sense that
they lasted until the end of the Old Testament Mosaic ceremony, Christ, or they are now kept in Christ, e.g.,
Christ our passover. Circumcision is perpetuated in Christ, i.e., in the circumcised heart, not in baptism.
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Chapter III

Circumcision, New Testament

� Newness of Life!

A
ll New Testament references to circumcision speak of putting off the old things of the flesh - of the
old life - and serving God with newness of Spirit.

How can men, therefore, make an assumed connection between circumcision and baptism when there is
not one New Testament passage which even remotely connects the Old Testament rite of circumcision with
New Testament ordinance of baptism? Obviously, they argue from a presupposition requiring paedobap-
tism — exemplified by Hodge’s words quoted below, “In order to justify the baptism of infants, we must...”
Which assumption, might we ask, comes first: that Old Testament circumcision must prefigure baptism or
that infants must be baptized? From the history of paedobaptism, we would say that the effort was to sup-
port what the people wanted at the time of the Reformation.

This writer is not “throwing stones” at anyone, for only those who refuse to face facts say they do not ar-
gue from presuppositions. Every person does so to one extent or another. Only the unique work of the Spirit
enables one to be freed from the tradition received from the fathers. (1 Pe 1:18.) The Christian must make a
conscious effort to search God’s word with an attitude of letting the Spirit free him from unsound doctrines.
(Ph 3:15, 16.) Accordingly, this writer was freed from a belief in which he had been throughly trained,
Arminian Dispensationalism. Presumptions cause all of us to find scriptural grounds to support what we
want or do not want to believe and/or do. Maybe the early church believed in the necessity of infant baptism,
but does tradition vindicate an assumption? It is interesting that Jay E. Adams, The Meaning and Mode of
Baptism, says:

And the historians George Fisher and Philip Schaff concur with the following words, “the ordinary mode of baptism was
by immersion,” (George P. Fisher, History of the Christian Church, [Scribners: N.Y., 1887], p. 41) and “the usual form of
baptism was immersion.’ (Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, Vol. I., [Eerdmans: Grand Rapids, 1950] p. 468)
Even Calvin is gleefully quoted, ‘The very word baptize, however, signifies to immerse; and it is certain that immersion was
the practice of the ancient church.’ (John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, trans. John Allen, Vol. II, [The Pres-
byterian Board of Christian Education: Philadelphia] p. 599.)”1

Then Mr. Adams writes 55 pages to justify what he believes, infant baptism.

Paul made it clear that he did not even hint at any kind of continuation of circumcision, whether in physi-
cal form (literal circumcision) or symbolic form (water baptism), Galatians 5:11. He clearly said that if he
even remotely condoned the continuation of circumcision in any form, he would not have suffered persecu-
tion. In other words, if he had hinted that baptism replaced circumcision, the Jews would not have perse-
cuted him. But because the gospel message was totally new (not new wine in old skins, but new wine in new
skins), he was persecuted severely by those who demanded the old skins — the forms, rituals, rites and cere-
monies of the old covenant — be retained. If baptism had replaced circumcision, the old skins would have
been retained. But it did not.

Without exception, every New Testament reference to circumcision speaks of putting off the old things
of the flesh and of the old life, and serving God with newness of Spirit: Galatians 5:6, faith which worketh by
love. Galatians 6:15, a new creature is the New Testament mark of Christ, v. 17. Ephesians 2:11, reconcilia-
tion unto God by the work of Christ, v. 15. Moreover, Colossians 2:11-12, clearly states that the Old Testa-
ment circumcision is still with us but not in any physical form. New Testament circumcision is a work of
Christ in the heart of His people: by the circumcision of Christ. It is the circumcision made without hands, in
putting off the body of sins of the flesh, v. 11. New Testament circumcision is not any kind of physical act, i.e.
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baptism; rather, it is the operation of God which puts off the body of the sins of the flesh — the Old Testament
term is, cutting off the foreskin of the heart, making one a new creature in Christ. The flesh of the foreskin is
identified as the wellspring of sin. (Ro 7:23, &c.) The cutting off of the old man, that is the translation from
the old fleshly man to the new life of Christ, is accomplished only by conversion. (Col 1:13; 2:12.)

In other words, the Old Testament ordinance of circumcision clearly prefigured the New Testament
work of Christ upon the heart of the elect; that ordinance is done away with and replaced by the actual work
of God: putting off the body of sins. Therefore, the New Testament outward sign of this work of the Holy
Spirit is holy living according to the revealed will of God in His Word, not the keeping of any rite, ritual nor
ordinance. (Col 2:20.) Colossians 2:12 identifies baptism as the first act of obedience after the work of the
Spirit in circumcising the heart. Baptism and circumcision are not identified as the same; rather, baptism is
identified as a result of New Testament circumcision, i.e., holy living, which requires baptism and identifi-
cation with Christ.

The promise under the old covenant — represented by the outward sign of circumcision — was clearly of
a new and better covenant to come. The promised new covenant was not according to the covenant made
with the fathers, the house of Israel starting with Abraham’s circumcision, but a covenant that would write
God’s law in the heart and, accordingly, circumcises the heart. It would be exhibited outwardly by cutting
off the works of the flesh, the works of the old man. The new covenant, as promised in the law and prophets,
circumcises the heart, and replaces the old man with the new image of Christ. (Je 31:31-34; De 10:12-16;
30:6.) Paul explicitly refers to the fact that the true signs of the circumcised heart under the new covenant
are new actions, known and read of all men; he makes no mention of baptism. (2 Cor 3:1-3.)

Though primarily speaking of being raised with Christ by regeneration through a work of the Spirit as a
prerequisite for baptism, Colossians 2:12 calls for individual faith in the operation of God to raise one up
into the life of Christ. (Cf. v. 11; 3:1; Ep 2:5, 6.) In Paul’s words, uncircumcision is clearly identified with
dead in sins; therefore, circumcision must be identified with new life in the risen Christ exhibited by one’s
actions. (Col 2:13.) If we try to make the passage speak primarily of water baptism, we must say that we be-
lieve in baptismal regeneration, which the Word of God militates against. Regeneration is totally a work of
God accomplished through individual faith. (Ep 2:8, 9.)

Paul does make a clear reference to something in the life of the nation of Israel prefiguring New Testa-
ment baptism, but it had nothing to do with circumcision. It was the passage through the Red Sea. (1 Cor
10:2.) Paul does not even hint that Joshua’s actions in circumcising the people (Joshua 5) spoke of baptism.
Old Testament baptism and circumcision were two distinctly different acts.

Finally, consider the reproach of Egypt, Joshua 5:9: According to Leviticus 18:3, the reproach of Egypt
was the doings of the land of Egypt. (Jos 24:14; 1 Sa 14:6; Eze 20:7; 23:3, 8.) Thus outward circumcision is
the laying aside of the works of Egypt, i.e., the works of the flesh, not baptism.

Therefore, Scripturally, in both the Old and New Testaments, the outward sign of Biblical circumcision
was/is holy living and departure from the works of the flesh, not baptism, which is what Leupold said, qv.

� Questions answered—Difficulties solved

Leupold makes an important point that circumcision prefigured Christ Who dealt with sin at its source.
Thus the question is answered and the difficulty solved: Circumcision was an Old Testament ordinance pre-
figuring the work of Christ at the root of sin. His Spirit cuts off the reproach of Egypt from His people at the
root: He deals with and changes — “circumcises” — the heart. Christ dealt and deals with the root of sin by
writing His laws in the hearts of His people; He cuts off the natural man and all his hope in the flesh to
please God. Therefore, in the Old Testament, only males where circumcised, for circumcision prepictured
Christ’s work, and all who were not circumcised were excommunicated from the congregation of Israel. If
the figure of circumcision and baptism are to be connected, then ONLY MALES are permitted to be bap-
tized according to the Old Testament figure; anything else destroys the connection; anything else would be
inconsistent. But, of course, there is no connection except by Papist tradition.

Ordinance vs Sacrament
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Though Leupold, and men like him, correctly identify Old Testament circumcision as an Old Testament
ordinance prefiguring the work of Christ, they rename the rite, calling it a sacrament when they carry it
over into the New Testament in baptism. Twice, Leupold said that circumcision was not a sacrament, yet he
concludes by identifying it as a New Testament sacrament to be observed by the church. Theologians com-
mitted to paedobaptism must change the clear implications of circumcision from an ordinance prefiguring
the work of Christ against the root of sin — the heart — to a sacrament in order to justify retaining it in New
Testament water baptism. In Leupold’s words, circumcision foreshadowed the work of Christ at the root of
sin. Ordinances foreshadowed the work of Christ; therefore, circumcision was an Old Testament ordinance;
baptism is a New Testament sacrament. The difference is important, and there is no clear Scriptural justifi-
cation for identifying the ordinance of circumcision with the sacrament of baptism.

We must not overlook the fact that New Testament water baptism is commanded upon Believers by the
Lord, as is the Lord’s Supper. But God’s Word gives no justification to carry over the old ordinance of cir-
cumcision into the New Testament sacrament of baptism, as He did with the Passover in the Lord’s Supper.
The ordinance of the Passover is clearly carried over by God’s Word as something to be continued in remem-
brance of Christ’s work as the Passover Lamb. (Ex 12/1 Cor 5:7ff.; 15:3, 4.)

Undeniably, Old Testament circumcision spoke of the work of the Spirit upon the heart, as does New
Testament water baptism. But there is no Scriptural warrant for connecting the old ordinance (circumci-
sion) with the new sacrament (water baptism).

Christ fulfilled the offerings, sacrifices and ordinances of the Old Testament law that spoke of His com-
ing work upon the cross. Thus the Old Testament rite of circumcision was one of the ordinances of the law
done away with at the cross of Christ. (Col 2:14.) Is not this the truth that Paul tried to comunicate in Ro-
mans 4? If Christ removed the Christian from the ordinance of circumcision that spoke of His redemptive
work against the root of sin, the heart, how can one justify placing the Christian back under that thing
which tradition says replaced circumcision, i.e, baptism? (Ga 4:9.)

We might also ask: “Why would Paul build again what he worked so hard to destroy?” He worked very
hard to prove that the rite of circumcision was not carried over into the new church in any way. Why would
he in any way imply that baptism (paedobaptism or otherwise) was a continuation of circumcision? (See Ga
2:18.)

Paul said Abraham was made heir to the world before he was circumcised. (Ro 4:13.) Thus the promise is
made to Israel “after the spirit” (Ge 17:1-8.), not to Israel “after the flesh,” i.e., circumcision. (Ge 17:9-14.)
In other words, spiritual Israel is the heir to the promise made to Abraham, not physical Israel. Further-
more, the promise to the seed in Galatians 3:16, 29, was made before Genesis 17:9, and circumcision. Thus
the promise is passed down by faith, not by circumcision and/or baptism. Canaan was given as an everlast-
ing possession to the seed of Abraham, the physical nation of Israel, but since Christ, Canaan is only a small
portion of the total possession of the seed of Abraham, the spiritual nation of Israel. Now the possession is
the whole world.

According to Genesis 17:1-8, the true sign of the covenant is walking before the Lord uprightly, sincerely
and perfectly; those who do are the true heirs to the covenant–promise. Circumcision reminded the man of
his responsibility before God. Thus the New Testament sign of the covenant is a circumcised — circumspect
— life before God according to His command–word. (See Ja 2:14ff.) There are no New Testament passages
even hinting of anything but a circumcised life of obedience to every word that proceeds from God as proof of
regeneration and ingrafting into Christ. (Lk 6:43ff.) The call to the believer, based upon the Old Testament
law, is to be holy even as the Lord is holy. (1 Pe 1:15, 16; Ex 19:6, &c.)

� John the Baptist

The baptism of John, was it from heaven, or of men? (Mk 11:30-33.) This question asked by the Saviour
created a problem with the ones who held tradition over the Word of God. They knew that if they said From
heaven, then Christ would say, Why then did ye not believe him? They knew that if they said, Of men, then
the people would be hostile because all men counted John as a prophet sent from God. Obviously, the point
Christ made was that John’s baptism was a “new thing” from heaven: It was not passed down from men of
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old. Therefore, John’s baptism had nothing to do with the Old Testament rite of circumcision; rather, it
dealt solely with individual repentance, Luke 3. The baptizing which Jesus’ disciples did was directly con-
nected with John’s, John 3:25-4:2.

We must conclude, accordingly, that the New Testament sacrament of baptism is rooted in John’s bap-
tism, which spoke of repentance over sin; it is not rooted in Old Testament circumcision. In order to connect
the New Testament doctrine of baptism with the Old Testament doctrine of physical circumcision, one
must bypass the meaning of the baptizing as practiced by both John’s and Christ’s disciples.
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Chapter IV

Circumcision – according to men

T
hough we have touched on the work of Christ, for emphasis sake, we will mention it again. The Sec-
ond Commandment deals specifically with proper approach to the Heavenly Father, strictly forbid-
ding any approach to the Father other than through God’s authorized, substitutionary sacrifice,

Exodus 20:2-6. Because the work and sacrifice of Christ fulfilled the first four commandments, including
the Second, any approach to the Father other than through Christ is now rebellion and sin against the work
of Christ. Any attempted approach to the Father by anyone — regardless of their ages — other than through
faith in the shed blood of Christ is an obvious violation of this commandment.1

� Circumcision’s visible purpose.

Obviously, circumcision was simply an outward mark, speaking of God’s covenant with Abraham, i.e., if
he and his seed would walk according to the conditions of the covenant, God would bless. Though Abraham
agreed to the conditions before he was circumcised, Ishmael and Esau made no such agreement. However,
all three were still bound by the law of the covenant. Nevertheless, the rite reminded the circumcised —
Godly and unGodly — of their total dependance upon the Lord alone to accomplish His promises. The basic
promise was of the Messiah Who would come with salvation and healing in His wings. Dependance upon
the Lord alone to bring the promise about is contrasted with Genesis 16: Abram’s effort to take matters into
his own hands.

Circumcision was normally an outward sign of the individual’s membership in the nation that was the
heir of the covenant–promise, which included the land of Canaan and the Messiah. (Ge 12:1-3. Ishmael and
Esau were not members though circumcised; they had no part of the land nor of the Messiah.) Christ alone
makes believers members of the promised seed and heirs to the promise, which, by the way, caused great
turmoil and anger among circumcised Jews. (Ro 9:13; Ga 3:16, 29; He 5:1-9.) Therefore, circumcision was
an ordinance: It spoke of the assurance of the promises of the covenant; it spoke of the future work of Christ
upon the heart.

If one says that circumcision of an eight day old Israelite male is any more than a visible sign of member-
ship in the physical covenant–nation of Israel; if one says that the command to circumcise Abraham’s chil-
dren at eight days transferred any kind of mystical, spiritual benefit whatsoever, he must also say that the
circumcision of those bought with money and/or the circumcision of strangers also transferred some kind of
mystical, spiritual benefit to those adults. All three persons — child, stranger and purchased servant, as
well as Ishmael and Esau — were covered in the same command. (Ge 17:12, 13.) Can we even begin to as-
sume that circumcision — or baptism — of a stranger transferred any kind of grace from God to that indi-
vidual? Is God’s grace transferred according to man’s works or according to faith? One law shall be to him
that is homeborn, and unto the stranger that sojourneth among you. (Ex 12:49.) There is not the slightest
hint anywhere in God’s Word that circumcision meant one thing to a male infant and another to the 60 year
old male stranger. Thus it transferred as much mystical, spiritual benefit to the stranger as it did to the in-
fant, NONE!

� Matthew Henry

Consider a few points Matthew Henry develops concerning Exodus 12:43-51: First, he starts the section
with, “Some further precepts are here given concerning the passover, as it should be observed in times to
come.” He says that this instruction is given after the first passover took place. Second, he points out that
none unbaptized should take part in the Lord’s Supper; even with the problem presented here by him con-
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necting baptism and circumcision, he is correct, for only those who have united with the new Israel of God,
the church, should partake of the Lord’s supper. Even Calvin agreed that infants and the unconverted are
to be barred from the Lord’s Supper.2 Third, “Nor shall any partake of the benefit of Christ’s sacrifice, or
feast upon it, who are not first circumcised in heart, Col. ii.11.” Fourth, he points out that circumcision rep-
resents sincere dedication to God.

If in sincerity, and with that zeal which the thing requires and deserves, we give up ourselves to God, we shall, with our-
selves, give up all we have to him, and do our utmost that all ours may be his too. Here is an early indication of favor to the
poor Gentiles, that the stranger, if circumcised, stands upon the same level with the home-born Israelite. One law for both,
Ex 12:49. This was a mortification to the jews, and taught them that it was their dedication to God, not their descent from
Abraham, that entitled them to their privileges. A sincere proselyte was as welcome to the passover as a native Israelite,
Isa. lvi. 6, 7.3

Circumcision protects redemption’s picture

Exodus 12:43-50: Israel had been delivered from bondage by the death of Egypt’s firstborn. Not only Is-
rael came out of Egypt, but a great mixed multitude of foreigners came out of with the Israel. Though these
foreigners had not been in bondage to Egypt, they decided to unite with Israel because of the power Israel’s
God had exhibited through Moses. The Lord required Israel to commemorate the passover forever, and in
order to protect the picture of the Passover representing the nation of Israel’s birth, i.e., deliverance from
Egypt, provision had to be made for the foreigners.4

Keil explains it thusly:

These regulations, which were supplementary to the law of the Passover in vers. 3-11, were not communicated before the
exodus; because it was only by the fact that a crowd of foreigners attached themselves to the Israelites, that Israel was
brought into a connection with foreigners, which needed to be clearly defined, especially so far as the Passover was con-
cerned, the festival of Israel’s birth as the people of God. If the Passover was still to retain this signification, of course no
foreigner could participate in it.5

Keil continues:

If, therefore, a foreigner living among the Israelites wished to keep the Passover, he was first of all to be spiritually in-
corporated into the nation of Jehovah by circumcision. (Ver. 48, emp mine. Thus Keil excludes females from the spiritual
nation of Jehovah.)

Can and does a physical act of obedience spiritually incorporate one into the body of Christ? Is one
“saved,” “converted” or “born again” by a physical act, or is one placed in the heavens with Christ by the
spiritual act of faith? Did God’s means of salvation change with Christ?6 No physical act can spiritually in-
corporate one into the heavens with Christ. Physical circumcision in the Old Testament was to represent
spiritual circumcision, i.e., conversion of the heart. (Le 26:41; Je 6:10; Ac 7:51; Ro 2:29, &c.) It also looked
forward to the future circumcision of the heart by the Spirit of God through Christ Jesus the Lord, or we
must say one can enter into the promises of God by works of the flesh. Did not Paul rebuke the foolish Gala-
tians for being under the influence of witchcraft? They believed they Received...the Spirit (that is, were
spiritually incorporated into the nation of Jehovah) by the works of the law (that is, by obedience to the
law requiring circumcision or baptism) rather than by the hearing of faith? (Ga 3:1ff.)7

� A.H. Strong & Others
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A.H. Strong says this: “What takes the place of circumcision is not baptism but regeneration.” 8

� Alfred Edersheim

Edersheim says:

But, better far, it (Old Testament circumcision, ed.) pointed forward to the fulfillment of the covenant–promise in Christ
Jesus, in whom there is now no other circumcision needed than that of the heart.9

Thus Christ, not baptism, replaced circumcision, for “there is now no other circumcision needed, i.e.,
baptism. Circumcision is replaced by the work of the Spirit of Christ in the hearts and lives of the covenant
people.

One more point: Regarding circumcision, A.W. Pink said:

But we must turn now and consider the application of this (Josh 5:5-circumcision, ed.) unto ourselves, for like all the cere-
monial rites and institutions of the Old Testament times, circumcision is, antitypically, a real and substantial thing unto
New Testament saints. Stating it first in a brief sentence, circumcision respected the mortification of sin, the putting off of
the filth of the flesh. ... That which was shadowed forth by circumcision, namely the putting off of the filth of the flesh, all
believers find the substance of in Christ, and the same is made good in their souls— in measure here, but perfectly so at
death. In order to obtain a complete view of the Christian’s circumcision, we need to consider it federally and judicially,
then spiritually and experimentally, and then practically and manifestatively. First, then, all believers are legally circum-
cised in Christ. That which circumcision prefigured was the removal of the pollution of sin, and that was accomplished for
believers judicially in the death of their Head. Circumcision symbolized the entire mortification of sin, and that is the effect
and fruit of Christ’s death for His people. “Ye are complete in Him [Christ], which is the Head of all principality and power.
In whom ye are circumcised with the circumcision made without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh by
the circumcision of Christ” (Col. ii, 10, 11). ...10

Old Testament circumcision prefigured justification and regeneration which was/is fulfilled in Christ: It
is fulfilled by the Spirit’s circumcision of the heart at the time of the new birth.

Colossians 2:11, 12. Paul is speaking against the efforts by the Judaizers to make physical circumcision
any part of salvation. He is not equating physical circumcision with baptism. The circumcision of Christ of
v. 11 is the spiritual circumcision of the heart made with the word of God. (Heb 4:12.) The heart
circumcision which was to replace the physical circumcision was promised in the Old Testament. (Jer
31:31ff., &c.) V. 11 has no reference to physical circumcision. (See Romans 2:26, Phil 3:3.) Rather, v. 11 tells
us that spiritual circumcision replaced the physical circumcision. (Eph 2:11.) Those of the true circumcision
are the ones who worship God in the spirit. (Phil 3:3.) How old must one be to worship God in the spirit? V.
12, tells us that baptism is the outward sign of the inward circumcision that was made without hands.
Scripture is clear—every person, though he may be physically circumcised is spiritually uncircumcised
until he is circumcised by Christ and his Spirit. This is done when he is thoroughly convicted of sin, made
naked and bare before God, and turns to Christ. V. 12, baptism is the result of one’s expression of faith in the
operation of God that circumcised his heart, v. 11. Attempts to equate the spiritual with the physical of v. 11,
and then carry the physical over to baptism changes the clear teaching of this passage.

The standard “Reformed” position seems to be: “Baptism is the sign of the renewed covenant, replacing
circumcision.” But Scripturally speaking, did Old Testament circumcision prefigure the work of God’s
grace upon the heart, “the source of life,” or did it prefigure the work of man upon the outside flesh, i.e., bap-
tism? Where is the Scriptural support (as we have for the Passover/Lord’s Supper) for the above statement?
The only way baptism and circumcision can be reconciled as similar signs of regeneration, justification and
sanctification, would be by baptizing only after the profession of faith — profession of the Spirit’s circumci-
sion of the heart — as Christ told Peter: Peter gave the sign of new life from God when he, under the Spirit’s
direction, professed Christ. We build New Testament doctrine concerning the New Testament church
membership upon Christ’s clear words to Peter.
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� William Shedd

According to Shedd,

Baptism is the infallible sign of regeneration, when the infant dies in infancy. All baptized infants dying before the age of
self-consciousness, are regenerated without exception. Baptism is the probable sign of regeneration, when the infant lives to
years of discretion. It is possible that the baptized child of believing parents may prove, in the day of judgment, not to have
been regenerated, but not probable. The history of the church and daily observation show it to be the general fact that in-
fant church members become adult church members. (Note the emphasis upon outward forms, “church members” rather
than upon conversion, ed.) Yet exceptions are possible. A baptized infant, on reaching years of discretion, may to human
view appear not to have been regenerated, as a baptized convert may. The fact of unregenerance, however, must be proved,
before it can be acted upon... The possible exceptions to the general fact that baptism is a sign of regeneration are not more
numerous in the case of baptized infants, than of baptized converts.

Comments: What is the age of “discretion?” And “they” fuss at the Baptists for having an arbitrary age of
“accountability.” In other words, according to Shedd, a child is not born with a sin nature, but is only con-
sidered a sinner if he acts like one when he comes “of age.” Shedd continues to complicate the matter:

The reason why there is not an infallible connection between infant baptism and regeneration, when the infant lives to
years of discretion, so that all baptized children of true believers are regenerated without a single exception, (i.e., Baptis-
mal regeneration, ed.) is the fact that the covenant is not observed on the human side with absolute perfection. Should
the believer keep the promise on his part with entire completeness, God would be bound to fulfill the promise on his part.
But the believer’s fulfillment of the terms of the covenant, in respect to faith in God’s promise, to prayer, to nurture and
education of the child, through filial and spiritual, is yet imperfect. God is, therefore, not absolutely indebted to the believer,
by reason of the believer’s action, in respect to he regeneration of the child. (In other words, the baptism of the child by the
covenant parents does not guarantee the regeneration of the child, ed.) Consequently, he may exercise a sovereignty, if he
so please, in the bestowment of regeneration grace, even in the case of a believer’s child (or He may not, ed.). We have seen
(p. 516) that the regeneration of an unbaptized adult, depending as it does upon election, cannot be made infallibly certain
by the use of common grace, though it may be made highly probable by it. In like manner, the regeneration of a baptized
child, depending also upon election, may be made highly probable by the imperfect faith and fidelity of the parents, yet not
infallibly and necessarily certain. 11

Oddly enough, Shedd quotes Hodge’s Systematic Theology, III.590, as part of his argument for infant
baptism, failing to mention that Hodge clearly says in that particular section of his theology that Scripture
clearly requires believer baptism only; therefore, the part Shedd quotes is Hodge’s defence of his personal
belief requiring infant baptism.12 Note these difficulties with Shedd’s argument:

First, his argument is inconsistent: His statements are anything but dogmatic. Question: Does not the
Word of God speak dogmatically concerning eternal life? Can one be sure beyond any doubt of his eternal
life? Shedd says that one cannot be dogmatic that a “baptized child of believing parents” is regenerated;
rather, it is probable, but not infallible. What a horrible possibility of rearing a child to believe he “saved”
when, actually, he may not be. Remember, only male children were circumcised, and, therefore, strictly
speaking, only male infants can be baptized. The day of judgment will be too late to find out the truth. If one
holds to Shedd’s position, they must ignore John 20:31:

But these are written, that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, and the Son of God; and that believing ye might have
life through his name.13

Second, the “believing parents,” or even the elder who baptized the child, who had the marks of regen-
eration when the child was baptized, might not have been, in fact, believers themselves. If one says that the
parent’s covenant-relationship is transferred to the male child through baptism, then one must also say
that if his parents are not actually covenant–members, their non–covenant relationship is also transferred
to the male child. (To remain consistant with circumcision/paedobaptism, only males can be baptised.) Is
the male child made a member of the covenant at his baptism though his parents, unbeknown to them at the
time, are not members of the covenant, or does the “mystic” transferal only work to the future good, not to
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11 Dogmatic Theology, by William Shedd, II.576-578. Originally published by Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1889. Klock & Klock reprint, 2517
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the bad? In other words, only “covenant-membership” is transferred if the parents are genuinely con-
verted; on the other hand, if the parents are not genuinely converted, “covenant-non-membership is not
transferred.14

� John Trapp

Commenting on David’s victory over Goliath, Trapp said:

(1 Sam. 17,) Ver. 36, This uncircmucised Philistine shall be as one of them.] Death sweepeth, and hell swalloweth all such
as are out of the covenant: and although circumcision be nothing, nor uncircumcision, but a new creature; yet as circumci-
sion saved David, a believer, from Goliath; so doeth baptism now shend and save us from Satan, yet “not the putting away
of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience toward God” (1 Pet. iii.21).15

Thus Trapp implies that David’s victory over the uncircumcised Philistine was due to the fact that David
was circumcised, which he carries over into the New Testament ordnance of baptism.

Though one must agree that baptism is necessary for a “good conscience toward God,” it borders on her-
esy to attribute David’s victory over Goliath to the fact that David was circumcised and the Philistine was
not. David clearly states that his boldness and victory in the time of battle with the lion and bear was be-
cause of his faith in his God, not to his circumcision, 1 Samuel 17:37. Thus how can one say that his boldness
and victory over Goliath was any different?

Admittedly, we all view Scripture from our preconceived beliefs, but our desire and prayer must be that
the Spirit of the Lord would see fit to deliver us from anything that is contrary to his word.

Christ and Peter

The question which must be addressed is this: Did Christ mean what He said in His conversation with
Peter, or did He not? Is His church and Kingdom built upon the firm rock of faith, or upon the sinking wa-
ters of baptism? Does Scripture justify parents or pastors giving anyone — especially children — assurance
of “salvation” apart from one’s own personal profession of trust in Christ, that Jesus Christ is the Son of
God and his or her Redeemer? Is it by the proclamation of the gospel that God has chosen to awaken and call
the redeemed elect unto Himself, or is it by the waters of baptism. (Ro 10:9, 10, 17; 1 Cor 1:17-2; Cor 2:1ff.)
Therefore, we must preach the gospel to every creature.

Shedd also makes regeneration of a baptized infant conditional on the child keeping the covenant to one
degree or another, not upon the individual’s awakening to his “lost,” separated condition from God and
Christ’s atoning work for him. In other words, assurance of covenant–membership is based upon works for
a baptized child, but for the baptized adult it is based on the grace, mercy and the providence of God. Is such
inconsistent theology according to the Word of God?16

Questions: Can a believer keep his part of the covenant with entire completeness and place God under
obligation to him? Shedd rightly says he can not; therefore, he had to make “exception” for baptized infants.
Why did Christ have to die if one could keep the terms of the covenant complete enough that he would not
have to be converted, only baptized? If one says that the baptized child of believing parents is regenerated as
long as he does not violate the covenant, how much covenant-keeping is enough? How much violation of the
terms of the covenant is enough of a violation to cut him off from the covenant? The Lord said that a man
looking with lust is adultero. Does this mean that if one looks on another with lust, he is not in the covenant?
We must say that regeneration is not of works, least any man should boast, including works of baptism.
What Scripture warrants permitting regeneration apart from an act hearing the words of life and individual
faith—provided by the Spirit of God—in the finished work of Christ? Again, we also ask, “Where are females
placed if one holds consistantly to the circumcision/baptism faith?”
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mystical transformation of God’s grace to a baby from its parents?
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� Charles Hodge

Charles Hodge’s rightly defines New Testament Baptism, but, at the same time, digs a pit for himself:

The difficulty on this subject is that baptism from its very nature involves a profession of faith; it is the way in which by
the ordinance of Christ, He is to be confessed before men; but infants are incapable of making such a confession; therefore
they are not the proper subjects of baptism. Or, to state the matter in another form: the sacraments belong to the members
of the Church; but the Church is the company of believers; infants cannot exercise faith, therefore they are not members of
the Church, and consequently ought not to be baptized.17

Thus Old Testament circumcision represented the “cutting” work upon the heart of the believer, and
then that work is exemplified by the outward sign of baptism. Baptism takes place after the Spirit shows the
individual the truth of Matthew 16:16.

Study to justify

To Hodge’s credit, he admits that the nature of baptism involves a profession of faith, which placed him
in a difficult situation with his personal beliefs. So he says:

“In order to justify the baptism of infants, we must attain and authenticate such an idea of the Church as
that it shall include the children of believing parents...”

With this statement, he tells us that his personal presupposition demands that infants be baptized, so he
proceeds with a 44 page argument to justify what his religion demands, i.e., paedobaptism. It is amusing
that a great many “theologians” flee to Hodge’s 44 page argument for infant baptism without mentioning
that Hodge is justifying what he already admitted Scripture clearly teaches against.

He concludes his lengthy argument with this statement:

It does not follow from this that the benefits of redemption may not be conferred on infants at the time of their baptism.
That is in the hands of God. What is to hinder the imputation to them of the righteousness of Christ, or their receiving the
renewing of the Holy Ghost, so that their whole nature may be developed in the state of reconciliation with God? Doubtless
this often occurs; but whether it does or not, their baptism stands good; it assures them of salvation if they do not renounce
their baptismal covenant18

Hodge tells us that he is assuming some things which are not clearly taught in Scripture by saying, “im-
putation of the righteousness of Christ” by baptism, “What is to hinder...,” Furthermore, “their baptism
stands good,” &c. One wonders what are his Scriptural grounds for saying Christ’s righteousness is im-
puted by water baptism, and “their baptism stands good,” for he offers no Scripture saying that Christ’s
righteousness is imputed to an infant by baptism. Thus the infant’s salvation is based in a covenant of
works, e.g, ,if they do not renounce..., not of grace through faith. Is there any hint that Christ’s righteous-
ness is imputed through any other method than through the personal, individual faith of the individual?

� Wrong motive, inconsistencies, confusion

The inconsistencies and speculations concerning paedobaptism are astounding even among men who, in
this writer’s opinion, are some of the greatest theologians of all time. Compare Hodge’s statement here with
Leupold’s, Keil’s and Shedd’s statements above:

Leupold — “It (circumcision, ed.) is not a sacrament efficacious in supplying the needed grace and the de-
sired effect... Here it should be remembered that this rite, even as it is not a sacrament, so, too, is not a di-
vinely ordained instrumentality for initiation into the people of God...” Keil — circumcision “spiritually
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17 Systematic Theology, by Charles Hodge, in three volumes, III.546, 547. Reprint by Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids,
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18 Emp added. Ibid, p 590. How much renouncing is enough to cut one off? John 3:5 is used by some Pedobaptist to prove the baptismal
regeneration of infants. If such a doctrine is not Papist, this writer does not know what is.



incorporated into the nation of Jehovah,” thus excluding females from that nation. Shedd — “It is probable
but not infallible...” Rather than faith, Hodge says that paedobaptism is a divinely ordained instrument for
reconciliation with God.

With no firm foundation for paedobaptism in the Word of God, one man’s opinion is as good as another’s.
But we are talking of the most important doctrine in the Word of God: RECONCILIATION to God the Fa-
ther. Is it through baptism’s water or by grace through faith? Who is right, Leupold, Keil, Shedd or Hodge?
Which view is right, or is the Word of God right in holding that the preaching of God’s Word is required be-
fore faith and conversion can take place? Is reconciliation to the Father only through faith in the finished
work of Christ and His shed blood? Before one uses Hodge’s defence, he should remember that Hodge,
though using the Words of God, is not arguing from the Word of God; rather, he is arguing to justify a ritual
he desires to retain. It is similar to arguing with a Mormon, JW, SDA or Cambelite. Hodge clearly said that
he is arguing to support his belief in paedobaptism; thus he uses Scripture to justify what he believes, very
convincingly, I might add.19 Hodge’s argument’s inconsistencies are obvious as he argues from his precon-
ceived notion, not from Scriptures.

� Difficult questions raised, confronted

Though there might be a few usable passages to imply that believers’ children are justified apart from a
personal work of the Spirit in their hearts, e.g., and all their house, the vast majority of Scriptures speak
plainly that each person must be dealt with, and the Lord does deal with each person individually. Let us re-
fer again to the basic rule of Scriptural Interpretation: One cannot accept implied doctrine over the clear,
plain teaching of God’s Word — implications and/or obscure passages must be interpreted in agreement
with, or in light of, clear, plain passages.

We must answer this question: Does God ever operate contrary to the law which He has established? The
answer to this must be, Yes, He does. We say this based upon what the Lord did concerning David and his sin
with another man’s wife and her husband. The law required death, but God did not enforce the physical
death, though He certainly enforced His judgment against David and his family.

Let us be a little more specific: Does God ever violate His Word concerning redemption? That is, does God
provide another means of redemption other than through faith in the finished work of Christ by the individ-
ual, i.e., one method for children and one for adults? To this we must say, “NO!” There may be a few New
Testament Scriptures that appear to indicate something other than individual faith exemplified in Peter’s
profession, but the overwhelming majority of verses are like John 3:3, Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except a
man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God. Salvation is hinged upon individual faith in the fin-
ished work of Christ: born again. The grace of God is applied by the exercise of faith by the individual. We
will deal with the New Testament passages below. (Ep 2:8, 9.) And, of course, that faith to claim the grace of
God is also a work of the Holy Spirit.20 (As a personal note: This writer believes that it is a supported fact
that missionaries have encountered untouched “heathens” who have proper faith though they have never
heard the details of the gospel.)

Hodge gives the following outline concerning “THE PLAN OF SALVATION,”

The Augustinian scheme includes the following points: (1.) That the glory of God, or the manifestation of his perfections,
is the highest and ultimate end of all things. (2.) For that end God purposed the creation of the universe, and the whole
plan of providence and redemption. (3.) That He placed man in a state of probation, making Adam, their first parent, their
head and representative. (4.) That the fall of Adam brought all his posterity into a state of condemnation, sin, and misery,
from which they are utterly unable to deliver themselves. (5.) From the mass of fallen men God elected a number innumer-
able to eternal life, and left the rest of mankind to the just recompense of their sins. (6.) That the ground of this election is
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not the foresight of anything in the one class to distinguish them favorably from the members of the other class, but the
good pleasure of God. (7.) That for the salvation of those thus chosen to eternal life, God gave his own Son, to become man,
and to obey and suffer for his people, thus making a full satisfaction for sin and bringing in everlasting righteousness, ren-
dering the ultimate salvation of the elect absolutely certain. (8.) That while the Holy Spirit, in his common operations, is
present with every man, so long as he lives, restraining evil and exciting good, his certainly efficacious and saving power is
exercised only in behalf of the elect. (9.) That all those whom God has thus chosen to life, and for whom Christ specially
gave Himself in the covenant of redemption, shall certainly (unless they die in infancy), be brought to the knowledge of the
truth, to the exercise of faith, and to perseverance in holy living unto the end.

Such is the great scheme of doctrine known in history as the Pauline, Augustinian, or Calvinistic, taught, as we believe,
in the Scriptures...21

The purpose in the quoting Hodge at length in the above statement is to point out that part of the Calvin-
istic doctrine is that the Holy Spirit must awaken the individual to the knowledge of the truth, and then give
to the individual the power to exercise faith in the redemptive work of Christ. The elect individual must, at
some time in his life, be awakened to his lost condition and exercise faith in the Lord Jesus Christ. Notice,
however, how inconsistent Hodge’s statement that the individual must “be brought to the knowledge of the
truth” before he can have the righteousness of Christ, is with his statement, “What is to hinder the imputa-
tion to them of the righteousness of Christ...” apart from individual awakening, i.e., infants. But Hodge fails
to address Christ’s statement to Peter which makes covenant–membership, both in the visible and invisible
church, conditional upon the profession of faith, not upon baptism. Baptism into the visible church is based
upon or is a result of Peter’s profession.

� Imputation, Reconciliation, Regeneration

Though the reader is no doubt very familiar with the Scriptural doctrine of Imputation, let us mention a
few things in light of paedobaptism.

Righteousness of Christ: Romans 4:8, Paul clearly states that the righteousness of Christ is imputed
only by faith in the Lord Jesus Christ apart from any works either on the parents’ or the individual’s part, v.
6. Circumcision has nothing to do with imputation: Faith alone imputes Christ’s righteousness, James 2:23.
Therefore, to say that baptism imputes the righteousness of Christ to anyone — including infants — is to-
tally without Scriptural support. When the Father looks at a sinner, only the righteousness and faithfulness
of Christ will prevent His seeing sin in that person. Thus it is Christ’s righteousness imputed to the sinner
— all are sinners — through faith, not the parents’ righteousness, as claimed by pedobaptists. (See Col 2:11,
12, under Leupold above.) The means ordained by God whereby He imputes Christ’s righteousness to the
individual is through faith. Faith, as a gift from God, comes by hearing the Word of God. (Ro. 10; Ep 2:8.)
What would hinder God imputing Christ’s righteousness through baptism? We should ask, “Is there any-
thing clearly presented in the Word of God that tells us that Christ’s righteousness is imputed to the sinner
in any way other than through faith?” If not, then we had best avoid such doctrine as dangerous.

Renewing by the Holy Ghost: Titus 3:5, clearly places the renewing work of the Spirit not as a result
of any works of righteousness which we have done, but according to his mercy... The context requires that
the renewing take place after the new birth, v. 3. Colossians 3:8ff., the renewing work of the Spirit is a con-
tinuing work in the life of the born-again believer.

Reconciliation: We are reconciled by faith in the finished work of Christ. (Ro 5:10.) And reconciliation
comes through the spoken word. (2 Cor 5:17-21.) The wicked works of Colossians 1:21, would be any works
done outside of the new birth, including baptism if that baptism is seen as a means of reconciling of man
with God. (Mt 7:21.)

Regeneration: Clearly, regeneration is not through good works. But can one be saved based upon an-
other’s good works, i.e., one’s parents’ baptism of them as an infant and the parents’ covenant–relation-
ship? Is the parents’ relationship, good or bad, with God mystically transfused to their infants with water?
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If one can be saved — converted — through baptism by believing parents, is he kept by continuing in
good works? In other words, what does it take to renounce the “baptismal covenant?” How much sin is to
much? Does violation of the Sabbath or dietary laws violate the covenant as it did under the old covenant,
causing the covenant-breaker to be removed from the congregation of the Lord? What about looking on
someone with lust? How about covetousness? THIS QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED if one holds that
infant baptism confers the benefits of the covenant as long as the baptized one remains faithful to the cove-
nant: “What extent of violation will make one’s baptism void?”

Hodge’s last statement before his last paragraph quoted above, says: “Baptism, therefore, benefits in-
fants just as it does adults, and on the same condition.” Realizing that the “water gets murky” – no pun in-
tended — when we talk of covenant-membership, is he referring to the physical or spiritual
covenant-membership? If the baptized infant’s membership in the spiritual covenant, with no conversion
required on his part, is conditioned upon faithfulness to the covenant, then is an adult’s membership de-
pendent upon his faithfulness to the covenant? Certainly, the adult’s physical membership is determined
upon covenant-faithfulness, but the adult’s entrance into the spiritual covenant is based upon hearing the
gospel, the work of the Spirit in his heart and Peter’s profession of faith, 1 Corinthians chapters 1-5. Chap-
ter 5 opens with, It is reported commonly that there is fornication among you... Among whom? Among the
converted church members at Corinth. Can chapter 5 be removed from its context without destroying its
meaning? Can it be applied to infants when Paul was not addressing paedobaptism at all?

Hodge’s argument is inconsistent: Paul made it clear in Romans 3, that circumcision was only good when
it was conditioned on faith. Circumcision is counted as uncircumcision without faith in the redemptive
work of Christ. Hodge admits this, yet he justifies baptism of infants apart from individual faith. If one
equates Old Testament circumcision with New Testament baptism, then Romans 3 clearly says that bap-
tism, i.e., paedobaptism, without faith on the part of the candidate is counted as “unbaptism.” Can an infant
exercise faith? Hodge’s 44 page argument for infant baptism is based upon a false premise, i.e., This is not
what God’s Word teaches, but I believe it anyway; therefore, in order to justify... According to a malady com-
mon to all men, his false premise leads to an effort to make God say something that even he admitted God
did not say in His Word. False premise leads to a false conclusion.

Some who cling to paedobaptism hold that verses such as John 3, Romans 10:9, 10, 17; 1 Corinthians
1:27, and the ones used in the points above, were only given to the new church until a generation of Chris-
tian parents was raised up. Then the children of the new generation were exempt by baptism from the re-
quirements of the passages unless the children exhibit non–covenant tendencies.22

This writer found that one of the “strongest,” most “dogmatic” writers for paedobaptism and defender of
sprinkling/pouring over immersion, exhibiting the most animosity against “immersionist,” was Duane E.
Spencer. Though this writer found Spencer’s book generally inconsistent with Scripture, the most obvious
inconsistency is found by comparing the statement on his dust cover with a concluding statement in the
book. The cover statement is by James B. Jordan:

Furthermore, our children are baptized, at God’s command. The sign and seal of the covenant is placed upon them as a
sign that they are welcome at Jesus’ lap. Small children naturally believe in Jesus, if they have been taught to. The task of
parents is to nourish them in this faith. Thus, because God has placed His sign upon them, and claimed them as His own,
we always count our children as Christians, and treat them as such.23

One should note the blatant, opening assumption, typical throughout the book: “Small children natu-
rally believe in Jesus,” and, therefore, all parents need do is train them up properly, and they are Christians.
He clearly denied a key point of the Calvinistic doctrine claims to support: The total depravity of man. Did
not David speak of being conceived in sin? (Ps 51:5.) Did not Paul point out that there is none that seeketh af-
ter God. (Ro 3:10.) Consequently, based upon Romans 3, how can one assume a child of a Christian is con-
ceived as a Christian? Moreover, Jordan gives no supporting Scripture for his statement, “at God’s
command.” May God see fit to deliver us from such assumptive Bible exegesis. The Word of God clearly tells
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us that one must be “born again.” How, therefore, can we assume otherwise?24 Mr. Spencer himself de-
stroys his own argument for paedobaptism that he laboured so strenuously to establish in his book with
these few words opening his concluding 2 page chapter:

Admittedly there is no direct evidence, either in principle or in practice, that the New Testament Church administered
Christian baptism to infants. On the other hand there is no direct evidence that children of Christian parents were given
“believer’s baptism” upon profession of faith. Although we are told about Timothy’s having “professed a good profession be-
fore many witnesses” not a single word is said about his being baptized. Why? because the silence of the New Testament in
this is a resounding affirmation that infant baptism was taken so for granted that there was no need for explicit mention of
it...25

Thus Spencer concludes his multitude of arguments for infant baptism - including Mr. Jordan’s dog-
matic statement that God commanded infants to be baptized - by clearly admitting that there is no evidence
“that the New Testament Church administered Christian baptism to infants.” Let the reader draw his own
conclusion concerning Holy Baptism, but this author will ask, “Is New Testament silence on a particular
subject or practice God’s approval of that particular subject or practice?
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Chapter V

A consistent view

A
n author who appears to deal with circumcision in a consistent manner is Dr. Gustav Freidrich
Oehler (1812-1872). Concerning circumcision, Oehler says:

To save her husband, Zipporah performs the circumcision, but tells him that she is united to him in a marriage the chil-
dren of which must be bought with blood. The Rabbinical exegesis is, that the mother calls the son [spouse] upon his cir-
cumcision, as the Arabs use the verb hhathana of circumcision. The act of circumcision would, on this view, be regarded as
a betrothal of the new-born offshoot of the people to the covenant God (4). But this whole interpretation is opposed to the
fact that it is Moses, and not the child, that is in danger of death because the circumcision is omitted (5). Moreover, and this
consideration is decisive, the Old Testament applies the symbol of the bridal and marriage relation only to the fellowship of
God with His people—not to His fellowship with individual members of the nation [the church in general is the bride of
Christ, individuals are sons of God through adoption. Ed]. Circumcision is essentially distinguished from Christian baptism
by not constituting an immediate, personal relation between God and the recipient of the ordinance. It does not operate as
an individual means of grace. Circumcision is no vehicle of sanctifying forces, as it makes no demand in reference to the in-
ternal state of the recipient; of whom no more is presupposed than that he is by birth of Israelitish descent, or, if a born
heathen, has been externally incorporated in to the commonwealth of Israel. The rite effects admission to the fellowship of
the covenant people as an opus operatum, securing to the individual as a member of the nation his share in the promises
and saving benefits granted to the nation as a whole (6). On the other hand, circumcision certainly makes ethical demands
on him who has received it. It binds him to obedience to God, whose covenant sign he bears in his body and to a blameless
walk before Him (cf. Gen xvii.1). Thus it is the symbol of the renewal and purification of the heart. This signification of the
rite is in the Old Testament specially brought out in the use of the phrase, uncircumcision of heart, to a want of receptivity
for the things of God, Lev. xxvi.41, Jer. ix. 25 (Ezek. xliv. 7); while, on the other hand, the purification of the heart, by
which it becomes receptive for the things of God, and capable of executing God’s will, is called circumcision of the heart,
Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6 (Jer. iv. 4), etc. (7).”1

Before looking at some things here concerning circumcision, we should quickly review the reason for the
threat to Moses’ life. Oehler correctly mentions that because Moses was going to Pharaoh to claim Egypt’s
firstborn for God through death, Moses needed to correct the fact that his own son had not been given to
God through circumcision. Moses was in death’s grip, not his son. Note what Oehler said: Circumcision had
nothing to do with the individual’s relationship with God, and meant nothing more than that one was a
member of the literal nation of Israel, thus an heir to the covenant promise made to the visible nation of Is-
rael. Circumcision did not make one a member of the nation. (See Keil and Leupold above.) Consequently, if
one remains true to the Old Testament form in maintaining that infant baptism represents covenant mem-
bership, then one MUST say that baptism means no more than the child is a member of the new nation of Is-
rael, the visible church—it has no mystical value. But birth into an Israelite family made the child a member
of the covenant-nation; Isaac and Jacob (Ishmael and Esau were Hebrews, being sons of Abraham the He-
brew) were Israelites regardless of their circumcision. Inconsistency destroys the argument.

Circumcision had nothing to do with the individual’s personal relationship with the God of the covenant,
a matter that still had to be settled by the individual; hence, the circumcised heart. Without the circumcised
heart, the Lord of the covenant was/is an Enemy.

If one remains true to infant baptism representing the Old Testament covenant membership, he must
also say that the individual must still settle his personal relationship with the God of the covenant. That re-
lationship can only be settled by Spirit awakened faith in the Covenant Himself, that is, Christ. (Is 49:8; Mat
16:16.) True circumcision will then be seen in the converted life. Old Testament circumcision never claimed
to make one receptive in heart to the things of God; in fact, circumcision led to hardening of the heart and
false confidence on the part of those circumcised. The heart’s circumcision was an operation of the Spirit of
God which had yet to be performed.2 Infant baptism, if practiced, must be viewed the same way because, ac-
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cording to the Old Testament picture of circumcision, baptism makes no claim upon the heart. God makes
His claim upon the heart by His awakening Spirit through the preaching and hearing of the gospel. (Ro
10:12-17; 1 Cor 1.)

We might mention that only pagans practiced circumcision of girls.

The Old Testament uncircumcised were to be cut off from the nation of God, excommunicated from the
congregation of the Lord, i.e., Israel—the Old Testament congregation of the Lord. The New Testament un-
circumcised are also commanded to be excommunicated from the congregation of the Lord; that is, those who
with their lives exhibit uncircumcised hearts are to be removed from the Christian assembly. (1 Cor 5:5.)

Oehler wrote:

But the main sign of the covenant is circumcision which is the constant symbol of covenant obligations, and of consequent
covenant rights... it is the symbol of the renewal and purification of heart... With circumcision was combined the naming of
the child,...3

Can we say that anything except redemption gives one covenant rights? Only redemption, or conversion,
being born again, gives one “covenant obligations and covenant rights,” and a new name.4

We should note that there are an abundance of books on the market attempting to justify infant baptism.
If infant baptism were so clearly taught in the Word of God, then why must such a large amount of ink be
used for its justification?
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Chapter VI

Children

O
bviously, the emphasis of paedobaptism is on children, even infants. So, how about children? The
Word of God clearly teaches that children are a heritage of the Lord: they come from the Lord, and
they belong to the Lord. The parents are stewards under God, and are responsible to train up His

children in His ways. (Deut 6, Pr 22:6; Ep 6:4, &c.)

The children of Christian parents: First, as in the Old Testament, children are born by God’s Sovereign
Providential grace, not baptized, into Christian families, so thus their births bring them into all of their
families’ covenant activities, including church; second, from birth, children are to be made aware that they
are responsible to the Covenant God in Christ — the Christians’ children’s opportunities are greater, and,
hence, their responsibilities and accountabilities are greater (Ro 3). Third, children are to be raised in the
knowledge of the Lord; and fourth, children are to be instructed in the importance of total dependance upon
the Lord apart from the works of the flesh and according to the Christian faith which worketh by love.1

The outward mark of a child’s Christian heritage is not circumcision, i.e., baptism. Rather, it is the
Christ-like spirit, attitudes and life apart from the works of the flesh. (Pr 20:11, 20, &c.) Children are ex-
pected as much as are their parents to live a holy life. Furthermore, the parents will be responsible before
God to train their children to live holy and to see that they do live holy.

Can converted sinners bind the sovereign God of heaven and earth to do their desire? Can parents place
God under obligation to them?

Baptism and children

Maybe they could be “baptized,” showing the parents’ faith that the Lord will call the children unto Him-
self, but to equate infant baptism with circumcision implies baptism equal to regeneration or conversion,
for circumcision spoke of regeneration.2

� Households and children.

Before we deal with the New Testament considerations, let us look at some unique features of the first
passover. First, death was the God–enforced penalty for failure to follow God’s explicit instructions con-
cerning the passover, but death was not enforced concerning circumcision. The death was only against the
firstborn of man and beast.3 The firstborn was safe under the protection of the blood applied by his faithful
father. If the firstborn was not under his father’s authority, i.e., he was married, he was responsible for him-
self. Physical death for failure in any aspect of the requirements of the first passover was unique to the first
passover. Later, we are told that neither the father nor the children will die for the other’s sins. (De 24:16.)

Second, under the Old Testament passover, the family was protected from death by the faithful, obedi-
ent father, but protection was provided apart from circumcision because Moses did not require circumcision
before the original passover. We find this patriarchal system consistent throughout the Old Testament, viz.
the father was the high priest of the family, as he still is today. Third, it had to be the father who killed the
lamb, not the mother nor any of the children in the house. If the father failed to slay the lamb AND strike
the blood on the door, the firstborn would die no matter how holy the wife and/or children were. Fourth, the
passover lamb was to be eaten by those trusting in its protection in the houses where the blood was shed and
applied. Fifth, Deuteronomy 16:1-8 changes the requirement: the lamb is now required to be sacrificed in

Paedobaptism and God's Word, p 35. Chapter VI Children

1 Dependance upon the Lord is shown to the children primarily through the parent’s obedience to His Word contrasted with dependance on
the gods of this world. See 1 Cor ch 1-2.

2 However, we have proved that circumcision had nothing to do with regeneration, or conversion. Only the Spirit of God can convert a person,
i.e., circumcise the heart.

3 Must the beast be baptized today? The Church of Rome so believes as they take their animals to the priest to be sprinkled with “holy water.”



the place chosen by the Lord and not at all within any of thy gates, v. 5. Finally, after the first passover,
the children of those who failed to observe the ordnance of the passover did not die. Furthermore, only those
who were responsible to keep it were cast out of the congregation for failure to observe it properly.

� New Testament considerations

1 Corinthians 7:14: Though mentioning the children of one believing parent, the Spirit clearly omits any
mention of baptism. Neither this passage nor its context remotely refers to baptism in any way. In fact, vv
18 & 19 speak against baptism if one connects circumcision and baptism. A child is born into a covenant-
family in the New Testament just as it was born into a covenant–family in the Old Testament and ever since
Eve. The child was born into the nation of Israel in the Old Testament just as one is born into any physical
nation today; therefore, a child was not made a member of the nation of Israel by circumcision, for he was al-
ready a member. A girl was a member of the nation though uncircumcised. The one Christian parent can
still train up a child in the way he should go and offer protection for that child, e.g., Timothy. If 1 Corinthi-
ans 7 is used to condone infant baptism, or any baptism for that matter, then in order to be consistent, one
must say that baptism cleanses the baptized from sin, viz. else were your children unclean. As we have al-
ready seen, some mighty good theologians hold to infant baptismal regeneration while denying adult baptis-
mal regeneration.

Acts 10:46, 47: When Peter commands baptism for those who evidenced salvation by speaking in
tongues, he DID NOT say that every one gave such evidence.4 Who was in the household? How old were
they? Can we assume that all ages were baptized regardless of their attitude toward Peter’s message? Con-
sidering what the Lord Jesus told Peter in Matthew 16, undoubtedly Peter would not have baptized anyone
who did not profess faith in Christ.

Acts 16:14, 15: We are not told the ages of those in Lydia’s household. Does the Word of God permit one to
assume that if there were 5 people in her household, e.g., 14, 21, 25, 48 & 52 years of age, and only 3 believed
the gospel, e.g., the 14, 48 & 21 year olds, that the ones who did not believe were also baptized? I think not!5

Acts 16:34 presents the same situation. Again, if the ones of the Jailer’s household were mature young
and older adults, can we assume that unbelieving, Christ–deniers were also baptized?

The above assumed ages of the members of these households are as valid as assuming that each house-
hold contained infants who were baptized with the others who believed. We MUST be careful, or we will
make the Scriptures say many things that they do not.

� Some New Testament conclusions

The above three passages in Acts present us with these conclusions:

First, the first passage upon which the rest are built indicates that only those who evidenced conversion
by speaking in tongues were baptized regardless of the age of those in the household.6 Thus baptism is a re-
sult of conversion, not a means of conversion.

Now this occurrence at Pentecost reveals the unity of Christian Baptism. Those who are first baptized by the Spirit are
then to be baptized by water. This unity is clearly evidenced in the preaching of the gospel to the gentiles.7

Second, if one tries to use the above three passages in Acts to encourage infant baptism or to bind one to
baptism for salvation, he MUST also permit individuals of all ages to be baptized, even those who mock God.
Remember Ishmael! We have as much authority to assume that members of each of the three households re-

Pedobaptism and God's Word, p 36. Chapter VI Baptism and children

4 We will not deal with tongues here. See our book, TONGUES, A BIBLICAL VIEW.
5 E.g., “I don’t believe that garbage about Christ” said the 14 year old member of Lydia’s household, but he was baptized anyway subject to

the wishes of his parents. This author does not think we have any scriptural grounds at all to justify believing Peter would have baptized
one with such an attitude toward Christ. Therefore, we must assume that they all professed faith in the Christ which Peter preached to
them as Peter professed his faith when confronted by Jesus Himself.

6 This passage is the first message of the gospel of Christ to the Gentiles.
7 The Meaning and Mode of Baptism, Jay E. Adams, p 24. Presbyterian And Reformed Publishing Co., Phillipsburg, New Jersey. 1975.

Though Adams is presenting the Scriptural reasons for pouring or sprinkling rather than immersing, he makes this statement. I assume he
also defends pedobaptism though he makes the clear statement that there must be a work in the heart by the Spirit before baptism.



jected the gospel as did Ishmael, as we do to assume that some of each household were infants, or that every
one in the household was saved: We have no right to assume anything. All we know is what we are told
by Holy Writ, and that must be accepted in light of other Scripture, especially Peter’s words in Matthew 16.

Third, none of the passages will stand alone. Their foundation must be the law of Moses, the prophets,
and the psalms, Luke 24:44-47.

Fourth, in the doctrine of election, are we permitted by the Lord to assume anyone is saved or will be
saved, thus relieving us of responsibility to reach them with the gospel? Would not the same assumption ap-
ply to both children and adults? Though everyone who diligently studies Scripture is controlled to some de-
gree by assumptions and presuppositions, the power and command of God is to be free from the traditions of
the elders. (1 Pe 1:18.) Note that it is the blood of Christ that frees one from tradition and cleanses one from
sin, not the water of baptism. (Re 1:5.)

Fifth, the shed blood of the passover lamb, when applied to the door, spared the household. Circumcision
was not required for this “salvation from death.” After the first passover, Moses instituted the passover for
an everlasting commemoration for the nation of Israel, and made provision for a foreigner to become an Is-
raelite, i.e., circumcision with no profession of faith in Genesis 17. But for the 40 years in the wilderness, cir-
cumcision was not practiced. Why? Because that generation was not living a circumcised life: They were
Egyptians in heart and action.
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Chapter VII

Mode – Washings, Sprinklings

T
hough this chapter deals primarily with the washings and sprinklings as traced into the New Tes-
tament, we will open with a short word concerning the mode of baptism

The next step after redemption was passage through the Red Sea, which, in the New Testament, is iden-
tified as baptism. (1 Cor. 10:2.) Though personally this writer is not as concerned about the mode of baptism
as he is about the meaning of baptism, we will mention a few points about the mode. 1 Corinthians 10:1, 2,
under the cloud, and through the sea. We need to observe that Paul specifically says that Israel went under
the cloud, not through the cloud; accordingly, Scripture tells us the cloud went above them to protect them
from the burning sun, not to keep them wet. In fact, the texts in Exodus 13:21, 22; 14:19, 20, say nothing at
all about the cloud being made up of water droplets; rather, it was a cloud by day and a pillar of fire by night.

� The cloud

The cloud was the manifest glory of God, and is always represented as a cloud of smoke, e.g., Solomon’s
temple. God appeared to Abraham to confirm the covenant in a cloud that explicitly spoke of the cloud lead-
ing Abraham’s seed out of Egypt. (Ge 15:17, 18.) Biblically, the cloud was a cloud of smoke, protecting Israel
from his enemies: Egypt, the burning sun and the rain. (Is 4:5, 6.)

According to Keil, when this cloud went before the army of Israel, it assumed the form of a column, so
that by day it resembled a dark column of smoke raising up towards heaven, and by night a column of fire, to
show the whole army what direction to take.

Moreover, our God is a consuming fire, not a soaking rain, though His judgment and mercy are at times
compared to rain.

Psalms 74:13 (Thou didst divide the sea by thy strength...), divide, the margin reads, break. The thought
is that the sea was cleanly broken, not bent or splintered: It was a wall to them on both sides. (Ps 106:9.)
Their passage through the depth of the sea was as through the wilderness. (Ps 66:6; He 11:29.) We safely as-
sume that the inspired writers of the Holy Scriptures would know the difference between damp and dry
land. Thus the ground was completely dry, hard as a rock, and it remained so. Otherwise, 3 million people
with their livestock — farmers by divine calling — would agitate enough mud to make passage impassable.
There could be no mist without making the ground damp, and we are specifically told that it was as the
ground in the wilderness. It was not a muddy mess.

This writer has encountered the assumption that because the waters were a wall unto them on their right
hand, and on their left, the people passed through the sea in a mist. Therefore, it is said, sprinkling is the
only proper mode of baptism in spite of clear Scriptural evidence that the children of Israel went into the
midst [not mist] of the sea upon the dry. (Ex 14:22. Ground is added by the translators.) If there were enough
mist to “sprinkle” the people, there would have been enough to cause the ground to be damp or even wet,
but the text specifically says that both the people and the ground were dry. Therefore, it is Scripturally un-
tenable to assume that the people were “sprinkled” as they passed through the sea.

� Washings, sprinklings

This is one of the more important sections in our study of Old Testament circumcision and New Testa-
ment baptism. How do the Old Testament washings and sprinklings fit into the overall teaching of the
Scriptures? The Old Testament washings and sprinklings spoke of the work of Christ upon the heart of the
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redeemed: His shed blood which washes us from our sins.2 Although alluded to above, we should mention
the fact that circumcision spoke of a covenant of blood, so let us cover the use of blood in the covenant at this
point.

Circumcision and the covenant of blood

The blood of the covenant: Exodus 24:6-8, under the old covenant, Moses took the blood of the sacrifice of
the peace offering — peace between the holy righteous God and His people — and sprinkled half on the altar
and half on the people. This sprinkling sealed the covenant between the people and their God. From this
point on, any approach to the Holy Heavenly Father had to be through the blood. (1 Pe 1:2, Elect according
to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling of
the blood of Jesus Christ: Grace unto you, and peace, be multiplied.)

� Blood in the Old Testament

According to ISBE,

“The shedding of Blood” was necessary to the validity of any covenant between tribes or individuals. The rite of blood sig-
nifies the exchange of blood on the part of the contracting parties, and therefore the establishment of physical affinity be-
tween them. An alliance based on blood–relationship was inviolable...The rite of circumcision is an Old Testament form of
blood ceremony. Apart from the probable sanitary importance of the act is the deeper meaning in the establishment of a
bond of friendship between the one upon whom the act is performed and Jeh Himself. In order that Abraham might become
“the friend of God” he was commanded that he should be circumcised as a token of the covenant between him and God
(Gen 17:10-11)...3 [C]ircumcision is looked upon as the ratification of the agreement. Yahweh undertook to be the God of
Abraham and of his descendants. Abraham was to be the father of a multitude of nations and the founder of a line of kings.
He and his descendants were to inherit Canaan. The agreement thus formed was permanent; Abraham’s posterity should
come within the scope of it.. Anyone who had experienced the rite of blood stood within the scope of the covenant which ex-
isted between the tribe and the tribal god, and enjoyed all the privileges of tribal society....4

Blood spoke of life, and was regarded very highly by the ancients. Thus in the ancient world before
Christ, there could be no binding of two parties, pagan or otherwise, without the use of blood in some form
or another. Circumcision spoke of sealing the covenant between God and Abraham with blood. Therefore, it
is obvious that it is the sacrifice of Christ and the shedding of His blood which was foreshadowed by the Old
Testament shedding of the blood in circumcision. The Spirit of Christ circumcises the heart through the
sprinkling of His blood upon the heart of the believer. (Ro 5:9; Ep 2:13; Col 1:20; He 9:18.) The first testa-
ment was dedicated with blood through circumcision and sacrifices; the second testament was dedicated
with the blood of Christ. (He 13:20.)

“The shedding of Blood” was necessary to the validity of any covenant between tribes or individuals. The rite of blood sig-
nifies the exchange of blood on the part of the contracting parties, and therefore the establishment of physical affinity be-
tween them. An alliance based on blood-relationship was inviolable.5

The division of the blood had reference to the two parties to the covenant, who were to be brought by the covenant into a
living unity; but it had no connection whatever with the heathen customs...6

Keil gives these reasons for the blood:

First, a pure life for the impure life of the offerer, and thus restoring fellowship between the pure God
and the impure offerer through the expiation of sin. Second, the sacrificial blood signified the principle of
the divine power and grace communicated to the people through the sprinkling of the blood. Third, the one
blood divided between the two, the altar of the Lord and the people, signified unity between the Lord and
His people. Fourth, “In the blood sprinkled upon the altar and then the people, the natural life of the people
was given up to God, as a life that had passed through death, to be pervaded by His grace; and then through
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the sprinkling upon the people it was restored to them again, as a life renewed by the grace of God.” And
fifth, the blood united Israel and his God, transposed Israel into the kingdom of God, “in which it was filled
with the powers of God’s spirit of grace, and sanctified into a kingdom of priests, a holy nation of Jehovah.”

Blood spoke of life, and was regarded very highly by the ancients. Thus in the ancient world before
Christ, there could be no binding of two parties — pagan or otherwise — without the use of blood in some
form or another. Accordingly, though its significance has been totally lost to “Christian” Western culture,
what Moses did in regard to blood at God’s instruction in Exodus 24, was very obvious to Israel. They real-
ized precisely what was going on with the shedding of the blood. It might be similar to signing a contract to-
day. Maybe a term would be, “signing in blood.”

The covenant and the conscience

� Blood in the New Testament

We need to look at the New Testament to understand the significant of the covenant mediated by Moses
between God and His people, Israel, and sealed with blood. Hebrews was written specifically to compare and
point out the difference between the old covenant and the new. In Hebrews 9:1-10, we see that the old cove-
nant required many separations between the people and their God. He was “in the tabernacle’s Holy of Hol-
lies” and could only be approached through a priest and through the blood of a sacrifice. And then the Lord
could only be approached once a year by the priest.

Hebrews gives us these points: 1) 9:9, all the carnal ordinances (defined as rites [including circumcision],
rituals, ceremonies [including the sprinklings of the blood, water and oil on the altar and upon the priest]
required under the first covenant) could not satisfy the conscience, for they only spoke of the coming work of
Christ upon the hearts of the redeemed; 2) 10:22, the second covenant, i.e., the New Covenant, which the
first foreshadowed, provides the sacrifice of Christ and the shedding of His blood; 3) 9:10, the true reforma-
tion was the sacrifice of Christ which did away with the old offerings.

Hebrews 9:11., everything required to approach the Holy Heavenly Father prefigured Christ and what
His coming work would do. Christ’s work dealt with the heart. Christ, as High Priest, offered up Himself as
the sacrifice for sin; He then took the blood of that sacrifice, His own blood, and sprinkled it on the altar be-
fore the Heavenly Father. The other half of His blood He sprinkled on the hearts of His people, thus purify-
ing and cleansing their hearts and conscience, v. 14. He circumcises their hearts with His own blood.

As a parenthesis, let us mention a few words about the temple: V. 11, even His body was prefigured by the
tabernacle of the Old Covenant,

But I say unto you, That in this place is [one] greater than the temple. (Mt 12:6.) We heard him say, I will destroy this tem-
ple that is made with hands, and within three days I will build another made without hands. (Mk 14:58.) And said, This
[fellow] said, I am able to destroy the temple of God, and to build it in three days. (Mt 26:61.) Jesus answered and said unto
them, Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up. Then said the Jews, Forty and six years was this temple in
building, and wilt thou rear it up in three days? But he spake of the temple of his body. (Jn 2:19-21.)

Accordingly, Christ’s body, the church, is the greater and more perfect tabernacle, not made with hands,
that is to say, not of this building. (He 9:11.) It is His body that Ezekiel describes as the new temple for the
people of God, chpaters 40 on. Christ built Ezekiel’s temple. Thus the old temple made with hands was re-
placed with the new temple made without hands. (1 Cor 3:16, 17, 19. See also, 2 Cor 6:16; Ep 2:21; Re 3:12;
11:1, 2, 19; 21:22, &c.)

4) Hebrews 9:18-22, refers to Exodus 24 where Moses sprinkled the blood of the peace offering upon the
people, the book of the law and the instruments of the ministry — ministry of mediation between God and
His people. Paul makes a clear distinction between the Old and New Covenant. Whereas the Old only af-
fected the outside as the blood was sprinkled on the outside of the people of God, the New affects the heart —
the conscience — because it is sprinkled on the inside of the people of God by the Spirit of God. The ordi-
nance given to Moses, consisting of purifying all things by sprinkling them with blood, simply prefigured
the true sprinkling Christ would do with His own blood upon the hearts of His people many hundreds of
years latter. (He 9:23-25.)
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Another parenthesis: The end of the world. Though not really in our study at this point, make a note of
this while we are here, viz. the end of the world..., 9:26. The context of this phrase here and in 1 Corinthians
10:11 (cf. Ga 4:4; Ep 1:10) requires that this end of the world must refer to the end of the old Hebrew world,
i.e., the world of the old covenant. (He 8:13.)

Hebrews 9:27, 28, one death, one judgment, one offering for sin and a second appearing.

Back to our text: There are actually two laws of the covenant referred to by the New Testament authors,
and the context of their usages will make clear which is being referred to: 1) the method of approach to the
God of the covenant, i.e., carnal ordinances, and 2) the actual law of the covenant, i.e., the Ten Command-
ments.

Hebrews 10:1-6, the law must be the law of 9:10; 10:8, i.e., carnal ordinances, which could not deal with
the heart nor conscience; therefore, the law of the Old Covenant, i.e., carnal ordinances, could not purge the
conscience of sins. (v. 2.) In fact, rather than the law cleansing the conscience of sins, it only brought to re-
membrance again those past sins. (v. 3.) If the law (carnal ordinances) of the Old Covenant could have solved
the problem of the heart and conscience, if obedience to the law (carnal ordinances) could have pleased the
Heavenly Father, there would have been no need of Christ and the New Covenant. (He 10:4-7.)

Everything in the volume of the book spoke of the work of Christ, and thus the insufficiency of the law,
both carnal ordinances and Ten Commandments. (He 10:7.) Note that Christ did indeed replace, fulfill, the
whole of the law: He replaced everything that spoke of His sacrificial death and payment for the sins of His
people, and thus the insufficiency to the law (carnal ordinances, including circumcision).

Hebrews 9:10 & 10:8: Everything spoke of: 1) Christ doing the will of the Father, which was that Christ
take away the first law of the covenant (carnal ordinances of sprinklings and washings), that He might es-
tablish the second with the sacrifice of His own body and blood. (Vv. 9, 10.) 2) His priestly function of offer-
ing the sacrifice before the Father for His people. (V. 18.) The first testament was dedicated with blood
through circumcision and sacrifices, and the second testament was dedicated with the blood of Christ. (He
13:20.) His sacrifice established Him at the right hand of the Father in the position of all power and glory
where He will remain till his enemies be made his footstool, according to the eternal covenant between the
Father and the Son. (He 10:11, 12. 3) making His people perfect forever. (V. 14.) This perfection deals with
the heart and conscience of His people as His Spirit writes His laws, the Ten Commandments, upon their
hearts, and forever separates the guilt of their sins from them, i.e., circumcised heart. (Vv. 16, 17.) Thus
there is no need for further offerings, washings, pourings, sprinklings and rites for the sins of His people be-
cause they are forever remitted. (V. 18.) 4) the one time offering of Christ and the remission of the sins —
contrasted with the covering of sins under the old law of the covenant with its carnal ordinances — of His
people gives them boldness to enter into the holiest by the blood of Jesus, the new and living way. His people
can now draw near to the Father with a true heart in full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled
from an evil conscience, and our bodies washed with pure water. (V. 22.) The Old Testament sprinklings
spoke of Christ’s New Testament sprinkling of the heart.

Hebrews 10:8ff.: Clearly, the authour of Hebrews in this passage is not talking of the Ten Command-
ments; rather, he is talking of the carnal ordinances required under the Old Covenant for covering one’s sin
for his approach to the Holy Heavenly Father in the old tabernacle. (V. 20.) The New Covenant consists of
placing the law of the covenant, the Ten Commandments, upon the heart, which the Old did not; it consists
of assuring the conscience of remission of sins. (8:10; 10:16.) Thus the New Covenant, Christ, provides bold-
ness to enter into the very presence of God which was forbidden under the Old.

Hebrews 10:23ff.: not only is the author of Hebrews dealing with the law governing the conscience, i.e.
carnal ordinances, but he is also dealing with the Ten Commandments, v. 12, viz. when we sin willfully (pre-
sumptuously, v. 26), there is no sacrifice which will clear the conscience.7

� Melchisedec/Aaron
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Christ’s priesthood was not after the order of Aaron (Levi). The Aaronic priesthood was replaced with
the priesthood of the believer, not with the priesthood of Christ. The Levitical priesthood was done away
with by the work of Christ, making all believers priests and kings to the Most High God. Christ’s priesthood
was after the order of Melchisedec, which was established while Levi was still in the loins of his father, Abra-
ham. (Hebrews chapter 7.) The author of Hebrews argues that the Levitical priesthood, while still in Abra-
ham, was subject to Christ, and that Christ is a Priest forever after the order of Melchisedec, not after the
order of Aaron: And it is yet far more evident: for that after the similitude of Melchisedec there ariseth an-
other priest, Who is made, not after the law of carnal commandment, but after the power of endless life. (He
7:15.) The book of Hebrews proves to the Hebrews, who had been under the Levitical priesthood for many
hundreds of years, that Christ could be and was the High Priest though He was not of the priestly line of
Aaron. Thus we must be cautious about connecting Aaron’s and Christ’s priesthood, or we will mix some-
thing that the author of Hebrews made a clear distinction between.

Hebrews 9:9, 10, clearly tells us that the carnal washings and sprinklings of the Old Testament taberna-
cle and priesthood prefigured the work of Christ upon the conscience of the believer. They did not prefigure
any kind of outward washings or sprinklings upon the outward flesh (baptisms) of the believer as some ar-
gue.

Boldness vs Liberty

Thus the new law of the covenant is the law permitting His people to enter boldly into the presence of
God. It is contrasted with the old requiring rites, rituals and ordinances of sprinklings and washings. The
new covenant is the new agreement between the Father and the Son, permitting the bold approach to the
Father, Hebrews 10:19. Boldness... The margin reads liberty. Thayer: free and fearless confidence, cheerful
courage, boldness, assurance:

According to my earnest expectation and [my] hope, that in nothing I shall be ashamed, but [that] with all boldness, as al-
ways, [so] now also Christ shall be magnified in my body, whether [it be] by life, or by death. (Phil 1:20.) For they that have
used the office of a deacon well purchase to themselves a good degree, and great boldness in the faith which is in Christ Je-
sus. (1 Tim 3:13.) Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into the holiest by the blood of Jesus, By a new and living
way, which he hath consecrated for us, through the veil, that is to say, his flesh; (He 10:19, 20.) Great [is] my boldness of
speech toward you, great [is] my glorying of you: I am filled with comfort, I am exceeding joyful in all our tribulation. (2 Cor
7:4.) Wherefore, though I might be much bold in Christ to enjoin thee that which is convenient, Yet for love’s sake I rather be-
seech [thee], being such an one as Paul the aged, and now also a prisoner of Jesus Christ. (Philem. 8.) In whom we have
boldness and access with confidence by the faith of him. (Eph 3:12.) But Christ as a son over his own house; whose house are
we, if we hold fast the confidence and the rejoicing of the hope firm unto the end. (He 3:6.) Cast not away therefore your con-
fidence, which hath great recompence of reward. (10:35.) Let us therefore come boldly unto the throne of grace, that we may
obtain mercy, and find grace to help in time of need. (He 4:16.) And now, little children, abide in him; that, when he shall
appear, we may have confidence, and not be ashamed before him at his coming. (1 Jn 2:28.) Herein is our love made perfect,
that we may have boldness in the day of judgment: because as he is, so are we in this world. (4:17.) Beloved, if our heart con-
demn us not, [then] have we confidence toward God. (3:21.) And this is the confidence that we have in him, that, if we ask
any thing according to his will, he heareth us: (5:14.)

Boldness before God, accordingly, is basically assurance that our sins are forgiven and that we can stand
before Him with a clear conscience; this boldness is provided through the sprinkling of the blood of Christ
upon the heart of the believer. The Geneva Bible margin reads here,

The sum of the former treatise: We are not shut out now of the holy place as the Fathers were, but we have an entrance
into the true holy place (that is, into heaven) seeing that we are purged with the blood not of beasts, but of Jesus. Neither
as in times past, doeth the high Priest shut us out by setting the vail against us, but through the vail, which is his flesh, he
hath brought us in to heaven it self, being present with us, so that we have now truly an high Priest, which is over the
house of God.

� Boldness – clear conscience

Furthermore, if the old covenant emphasized outward signs and ordinances, the New will emphasize in-
ward signs and ordinances; the new sign of the covenant is in the heart, not the flesh, i.e., the new circum-
cised heart compared with the old circumcised flesh.
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� Ordinances replace Christ’s work

Hebrews gives us some very important implications: It implies that there is an inborn desire in the
breast of every person for two things: ritual to approach deity, and a basic knowledge of right and wrong.
Carnal ordinances were given under the Old Testament, satisfying the desire for some kind of mediation.
When Christ came and a person is born again, the desire for carnal ordinances is fulfilled by His work in the
heart, though, undoubtedly, the desire for ritual is still present.

In Galatians 4:9, 19, Paul expressed his concern for the Galatians’ salvation because they desired to turn
again to the weak and beggarly elements — the old carnal ordinances — from which they were delivered by
Christ. Paul continues with the implication that those who desire to return to the weak and beggarly ele-
ments, defined in Hebrews as carnal ordinances, are lacking the formation of Christ in them. (V. 19.)

� John Brown

Writing in 1875, Brown said,

From this passage, (Ga 4:10, ed.)it is plain that some of the Galatian converts had yielded to the Judaising teachers, and
commenced in good earnest to keep the law. While they were Gentiles, they performed a set of useless ceremonies in honor
of their false deities; and now they do the same thing though unintentionally, in honor of the true God...

It seems plain, from the fourteenth and fifteenth chapters of the Epistle to the Romans, that though the apostle consid-
ered the observing of these institutions on the part even of believing Jews as unnecessary, he did not consider it as unlaw-
ful, so long as they viewed them not as a means of justification, but merely as institutions originally of Divine appointment,
and in their estimation unrepealed. But for believing Gentiles, who never had been subject to the law, to engage in these
services, had a very suspicious aspect indeed, and certainly seemed to say that they wanted something more than was to be
found in Christ and in Christianity... The great object of a Christian teacher is to bring men to the enjoyment of the bless-
ings of Christianity, by leading them to understand and believe “the truth as it is in Jesus.” And whenever men who profess
to believe the gospel act in a manner which gives reason to think that they really do not understand and believe the gospel,
then the Christian teacher has reason to fear that he has bestowed labor on them in vain.8ní46níýÿ„

Observe:

1) The now useless Jewish ceremonies were very similar to the ones the Gentile Galatian converts had
formerly practiced in honor of their false gods, making it easy for the false Judaising teachers to convince
them that they needed to partake in the “carnal ordinances” of the Mosaic law.

2) Romans chapters 14 & 15, inmplies that Paul permitted the Jewish Christians — who were once sub-
ject to the “carnal ordinances” — to continue in their former Jewish ceremonies as long as they in no way
connected them with justification, which would be sin on their part.

3) On the other hand, it was very suspicious indeed for the Gentile Christians who were never under the
“carnal ordinances” to, under the influence of the Judaising teachers, adopt the old Jewish “carnal ordi-
nances.” When they did, it appeared to Paul that they did not understand the work of Christ in replacing
those “carnal ordinances.”

4) As mentioned above,

The great object of a Christian teacher is to bring men to the enjoyment of the blessings of Christianity, by leading them
to understand and believe “the truth as it is in Jesus.” And whenever men who profess to believe the gospel act in a manner
which gives reason to think that they really do not understand and believe the gospel, then the Christian teacher has rea-
son to fear that he has bestowed labor on them in vain.9

Notice the bondage referred to by Paul in Galatians 4 is bondage to observing days, and months, and
times, and years, or the carnal ordinances referred to in Hebrews. (Ga 4:9, 10.) Moreover, the more these
people desired to serve the Old Testament carnal ordinances, the more fear Paul expressed for them. (Ga
4:11, 20.) Christ did not free His people from the Ten Commandments; rather, He freed them from the car-
nal ordinances of the law. Though the Ten Commandments most certainly were and are a school-master to

Paedobaptism and God's Word, p 43. Chapter VII Boldness vs Liberty

8 John Brown, An Exposition of Galatians, p 89. 1857. A reprint by Associalted Publishers and Authors, Inc., Lafayette, Indiana. He
graduated from Edinburg University, and was senior minister of the United Presbyterian Congregation in Edinburg, and professor of
exegetical theology to the United Presbyterian Church.

9 Ibid.



bring sinful man to Christ (they showed man how far he was from God; they showed man his hopeless, sin-
ful condition), the primary laws of the Old Covenant that pointed to the work of Christ were the carnal ordi-
nances. Thus there were basally two laws of the Old Covenant, and neither the ordinances nor the
Commandments could justify fallen man. The curse of death rested upon all who violate the Command-
ments, i.e., every person who ever lived.

No doubt, one of the major reasons services which include many rites, rituals and ceremonies (including
meats, drinks and divers washings & baptisms) are gaining such popularity today is because the people
have an outward form of godliness, but they know not the inner power thereof. They have every outward ac-
tion of godliness, yet they have not the clear conscience because they have never been born again.10

According to the passages in Hebrews dealing with the old carnal ordinances and the new law of the cove-
nant, many of those hungering after the carnal ordinances, rites, rituals and ceremonies that prefigured the
redemptive work of Christ and His circumcising work on the heart, do so because they have a false assur-
ance: Maybe they feel they have always been Christians because they have been baptized and have the out-
ward works to prove it. But according to Hebrews, even with all their works of the Ten Commandments,
they still have an uneasy conscience that they try to cover with rites, rituals and ceremonies. Only the wash-
ing of regeneration cleans the conscience; only by the sprinkling of the blood of Christ upon the heart by the
Spirit through regeneration will one ever have this clear conscience.

Moreover, we should be very careful about the word law in Galatians: It could refer to the Ten Com-
mandments and/or to the carnal ordinances as it does the book of Hebrews. The context of the word law will
tell to which law Paul refers. Clearly, Galatians 4:9 & 10, refers to the carnal ordinances, but Galatians 3:13
refers to the Commandments. Note that the goal of the Judaisers and their followers was to bring the new
Christians back under the carnal ordinances.11

� Conclusion – Sprinkling

The sprinkling of the blood in the Old Testament and the washing of the sacrificial animals clearly spoke
of the coming work of Christ, viz. the sprinkling of His blood upon the heart of the believer and upon the
heavenly altar, and of the washing of regeneration by the Spirit of God. Thus the diverse washings and
sprinklings were completely done away with in the work of Christ. Furthermore, circumcision, being a cove-
nant of blood, was also fulfilled by the true blood of the covenant, Christ’s. Any effort to reinstate the old or-
dinances, rites and/or rituals in any way denies that Christ did indeed fulfill all the law and the prophets.

Jeremiah 31:36, Israel never ceased from being a nation before the Lord. A problem we have is in defin-
ing Israel. There have always been two Israels: one claiming physical heirship to Abraham, signified by
physical circumcision, and the other whom God identifies by the spiritual heirship to Abraham, signified by
spiritual circumcision, i.e., the faith and works of Abraham. The spiritual Israel will never cease; the physi-
cal Israel no longer exists.12

It should be observed at this point that the sprinklings of the law, e.g., Leviticus 8:11, had nothing what-
soever to do with New Testament baptism in mode nor meaning. Leviticus 8:10-12, was a sprinkling of con-
secration and sanctification to the Lord. The New Testament is extremely clear concerning the sprinkling
which Moses did in Leviticus 8: Both the washing of the priest and the sprinkling of the oil, blood and water
is fulfilled in a spiritual sense with the blood of Christ, v. 12.

sprinkle, #4472, AV—sprinkle—the word is only used 4 times in New Testament, meaning: to sprinkle,
to cleanse by sprinkling, hence to purify, cleanse. Every time it is used, it has nothing to do with water as it
did in the Old Testament. Therefore, it is clear that the New Testament meaning of this rite of sprinkling
the persons of Aaron, his sons and all that pertained to the tabernacle looked forward to the spiritual sprin-
kling of the blood of Christ on the heart of the believer — the priesthood of the believer — by the Holy Spirit
when they would exercise faith in His shed blood.
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For if the blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the
flesh: How much more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge
your conscience from dead works to serve the living God? Heb 9:19-21, For when Moses had spoken every precept to all the
people according to the law, he took the blood of calves and of goats, with water, and scarlet wool, and hyssop, and sprinkled
both the book, and all the people, Moreover he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle, and all the vessels of the ministry. Let
us draw near with a true heart in full assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience, and our bodies
washed with pure water. ( He 9:13, 14.)

Certainly, the Word of God teaches immer, typifying the death, burial and resurrection of Christ and be-
ing raised to new life in Him. However, if others believe that God requires sprinkling or pouring, that is be-
tween them and the Lord. Our present concern is the meaning of baptism.13 The idea that baptism
somehow has a mystical value to transfer Divine grace to the recipient at any age, child or adult, cannot be
supported from Scripture; Divine grace is transfused only by faith in Christ and His work for the sinner.
Furthermore, the belief that a physical act of baptism somehow transmits Divine grace offers an opportu-
nity for serious error. Baptism is a step of obedience to the Lord; Divine grace is transferred through faithful
obedience to the gospel of Christ.

� Concerning NT applications of OT ordinances

Every time an Old Testament ordinance is carried over into the New Testament, we are told specificsll
what it is and what it means. Observe: 1) when the feast of unleavened bread was carried over, we are told
specifically that it is and what it means (1 Cor 5:8); 2) when the passover was carried over, we are told spe-
cifically what it is and what it means, viz. Christ our passover (1 Cor 5:7); 3) when baptism is carried over,
we are told specifically what it typifies, viz. Israel’s passage through the Red Sea after redemption from
Egypt (1 Cor 10:2), and 4) when circumcision is carried over, we are told specifically that it means a holy life
before God and man (Col 2:11).

Exodus 23:13, that I have said unto you be circumspect. Though the word is not circumcised, note its
meaning (TWOT, 214): “Secondly it expresses the careful attention to be paid to the obligations of a cove-
nant, to laws, statues, etc.” Thus the thought of circumspect is the same as circumcision: a reminder of
covenant responsibilities. Ephesians 5:15, circumspectly, (199): “To live carefully, circumspectly, deviat-
ing in no respect from the law of duty.” Admittedly, the words for circumspect and circumcision are not
the same, but the idea behind both are undeniably the same, more so than the supposed connection between
circumcision and water baptism. Though Exodus 23:13 and Ephesians 5:15 may be speculative, Colossians
2:11-13 cannot be mistaken. The Old Testament ordinance of circumcision is specifically carried over into
the New Testament as an operation of the Spirit of God cutting off the works of the flesh from the heart af-
ter conversion. The circumcised heart will result in a circumspect life in the believer.

Consequently, in every instance, we see that when an Old Testament ordinance is applied to the New
Testament church, there is specific instruction as to its name and its New Testament meaning. There is no
specific instruction connecting New Testament baptism and circumcision. There is a tremendous amount
of New Testament space devoted to circumcision, but never is there the slightest hint of Scripture connect-
ing water baptism and physical circumcision. Many good, Godly men attempt to make a connection, but
they offer no clear Scripture to tie the two together. Rather, they assume that everyone accepts the tradi-
tion of the elders passed down to them from the Papists, and then they set about to prove the Papist’s doc-
trine from Scripture. See Rev 22:19. There is much stronger Biblical evidence to support a connection
between circumcision and circumspect.

Let us not build doctrines on assumptions, especially assumptions which have little or no Scriptural sup-
port, or we will be found wanting in that day.
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Chapter VIII

Concluding thoughts – circumcision

Scriptures: What does the Word of God say about circumcision?

And that I also have walked contrary unto them, and have brought them into the land of their enemies; if then their uncir-
cumcised hearts be humbled, and they then accept of the punishment of their iniquity: (Le 26:41.) Circumcise therefore the
foreskin of your heart, and be no more stiffnecked. (De 10:16.) Circumcise yourselves to the LORD, and take away the fore-
skins of your heart, ye men of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem: lest my fury come forth like fire, and burn that none can
quench it, because of the evil of your doings. (Jer 4:4.) To whom shall I speak, and give warning, that they may hear? behold,
their ear is uncircumcised, and they cannot hearken: behold, the word of the LORD is unto them a reproach; they have no de-
light in it. (Jer 6:10.) Egypt, and Judah, and Edom, and the children of Ammon, and Moab, and all that are in the utmost
corners, that dwell in the wilderness: for all these nations are uncircumcised, and all the house of Israel are uncircumcised
in the heart. (Jer 9:26.)

The Lord, in the law and the prophets, could not be any clearer: Circumcision was an outward sign of the
willingly subdued — inwardly circumcised — heart to the Lord. The genuine, outward circumcision is the
circumcised life. (Je 4:4; Col 2:11.) The wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all “uncircumcised”
hearts, i.e., ungodliness. (Ro 2.) Furthermore, circumcision says that the person has given up all hope in
natural generation to inherit the promise of God; rather, he depends completely upon spiritual generation,
viz. regeneration. Genuine regeneration is in the heart, not in any outward action. Obviously, what is in the
heart will come out.

Jewish thought

Charles Hodge wrote in his 1835 commentary on Romans:

It is obvious that the Jews regarded circumcision as in some way securing their salvation. That they did so regard it, may
be proved not only from such passages of the New Testament where the sentiment is implied, but also by the direct asser-
tion of their own writers. Such assertions have been gathered in abundance from their works by Eisenmenger, Schoettgen,
and others. For example, the Rabbi Menachem, in his Commentary on the Books of Moses, Fol. 43, col. 3, says, “Our Rab-
bins have said, that no circumcised man will see hell.” In the Jalkut Rubeni, num, 1. it is taught, “Circumcision saves from
hell.” In the Medrasch Tillim, fol. 7, col 2, it is said, “God swore to Abraham, that no one who was circumcised should be
sent to hell.” In the book Akedath Jizehak, fol. 54, col. 2, it is taught that “Abraham sits before the gate of hell, and does
not allow that any circumcised Israelite should enter there.” The apostle considers circumcision under two different as-
pects. First, as a rite supposed to possess some inherent virtue or merit of its own; and secondly, as a sign and seal of God’s
covenant.1

However, Pink, writing on Josh 5:4-7, says this about the “seal of God’s covenant:”

Thus for thirty-eight years (Deut. ii, 14) Israel was in a state of apostasy, and during that time their children bore the re-
proach of the same by being denied the “token” or “sign of the covenant” (Gen. xvii, 11)—wrongly termed by men “the seal
of the covenant,” for circumcision never “sealed” anything to anyone saving only to Abraham (Rom. iv, 11).2

In other words, circumcision was simply a “‘token’ or ‘sign of the covenant,’” not any kind of a seal to
anyone except Abraham.

Giving the traditional teaching of the Old Testament Jews, The Midrash recounts how a man was super-
naturally rescued from an attack by his enemies because he had just been circumcised.3
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Thus we see that to the false teachers circumcision guaranteed them a place in heaven as well as protec-
tion in time of need. For these false teachers, Christ did not change His required NEW BIRTH. Those who
carry over an idea that infant baptism replaced infant circumcision — or that baptism in general replaced
circumcision — have the same faith as did the false teachers of Christ’s day. The argument may be: “But we
believe that if the person baptized as an infant later falls away from faithfulness to the covenant–law,
his/her infant baptism is not valid.” This argument says that those circumcised under the law did not need a
later work of God in their heart to circumcise their hearts.

This writer personally knows a young man who was “baptized” as an infant. Though the young man ex-
hibits no desire toward the Lord, he is firmly convinced he is “saved” because he was baptized as an infant.

Furthermore, if such a thing as the Old Testament circumcision, i.e., baptism, assured regeneration as
some Pedobaptist might contend, then why did Christ have to come and shed His blood for the remission of
sins? We are overrun with false professions today in every form, which the Lord deals with in Matthew 7:21.
Many profess a covenant–relationship, maybe even “godly actions according to the law of Moses (or to
church doctrine whatever that might be)” as proof of salvation, yet their hearts were never circumcised.
The circumcised heart speaks of a purified heart through regeneration, a heart that desires to please its
Lord with a meek spirit of love for the brethren,

Who gave himself for us, that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of
good works. (Tit 2:14.)

Paul never presented anything new, nor did Christ nor any New Testament author: What Paul pre-
sented in Titus was well established many hundreds of years previously in the law and the prophets:

And the LORD thy God will circumcise thine heart, and the heart of thy seed, to love the LORD thy God with all thine
heart, and with all thy soul, that thou mayest live. (De 30:6.) Awake, awake; put on thy strength, O Zion; put on thy beautiful
garments, O Jerusalem, the holy city: for henceforth there shall no more come into thee the uncircumcised and the unclean.
(Is 52:1.)

Both of the above passages deal with the true circumcision, i.e., genuine, Godly regeneration that results
in a pure heart desire to serve the Lord. Even the Lord tells us that the true circumcision — regeneration or
conversion — is worshiping the Father through Himself. (Jn 4:23, 24.) Paul deals with the problem of false
circumcision in Galatians, e.g., 3:17, pointing out that the true covenant people have always been and al-
ways will be those who are in Christ by faith. When outward, physical circumcision was given to Abraham,
he had already been circumcised in his heart for many years. In Paul’s words,

But he is a Jew, which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter; whose
praise is not of men, but of God. (Ro 2:29.)

The obvious teaching throughout the Scriptures is simply what Christ said: The true, chosen, covenant
people of God, the true circumcision, are those who worship God in the spirit, For we are the circumcision,
which worship God in the spirit, and rejoice in Christ Jesus, and have no confidence in the flesh. (Ph. 3:3)4

The true circumcision is having no confidence in the flesh for justification; rather, all confidence has been
placed in the Lord Jesus Christ, EVIDENCED BY HOLY, OBEDIENT, CIRCUMSPECT LIVING before
God and man.

Not only Israel, but every elect person from the time of Adam has been brought to serve the Lord through
God’s call. Abraham was called by God, and he obeyed, thus becoming the propagator of a family, a nation
and later a race of the people of God. The Pharisees of Christ’s day were proud of their heritage, i.e. circum-
cised physical seed of Abraham, but Christ made it clear that only by God’s divine call would one be a genu-
ine seed of Abraham. (Jn 6; Ro 3:9-20.) God could have called the rocks to be a seed of Abraham if He so
desired.

Moreover, fallen man is incapable of answering God’s call apart from God’s divine aid. (Ep 2:8, 9.) Even
the faith to come to Christ for redemption must be provided by the Spirit of God. If man had it within him-
self to exercise faith, then he could boast of his works. Then those who answer God’s call have God’s divine
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work accomplished in them, and whom he called, them he also justified... (Ro 8:30.) The Lord makes it clear
that He called Israel not because of any good on Israel’s part, but by His grace and mercy. Though He called
them unto Himself to be His peculiar people, He could have called anyone, even the stones. (De 4:20; 7:6; Is
43:1; Ho 11:1.)

Throughout Scripture, the Lord condemns those who are called by His name, yet are not truly converted
in their hearts, viz. they remain uncircumcised of heart. Those professing to be His but whose heart is else-
where are called uncircumcised of heart. Circumcision of the heart is through faith in the Lord Jesus Christ
and His work in redemption and regeneration, worked out in the circumspect life of the believer.

� Concluding thoughts

Circumcision was given in Exodus 12 so the non–Israelite could be brought into the covenant–nation and
partake of the passover, which was restricted to only Israelites, vv. 43-51. Accordingly, circumcision can-
not represent baptism; rather, it must represent salvation, conversion, because it was required be-
fore the passover could be eaten. The uncircumcised could eat of the first passover, which represented
deliverance through the shed blood of the Lamb of God. It was faith in the shed blood, not circumcision, that
delivered from death. Certainly, the later command was to circumcise, but if one was not circumcised, he
was not killed; he was cut off from the people.

� Baptism

So what is baptism? It is the first outward, obedient step to the faith within the heart. Mt 28:19, 20.)5

Writing in 1857 on Galatians 3:27, John Brown said that:

To be “baptized into Christ Jesus” obviously means something more than to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ. The
phrase occurs here only and in the sixth chapter of the Romans, verse 3b, and in both places, something is predicated of
those who are “baptized into Christ,” which cannot by any means be said of all who are baptized, whether in infancy or ma-
ture age, in the primary sense of the term. All who are baptized into Christ, are there said to be “baptized into His death,”
and “buried with Him by baptism unto death, and risen with Him,” etc. And here all who are “baptized into Christ Jesus”
are said to “put on Christ.” Union with Christ as dying and buried, and raised again, is obviously the idea in the sixth
Chapter of the Epistle of the Romans. To be baptized into Christ is, I apprehend, just equivalent to be united or intimately
related to Christ by that faith of which a profession is made in baptism.

We cannot understand the apostle’s words as applying to all who, either in infancy or mature age, have undergone the rite
of Christian baptism, for they are not true of them all. They plainly refer to those who have received the doctrine of Christ,
who “by one Spirit have been baptized into one body, and have been made to drink into one Spirit” (I Cor. 12:13.); who are
saved “by the washing of regeneration,” which is not baptism, “and” - even “the renewing of the Holy Ghost” (Tit. 3:5.).
The baptism here spoken of is the “one baptism” which belongs to those who have one God and one Lord - one spirit, one
faith, one hope. It is that of which external baptism is the emblem - a blessing not at all necessarily connected with, the ad-
ministration of the external rite. In the case of an adult, the possession of this spiritual baptism is pre-supposed. It is not
external baptism that unites to Christ. 6
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Papists, he retained both the Anglican’s and the Papist’ teaching concerning infant baptism. Though admitting there was “no command for
infants to be baptized,” he “supposed a moral effect” for the practice. But he did not suppose the same moral effect for adults. [Letters of
J.N.D, II.283. 1971 reprint by Bible Truth Publishers, Oak Park, Ill.] His mystic view of Christianity flows over into his view of infant
baptism: He held that baptism applies God’s grace to infants, taking them in from the world “where Satan governs.” [Ibid, v. II, pp 50, 280,
282, 294, &c.] Darby reiterated many times his contention that the twelve apostles were not baptized. [Ibid, v. II, pp 286, 290, &c.] He dealt
with the problem presented by the Baptist of his day who took the command of Mt 28:19, 20 at face value by saying that the Lord spoke
there to the apostles and sent them to Israel, not to the Gentiles — Darby ignores Peter’s command to go to Cornelius. Darby contends that
Paul went to the Gentiles with no command to baptise his Gentile converts. Thus he dispensationalized the problem of “believer’s baptism”
out of his Bible, e.g., that command was for a different dispensation. Writing in 1874, he said, “In this (the christening of infants. He said
baptizing actually meant christening, ed.) the Establishment is right; the Baptist, according to scripture, clearly wrong.” Ibid, II.285. Thus
he admitted that infant baptism was a stronghold of the state over Christian families. Perhaps his impetus for retaining infant baptism was
the fact that Darby “was christened.” If he admitted that the Baptist were right, he would have to admit he had never been baptized.
Clemens Alexandrinus (A.D. 150–215), however, said, “Yes, truly, the apostles were baptized, as Clement of Stromatist relates in the fifth
book of the Hypotyposes. For, in explaining the apostolic statement, ‘I thank God that I baptized none of you,’ he says, Christ is said to have
baptized Peter alone, and Peter Andrew, and Andrew John, and they James and the rest. [See Kaye, p. 442, and the eleventh chapter
entire.] The Ante–Nicine Fathers, II.578. For a much more serious study into the evils set in motion by Darby and the movement he
founded, see “The Death of Victory” by this writer.

6 An Exposition of Galatians, 1857, p 74. Reprint by Associated Publishers and Authors, Inc., Lafayette, Indiana. John Brown was a graduate
of Edinburg University, senior minister of the United Presbyterian Congregation in Edinburg, and professor of Exegetical Theology to the
United Presbyterian Church.



Surprisingly, Dr. Brown can be very firm that the only possible method one can be in Christ is by the
washing of regeneration of the Spirit, which is not baptism because it is only an external emblem, yet can
imply an exception for infants, “In the case of an adult.” Dare we make baptism any more or any less than
what it is: an outward emblem of obedience to the command of our Lord Jesus Christ representing repen-
tance from dead works, death to the old man and new life in Christ?

Using the Old Testament passover as the foundation, if we connect baptism with Old Testament circum-
cision, we teach baptismal regeneration, as do Papists and many Paedobaptist. Moreover, we teach that one
must be baptized first before he can apply the shed blood of Christ because circumcision had to take place
before one could partake of the passover — after the first passover. Can we forget that only males were cir-
cumcised, and accordingly, only males can be baptized?

� Self examination, 1 Corinthians 11:23

Though we have already mentioned this point, we will quickly mention it again. The instructions con-
cerning the Lord’s Supper are given in 1 Corinthians 11:23-34, where Paul explicitly says, but let a man ex-
amine himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of that cup, v. 28. Additionally, v. 31 tells those who
partake that they are to judge themselves according to the law of God to keep from being judged and chas-
tened of the Lord. Thus one of the qualifications for partaking of this ordinance is self–examination and
self–judgment, that is, outward circumcision of the flesh (right living) vs inward circumcision of the heart.
There are many false professions of redemption among those professing to be God’s people today; they are
known by their fruit. On the other hand, outward professions of redemption by no means replace inward re-
demption: Because one lives “godly,” does not mean he has been converted. Jeremiah 9:25, 26, promises
God’s judgment against all false professors, as does Matthew 7. But inward redemption results in outward
profession, Matthew 10:32. Again, baptism cannot be equated with circumcision.

Moreover, some pedobaptists insist that the baptized infant be admitted to the Lord’s table, but how can
they say that infant has examined himself to determine if he is worthy? Accordingly, does he not bring upon
himself, the infant that is, damnation? Read the passage!

Calvin, however, rightly denies the Lord’s table to those not mature enough to examine himself. Calvin
tells us that though the early church, e.g., Cyprian and Augustine, gave the Lord’s supper to infants, “the
practice justly became obsolete.” In fact, Calvin says that to give young children the Lord’s Supper is to
“stretch out poison to our young children instead of vivifying food.”7 The reader should find it interesting
that practices of the early church which go against someone’s desires are dismissed as being unscriptural,
e.g., infants and the Lord’s Supper, while practices by the same early church, e.g. infant baptism, are used to
justify the current practice.

Furthermore, circumcision represented the rejection of natural generation for redemption, and repre-
sented dependence upon the Lord and supernatural regeneration for redemption. Thus even if baptism and
circumcision could be Scripturally connected, which they cannot, it would represent the hope of the parents
that the Lord would see fit to convert the child in His good time, fitting better with Abraham’s circumcision
of Ishmael — did he not plead with the Lord to allow Ishmael be the covenant–child. Some Pedobaptists
hope in the Lord to speak to the infant in later years. Circumcision could not place the Sovereign God of the
universe under obligation to man in any way, e.g., Ishmael and Esau. Is it not strange that there are those
who preach loudly that the Sovereign God of the universe cannot be placed under obligation to man, yet
they will say that the same God can be placed under obligation through infant baptism? Old Testament cir-
cumcision represented either hope of a genuine repentance and conversion — at which time a new name is
given to the believer, Christian — in the life of the child, or that the adult did convert to the God of Israel;
but the conversion could have been outward only. With Israel, the outward profession of love for the Lord
(circumcision made with hands) without the inward conversion and heart (circumcision made without
hands) toward God brought down the wrath of God.
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Under the new economy brought about by the work of Christ, according to 1 Corinthians 7:14 (and other
passages such as with Cornelius and others mentioning the salvation of the household) one saved parent
can offer a certain amount of God’s protection and blessing for the children under that parent’s authority.
But our Lord is clear: No person will enter into the kingdom of heaven apart from being born again. How
much protection and safety does a faithful parent provide for the children? We can only speculate, for we are
not clearly told. We do know, however, that there is a time when the Father, through the agency of the
Spirit, calls His elect to the Son; John 6 is extremely clear on this point, as is 1 Corinthians chapters 1 and 2.

Covenant faithfulness

We cannot conclude this study without mentioning covenant–faithfulness. We get the impression from
some “Reformed” thinkers that God’s blessings upon His people depend upon their covenant–faithfulness
concerning baptism in one form or another. We must not deny that infant baptism was one of the basic
premises of the Reformation movement, but we saw previously that it was retained from Romanism to keep
the people happy.

Is God’s judgement against the church today because it is not baptizing the infants as implied by some
Paedobaptists?

Clearly, that is not the problem. The law of the covenant is found in the Ten Commandments, Exo-
dus 34:28; Deuteronomy 9:9-15, &c., and circumcision was not part of that law; Abraham was a law or cove-
nant–keeper with God’s blessings long before circumcision was even given, which is Paul’s argument in
Romans. The wrath of God is upon the world today because they have forsaken His law of the covenant,
Hosea 4:6, &c. Furthermore, note 1 John 3:4, Whosoever committeth sin transgresseth also the law: for sin is
the transgression of the law of the covenant, the Ten Commandments. The New Testament sign of cove-
nant–faithfulness is the circumspect life according to the Ten Commandments: It is being holy even as our
God is holy. The blessings of God upon the Reformers was not because they retained paedobaptism from the
church of Rome they warred against; God’s blessings were because they applied the law of the covenant to
every area of life and thought, Exodus 19:5, 6, Deuteronomy 28.

Thus covenant–faithfulness is faithfulness to the law of the covenant as given in the Ten Command-
ments. Furthermore, violation of the Second Commandment — attempted approach to the Father other
than through the sacrifice of Christ — clearly violates the covenant. God’s blessings will only be renewed to-
day as His people renew their faithfulness to His Commandments in their lives and in their societies.

� A closing word for Paedobaptism’s defenders

If the practice of paedobaptism were clearly commanded by God, folks would not have to devote so many
words in its defence; rather, they could simply point out the Scriptures requiring infants to be baptized, and
this writer will baptize his infants. The problem is, however, that there are NO clear commands from God
for such a practice. As we have seen, honest Bible students admit there is no clear command from God for
the practice. Rather, paedobaptism was brought through the Reformation because the people needed a visi-
ble sign other than adult baptism. Lacking clear Scriptural support, many volumes of works have been writ-
ten by pedobaptists in its defence, attempting to justify what they feel the Lord should have more clearly
stated.

This pastor has noticed that there are those today defending infant baptism who are extremely hostile
toward any and all who do not hold their views. They will readily refer to inconsistencies found in those op-
posing their views, but they will not admit to any inconsistencies in their views. Their intolerance toward
anyone who does not see Scriptures their way is very evident, and at times seems to border on hatred
against opposition. They give the strong impression that they would organize the civil government, as did
Zwingli, and persecute all who do not agree to have their children “baptized” as did the Reformers of the
1500s.

We must have freedom and liberty in Christ to “agree to disagree agreeably.”
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Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty, that is, freedom of conscience, freedom from sin and free-
dom to serve the Lord God of the Bible as dictated by one’s heart and the Command–Word of God.
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Appendix A

The following is lengthy, but well worth the reader’s attention. Dr Weiss make simple a very confusing
issue: the proper relationship between Old Testament national Israel and the New Testament Christian
Church of the Lord Jesus Christ.1

SECTION II

THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER.

CHAPTER III.

The commencement of the Messianic Consummation in the Christian Church.

§ 44. The Elect Race.

The Christian Church, in which the promised completion of the theocracy begins to be realized, is the
elect race, which consists of believing Israelites. (b) Their election to participation in the completed salva-
tion is accomplished in baptism, in which God makes them a holy nation by equipping them with His Spirit,
and granting them the full forgiveness of sin. (c) All Israelites who would not obey the demand of the mes-
sage of salvation are excluded from the elect race. (d) Wherever individual Gentiles are received into the
Church through baptism, they are joined to the elect race, whose substance is formed by believing Israel.

(a) Since that which is considered in the First Epistle of Peter is no longer the proclamation which lays
the foundation, but a building up of churches which already exist (ii. 5), the apostle does not start by proving
that prophecy has been fulfilled in Jesus, but the basis of his exhortation is the fact, that in the Christian
Church the realization has commenced of that which was set before the theocratic nation as the highest
ideal, and which was to be realized in the Messianic time which has now commenced. That which Jesus pro-
claimed as the coming of the kingdom of God in the midst of the disciples (§ 14), is, for the preaching of the
apostle, the completion of the theocracy in the Christian Church. Ye are the elect race (ii. 9), Peter writes to
the Christian churches of Asia Minor. It is true they already belonged to the elect nation in virtue of their
descent;2 for the elect out of the Jewish dispersion in that region (I. 1) have been chosen in accordance with
the foreknowledge of God (ver. 2: [Greek word]). In the election of Israel (Deut. vii. 6, 7; Isa. xliii. 2O) there
already lay the prevision that in this nation the divine purpose of salvation would be fulfilled, and in the cir-
cumstance that its realization has now commenced in the Church of believing Israelites, only that divine
foreknowledge is confirmed. But now, the question is not as to the election of Israel as a nation, but as to the
selection of individuals out of it, in whom the greatest salvation which is involved in the completion of the
theocracy is to be realized; for although this salvation is destined for Israel as a nation in virtue of its elec-
tion, it is by no means thereby guaranteed to all the individual members of the nation (cf. § 2O, c). Already
Deut. vii. 9 intimates that participation in the salvation which is destined for the elect nation is attached to
the fulfilment of the obligations of the covenant; and this covenant obligation of obedience (Ex. xxiv. 7) only
those have fulfilled at the decisive moment, who, now when the commencing realization of all salvation
through the exalted Messiah is proclaimed, have, in obedience to the will of God (cf. § 40, c), accepted the
glad tidings concerning, Him (I. 14: [Greek word]). Since God declares that these alone are true Israelites,
the idea of election is limited to them. It is plain from the context of ii. 9, that only the believers in Israel (ver.
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1 Dr. Bernhard Weiss, Biblical Theology of The New Testament, Vol I.204-210. Translated from the Third Revised Edition by Rev. David
Eaton. Clark’s Foreign Theological Library, New Series, Vol XII. T. & T. Clark, 38 George Street, Edinburgh. 1888.

2 Dr. Weiss’ FN: According to tho common way of looking at our Epistle (§ 36, a), ii. 9 would, of course assert that the ideal of the theocracy,
which was once to be realized in Israel, is now realized in a fellowship consisting of those who had previously been Gentiles. This would
assume that Israel as a nation has definitively rejected salvation, and has thereby rendered the fulfilment of the promise in its original form
absolutely impossible. But for this view there is not to be found in our Epistle even the slenderest support, unless we arbitrarily drag into
the [Greek word] of ii. 5, which plainly connects the stones which have been built upon Him with the Messiah who is laid as the foundation
and corner_stone in the new house of God (vv. 4, 6), a contrast to those who, agreeably to nature, belong to Christ, i.e. the Jewish mother
Church (cf. Klostermann, Gött. gel. Anz. 1896. S. 698). And yet, for the original apostolic view, this transference of the promise to another
subject would have been a giant step, for whose justification hints would scarcely have been awaiting. Already the retaining of [Greek word],
which points to bodily descent, much rather shows that the elect are also related to one another by blood.



7), those who are not disobedient to the word (ver. 8),3 belong, to the elect race, in which the ideal of the the-
ocracy is being realized; only the believing company of Jews in Babylon is elect together with his readers (v.
13).

(b) As in the case of the election of Israel, the Old Testament does not reflect upon an eternal divine de-
cree of salvation, but, at the most, goes back upon the historical relation of Jehovah to their forefathers, so
the election of believers out of Israel to participation in the completed salvation is also conceived of as an his-
torical act, which is accomplished [Greek word] (I. 2). Here, undoubtedly, the act of baptism is thought of, by
means of which the individual enters into the narrower fellowship of salvation which exists in the midst of
the people of Israel, and in which he receives the gift of the Spirit (§ 41, a). For as it is by the anointing with
the Spirit in baptism that Jesus becomes the God-consecrated one [Greek word] (§ 38, b), so God must first,
by means of His Spirit, consecrate everything which He chooses for Himself, i.e. He must separate it from
everything that is profane, and make it fit and suitable for His purposes. Here also, accordingly (cf: § 18, a,
40, a), the Spirit is conceived of as the principle of the gifts of grace, by means of which God equips His ser-
vants and instruments for His purposes, just as He, therewith, equipped the prophets of the old covenant,
and now makes men able to preach the gospel (I. 11, 19). The honour which God confers upon them, in that
He causes His Spirit, which is a Spirit of gory, to rest upon them, is expressly represented as far outweighing
all the dishonour which Christians must endure (iv. 14). As, however, according to Acts ii. 38, the obtaining
of forgiveness of sins is the design of baptism, so here also the election which is accomplished in baptism ap-
pears as having in view the (purifying) sprinkling with the blood of Christ (I. 2); and in iii. 21 baptism is ex-
pressly described as a washing which does not, as in the case of common bath, aim at the washing away of
the filth which cleaves to the flesh, but at the cleansing of the conscience from the consciousness of guilt.4

Nothing of the profane impurity, which the stain of guilt bring along with it, may any longer adhere to the
members of the elect race; and also in this sense it is baptism which first bestows upon those who are cho-
sen out of Israel the quality which was set before the whole nation as an ideal (Ex,. xix. 6), but which during
the old covenant had been always realized only in the case of individuals (iii. 5: [Greek word]). The elect race
has now become a holy nation (ii. 9: [Greek word], cf. ver. 5).

(c) That many who belong to the nation of Israel in virtue of their descent from the fathers will neverthe-
less not obtain the salvation for the realization of which this nation was chosen, yea, that possibly only a
remnant of Israel will share in the Messianic salvation,—this the prophets have often enough stated in their
prophecies regarding the judgments which precede the commencement of the time of the consummation.
This prophecy is now being fulfilled. To those who are disobedient, and therefore do not fulfil their covenant
obligation (note a), the Messiah has become the stone of offence and stumbling, as is said in ii. 8 with an ex-
press allusion to prophecy (Isa. viii. 14). For those, however, who refuse obedience to the proclamation re-
garding the Messiah, this stumbling is expressly appointed by God as a punishment of their disobedience.
The passage (ii. 8) does not speak of the foreordination of individuals to unbelief (Lechler, p. 186), or to ex-
clusion from the kingdom of God (v. Colln, ii. 351); it states that in accordance with a divine arrangement
the disobedient are appointed to stumbling, i.e. however, not to going astray morally, but to destruction. Ac-
cording to the connection with ver. 9 this destruction consists in this, that they no longer belong to the elect
race, and have therefore no part in the completion of the theocracy which is brought about by the Messiah
(ver. 6). Here also, accordingly, as in § 42, b, every sin, even the disobedience of those who perished in the
flood (iii. 20), is regarded as a sin of ignorance (I. 14: [Hebrew words]). Only obstinate disobedience to the
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3 Dr. Weiss’ FN: The connection with ver. 6 shows clearly that in ver. 7 faith is already conceived of as trust in the Messiah, who had been
made by God the corner-stone of theocracy, and who brings about the consummation of all things as well as the final salvation [I. 5, 7, 9, v.
9; cf. Acts xv.11, for which see § 40, c]...

4 Dr. Weiss’ FN: Since baptism (more accurately: the baptismal water) had just been described, from the objective side, as the antitype of the
water which had once borne Noah and his family in the ark through the flood and saved them (iii. 20 f.; cf. Acts ii. 40), so now, in the
opposition clauses, it is more particularly described, from the subjective side, as a submersion ([Greek word]), in which they do not put
away ([Greek word]) the filth of the flesh, but in which they present to God the prayer for a good conscience ([Greek word]), which they can
obtain only be means of the forgiveness of sins which removes their consciousness of guilt, and which then makes them certain of
deliverance from the destruction to which they are exposed only on account of the stain of guilt (cf. Gess. P. 401). That they obtain in
baptism what they pray for in it, is taken for granted as self-evident, since it had just been shown how, by means of the suffering of the
Messiah (who is confessed and called upon in baptism), we are freed from the stain of guild which separates us from God (iii. 18)... (b) If the
hearing of the word of Jesus is the one thing which is needful (Luke x. 42, cf. ver. 39), and if this hearing must always be accompanied with
doing (Matt. vii. 24), then His preaching seems to have been nothing else than a renewed inculcation of the divine will; it seems to be like
the preaching of the prophets, which also always began with the demand of a general conversion and repentance. But recently the Baptist
had appeared with such a demand, and had caused the solemnly-vowed repentance to be ratified by the symbolical act of submersion in the
Jordan (Mark I. 4: [Greek Word]). Ibid, 96, 97.



message of salvation which demands its believing acceptance (ii. 8, cf. iii. 1, iv. 17), and which is nothing else
than disobedience to the Messiah Himself, is regarded as the presumptuous sin of godlessness (iv. 18: [He-
brew words]), which cannot be forgiven, because through the Messiah the consummation is brought about,
and disobedience to Him is of a definitive character. There has, therefore, been no alteration of the divine
decree of election, no transference of it to another subject. It is in the originally chosen nation that the the-
ocracy is completed; only the unworthy descendants of the fathers are excluded from this completion.

(d) It is, per se, very possible, that when Peter wrote to the churches of the dispersion, individual Gen-
tiles who had become believers had already attached themselves to them; and if it were really the case that
individual expressions of the Epistle refer expressly to Gentile Christians (which I, at least, cannot find to
be the case), then we should have to conclude that the Gentile-Christian portion of these churches was not
inconsiderable. But in such a case it would only come out the more clearly that Peter holds the believing Is-
raelites to be the real stem, the substance of the Church, to which these Gentiles have been led by God be-
fore the time (cf. § 43, b). That even such as were not born Jews might enter into the elect race, and
participate in its promises, was an idea which had become quite familiar to the Jewish consciousness
through proselytism. It is true that circumcision was demanded from the actual proselytes to Judaism; but
Peter had, according to § 43, c, acknowledged that even Gentiles as such, i.e. without accepting circumci-
sion, could be incorporated by faith with God’s people; and if even born and circumcised Israelites belonged
to the elect race of the time of the consummation only inasmuch as they had become believers, it would cer-
tainly not have been a great step in advance to make faith, henceforth, the sole condition of participation in
the salvation and promise of Israel. Put as the apostolic decree had not thought of placing believing Gentiles
in a subordinate position to the Jewish-Christian substance of the Church, after the analogy of the prose-
lytes of the gate, so no such idea can be found in our Epistle, although Reuss (ii. 302 [E. Tr. ii. 272]) still dis-
covers it in consequence of his false interpretation of the address of the Epistle. What, indeed, was the
nature of the social relation subsisting between these Gentiles who were incorporated with the elect race
and the stem of the Church, which undoubtedly remained true to the law, and whether this question had al-
ready arisen—as to these matters there is no indication whatever in our Epistle. The Jews in the far-off dis-
persion were scarcely accustomed to so strict an observance of the law, that their social relation to the
uncircumcised members of the Church would become such a burning question as in the immediate neigh-
bourhood of Palestine; and even in the Church at Antioch the controversy was imported from Jerusalem
(Gal. ii. 12).

§ 45. The Peculiar People and the Calling.

In the time of the consummation the elect race has first truly become the people of God’s possession. (b)
In this there is implied, first, that it has been called to all the salvation which God bestows in the Messianic
time out of the fulness of His grace. (c) Therewith, however, it has also been called to the highest task, viz. as
the true servants of God to glorify God in the fear of God and in righteousness, and to serve Him as priests.
(d) Both points of view are united in the idea of sonship, yet so that the latter still predominates in it.

(a) Although God has, according to Deut. vii. 6, chosen Israel that it may be a people of His possession
([Hebrew word]), yet, as appears from Ex. xix. 5, the realization of this ideal remained dependent upon the
obedience of the people. Faithless Israel is no longer the people of God; but it can become so again, if it is
converted in the Messianic time (Hos. ii. 93); and since the Israel which has become believing has shown
the obedience demanded by God in the Messianic time (§ 44, a), it can be described by Peter as the people
which has been taken to be His possession (ii. 9: [Greek word]), the people which has now again become the
people of God (ver. 10). Jehovah, however, has promised to dwell in the midst of His people (Ex. xxix. 45 f.);
and since, even when He was dwelling in the temple, He still remained separated from the people, the
prophets assign to the Messianic time the full fulfilment of this promise also (Ezek. xxxvii. 27). This promise
is now, however, fulfilled (ii. 5); the Christian Church has itself become the house of God (iv. 17), in which
He dwells (cf. § 31, d).5
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5 Dr. Weiss’ FN: When this house of God ([Greek word]) is called a spiritual one (ii. 5), it might be though that the Spirit, who brings about
the consecration of Christians to God in general (§ 44, b), qualifies the Church also to be His dwelling -place; but it is much more natural to
think only of the contrast to the stone temple of the old covenant. It is expressly set forth that this house of God is built up of living stones,
inasmuch as the individual members of the elect race attach themselves to the Messiah.



Observe:

First, the elect race, or nation, of God is identified as Israel, The Israel of God. Its foundation is traced to
the promises made to Abraham, passed down through Isaac and Jacob/Israel, and fulfilled in Jesus Christ,
the promised Messiah.

Second, that physical nation was called to be a holy nation to the Lord God, and represent Him midst the
pagan nations around them.

Third, that nation had two sides: physical and spiritual. The physical nation of Israel consisted of believ-
ers in the Messiah Who would come, Jesus Christ, and non-believers. Faith in the Messiah was evidenced by
faithful obedience to the laws given to it by the Lord Jesus Christ, including the rites and rituals pointing to
His coming.

Fourth, those who were unfaithful were cut off from physical Israel, cast out of the nation of Israel.
Those who refused to obey the demands of salvation were excluded from the elect nation; those who obeyed
the demands of salvation were grafted in even before Christ, e.g., Rehab, Ruth, &c.

Fifth, the physical nation, or national Israel, totally rejected the Messiah, putting Him to death. The re-
sult was that God totally cut off that nation. It no longer exists as it did in the Old Testament.

Sixth, however, spiritual Israel, the elect race, continued, for it was made up of those faithful to the gos-
pel message of the Messiah. They, the remanent, were kept faithful by the electing grace of God: He re-
served them unto Himself, Romans 11:4.

Seventh, at the coming of Christ, the elect physical nation took on another name, the Christian Church.
To finalize the establishment of the Church in place of national Israel, Old Testament national Israel was
totally destroyed when Christ finally judged her for her sins, Matthew 23:34-39 (Lk 11:50).

Eighth, the Christian Church is built upon the same foundation as was the true Israel of God in the Old
Testament, faithful obedience to the gospel message, James chapter two. (Mt 16:15; Jn 6:69.) It is built
upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone. (Ep
2:20. Note that the prophets had to be the Old Testament prophets. Cf. Lk 24:44ff.)

Ninth, the Christian Church is the continuation of the elect nation of God, the Israel of God, as a daugh-
ter is a continuation of her mother. The believers of old, the true Israel of God, are the stem of the Church;
they are the fathers of the Christian Church. (1 Cor 10:1, speaking to a church made up of both “Jews” and
“Gentiles,” Paul identified their fathers as the ones who came out of Egypt, being led by the cloud in the wil-
derness.)

Tenth, there is no difference now, for both “Jews” and “Gentiles” alike must be grafted into the “root” of
Jessie, Jesus Christ, the true Israel of God. (Is 49:1-7. Christ is called Israel by God the Father. Thus all who
are in Him are in the Israel of God.)

Eleventh, the Christian Church replaced national Israel as God’s elect race. And like the nation of old, it
is made up of those who obey and those who refuse to obey the demands of the converting gospel of Christ.
Those who refuse to obey the demands of the Christian Gospel are required to be removed from the congre-
gation of the Lord. (1 Cor 5.) Baptism by submersion is the physical sign of entrance into the physical Israel,
outwardly showing the faith of the believer in the converting work of Christ in his heart.

Twelfth, though He at one time dwelt in the temple made with hands in old Israel, the Christian Church
is now the dwelling place of the Most High God.

Paedobaptism and God's Word, p 55. Appendix A § 45. The Peculiar People and the Calling.
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