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Task of the Church/Covenant Sign              Jose Francis Martinez                                                       Lecture 1
The Biblical View of Baptism
Introduction
1.
In this once-every-two month’s theological module, we are addressing the subject of the church’s tasks.

2.
The Lord Jesus Christ is the Head of the church. As the Head of the church, He has authorized and equipped the church to fulfill certain tasks. And what are those tasks? In answering that question, the guiding principle is very simple: the church does what the church is. 
3.
From our previous studies, we have seen that the church is God’s living temple on earth; hence, it is the church’s task to worship God. Moreover, we have also seen from our previous studies that the church is the “pillar and foundation of the truth”; hence, it is the task of the church to advocate God’s word. Furthermore, we have seen also from our previous studies that the church is Christ’s mystical body and God’s family; hence, it is the church’s task to nurture God’s people, exercise benevolence among the needy of God’s people, and exercise disciple upon the unruly of God’s people. 

4.
In this module, we will consider the sixth task of the church, the observance of the covenantal sign, baptism and the Lord’s Supper.   

5.
By way of introduction, I wish to say two things.

1.
First, that baptism and the Lord’s Supper are ordinances that the Lord Jesus commands the disciples to observe. 
a.
Mt 28:19 (READ).....“baptizing them” – those who have been made disciples; “teaching them” – those who have been made disciples.
b.
1Cor 11:23-25 (READ)
2.
And why does the Lord Jesus command His disciples to observe these ordinances? The answer to that question lies in the church’s identity as God’s covenant community. 
a.
Baptism is the initiatory rite of becoming a part of God’s covenant community. And this ordinance is associate with the Covenant God made with Messiah.
b.
The Lord’s Supper is a commemorative meal of God’s redemptive work in delivering His people from the bondage of sin through the death of Messiah. And this ordinance is associated with the Covenant God made with the community redeemed by Messiah. 
6.
In this first lecture, we focus on the first ordinance, baptism. And this will have two parts: 1) The Biblical View of Baptism, 2) The Biblical Practice of Baptism. Let us consider the first, the biblical view of baptism.
Trans:
As you all know, there are many differing views concerning baptism. And in order to better understand the biblical view, it is best that we interact with these other views.

I.
THE SACRAMENTALIST/PAEDO-BAPTIST OR ROMAN CATHOLIC VIEW


A.
What is this sacramentalist/paedo-baptist or R.C. view?

1. This view teaches that baptism is the instrument by which a person baptized receives the blessings of salvation offered in Christ.  And these blessings of salvation are received through baptism irrespective of whether the person baptized has faith or not. For baptism works “ex opere operato.”

2. This view of baptism is clearly seen at work in the case of baptizing infants.  All infants are to be baptized, even an aborted fetus. And baptism is the instrument by w/c an infant or a fetus is cleansed from it’s original sin, born again of the H.S., brought out the domain of darkness and brought into domain of Christ. It is through baptism that an infant or a fetus is made a Christian. 

B. Is this view of baptism biblical? No. This view is completely foreign to what the Bible teaches.  Because whatever be the significance of baptism, it is completely meaningless apart from a personal faith in the one who receives it. 

1. John 1:12-13 (READ). Only those who believe in Christ are the ones who will receive the right to be called children of God. And even if the whole Pacific Ocean where to be poured on the head of an infant, and no matter how many R.C. “priests” will reform the rite, the child baptized will not received such a right.

2. 1John 3:9-10 (READ). How is the children of God and the children of the devil made obvious? Not by whether or not they have been baptized by a R.C. “priest”. It is by whether they practice evangelical obedience to God’s commands.’
3. John 13:6-11 (READ). Was Judas baptized? Like the rest, of course he was!  But even that could not wash the soul of Judas. He was still unclean. So this indicates that baptism, whatever be its significance, does not work the way R.C. say it does. Infants who are baptized still remain unclean. They can only be cleansed of their sins if and when they believe in Christ.

C. Therefore, this R.C. view of baptism is utterly foreign to the teachings of the Bible. The waters of baptism do not have magical powers to confer to a person baptized the blessings of salvation. To think in that way is a gross perversion of the biblical teaching.

Trans:
But then there is another view of baptism we need to consider....

II. THE SEMI-SACRAMENTALIST/NON-PAEDO-BAPTIST  OR “THE CHURCH OF CHRIST” VIEW


A.
What is this “Church of Christ” view? 

1. According to this view, only believers are to be baptized because baptism is utterly meaningless w/o faith in Christ. No matter how many times one is baptized, if he does not have faith in Christ, then his baptism is utterly meaningless.

2. However, according to this view, although baptism is utterly meaningless w/o faith in 

Christ, it is also the indispensable means of actually receiving the blessing of salvation offered in Christ. 

a. Quote: “One receives nothing from his baptism w/o faith, and one receives nothing from his faith w/o baptism.” i.e. forgiveness, cleansing, right to become a child of God, etc.

b. Quote: “Through it (baptism), and through it alone, does the Christian enter into fellowship w/ Christ; it is here that fellowship is grounded, independently of the subjectivity of our faith-knowledge and religious experience.”

3. So according to this view, baptism is utterly indispensable. It is the indispensable means of actually receiving the blessing of salvation.

B.
Is this view of baptism biblical? No. 3 reasons why.

1. The bible teaches that faith and not baptism is the indispensable means of receiving the blessing of salvation.

a. How were God’s people in the OT saved? In the same way that we are now saved; through faith in God’s promised Messiah – Rom 4:1-8 (READ). Trusting in the Messiah that has not yet come and was still to come saved the OT believers. This was true of Eve, Seth, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, David, Isaiah, etc. But were these people ever baptized? NO. For baptism was not even instituted yet as an ordinance.  So how did these OT believers receive the blessing of salvation? Through faith in God’s promised Messiah! And that’s the indispensable means.

b. And do you remember the Thief on the Cross? Baptism as an ordinance has already been instituted because John the Baptist and Christ’s disciples were already baptizing disciples – Joh 4:1 (READ). But was that thief on the cross ever baptized? No. That would have been impossible to do. But the moment he trusted in Jesus as the promised King and Messiah of God that he said to Jesus, “Lord, remember me when you come in your kingdom”, the Lord said to him, “Today, you shall be with Me in paradise.” (Lk 23:43). And the Lord did not think that it was absolutely necessary that he should be first baptized.

c.
So it is not baptism that is essential in receiving God’s blessing of salvation, it is faith in Christ. 

2.
Paul subordinated the administration of baptism to the proclamation of the gospel.  1Cor 1:10-17 (READ).

a. From this passage, some have unwarrantedly drawn the deduction that baptism is not important at all, and that we can just do away w/ that ordinance. But we cannot do that. Because Christ told His original disciples in the Great Commission: “ Going therefore, make disciples of every nation, baptizing them (those who have been made disciples) and teaching them (those who have been made disciples) to observed all that I have commanded you.” (Mt 28:19)  So baptizing those who have been made disciples is important because it is part of Christ’s great commission.

b. But it is also clear here from Paul’s words that baptism is not as important as the proclamation of the gospel. It is important, but it is not as important. Its importance is subordinate to that of the proclamation of the gospel. 

c. If one cannot receive anything from faith w/o baptism, why would Paul not regard baptism as equally important as the proclamation of the gospel? It just doesn’t make sense at all.

3.
This view of baptism fails to make two vital distinctions.

a. The first is the distinction between faith and faith’s obedience. These two are inseparable, but they are also distinct. If one really believes, then he cannot remain indifferent to God’s command to be baptized. He will obey that command. But we must not confuse one’s act of faith and the obedience that grows out of that faith. The two are inseparable, but they are also distinct.
b. The second distinction is between the actual reception of the blessing of salvation and the sign and seal of having received that blessing. 

1)
Let’s take the case of Abraham.  When was Abraham justified? Before he was circumcised or at the time he was circumcised? Before! But when did Abraham received the sign and seal of the blessing He received? Only 14 years later! Rom 4:9-12 (READ). Paul here is arguing the fact that even Gentiles, and not just Jews, who believe in Christ share in Abraham’s inheritance.  But the point I want you to notice is that righteousness was credited to Abraham when he believed even while he was still uncircumcised. And only later, 14 years after, did Abraham received the sign and seal of the righteousness of the faith w/c he had. 
2)
So also Christians now.  When we believe, we are saved or justified. And baptism only serves as a sign and a seal of that blessing we have received. 
3)
The closest parallel I can think of is the Olympics.  And the moment the runner crosses the finish line, he has already won, and the title already belongs to him, and people even begins congratulating him. But only later will that runner’s victory be formally recognized when he stands at the podium to receive the sign and seal of his victory - the gold medal.
4)
It is this crucial distinction that the semi-sacramentalist fails to distinguish.

D. Objection: “But there are clear biblical texts that indicate that baptism is the means of actually receiving the blessing of salvation?” i.e. Rom 6:1-4; Col 2:12; 1Pet 3:21 (READ) In answer, let me say 3 things.

1. First, it is not biblically justifiable to insist that every time the word “baptism” occurs in Scriptures, then it must refer to water baptism. i.e. Lk 12:50; Mk 1:7-8 (READ)
2. Moreover, the Bible makes it clear that it is not baptism with water but baptism with the H.S. that unites us to Christ and to the body of Christ, water baptism in only the sign and the symbol. 1Cor 12:12-13 (READ)
3. Furthermore, since baptism symbolizes a spiritual reality, then it is not wrong to speak of the symbol as if it were the reality.

a. The Scriptures is the word of God in the language of men. And it is a common practice in the human language to speak of the symbol as if it were the reality. Examples: The Lord’s Supper: 1Cor 11:23-26 (READ). Picture of my wife.  

b. This is also true of baptism. Since baptism symbolizes a spiritual reality, then it is within the flexibility of the human language to speak of the symbol as if it were the reality.

E. To this “Church of Christ” view, aside from having insurmountable problems with the general teachings of the Scriptures, cannot find any solid biblical warrant. Therefore, it cannot be the biblical view.

Trans:
But then there is a third view of baptism that we must also consider...

III. THE ANTI-SACRAMENTALIST/PAEDO-BAPTIST  OR PRESBYTERIAN VIEW


A.
What is this view?

1. According to this view, not only believers, but also their children are to be baptized.
2. However, it is important to stress that this view is anti-sacramentalist. It does not share in the R.C. view that somehow infants baptized received the blessing of salvation. According to this view, up until the children of believers believe, then they remain in the state of sin and condemnation, and they can only be saved if and when they believe.
3. So why baptized the infants of believers? Because they are still part of God’s covenant and that’ why they should be baptized.

B.
Is this view of baptism biblical? This view runs into very serious problems.


1.
The view of baptizing the infants of believers does not have a direct New Testament warrant.

a. This is true even in the case of John the Baptist. Mk 1:4-5 (READ). Thomas Boston: “John verily baptized with the baptism of repentance not in respect of repentance to come after, but going before; for John baptized none but those who confessed their sins” (Works, p. 384). And there is no evidence at all in all the Scriptures that John ever baptized the infants of believers. In fact, the evidence is against it, because John’s baptism is called a baptism of repentance.
b. And what about Christ? Jn 4:1-3 (READ). T.E. Watson: “Those baptized are called disciples. Jesus makes disciples before He baptizes them. Baptism does not make a disciple.’ (Should Infants be Baptized, p. 23). Moreover, it should be note that the baptism of Jesus and John were closely linked together They are very similar and had the same significance. T.E. Watson: “Evidence that it was not Christ’s custom to baptize infants is found in the way the disciples behaved when infants were brought to Him to be blessed (Mt 19:13-15; Mk 10:13-16; Lk 18:15-7). Had the disciples been accustomed to seeing infants baptized (or rather to baptizing them themselves) they would never have hindered their being brought to their Master” (Should Infants be Baptized, p. 23). B.B. Warfield: “Nobody supposes that Jesus and his disciples were in the habit of baptizing infants” (Studies in Theology, p, 327).
c. But did Christ order that apostles baptize the infants of believers? Mt 28:18-20 (READ) - Here the “them” masculine and points back to “make disciples” which is also masculine. So who are to be baptized, those who have been made disciples. And who are to be taught to observe all that Christ commanded His original disciples? Those who have been made disciples. This is not like some occasional historical mention of baptism, but it is the very commission of Christ to his apostles for preaching and baptism. And note the order. The first is making disciples by preaching the gospel. The second is baptizing those who are made disciples. The third is teaching all those who have made disciples to observe all that Christ commanded the original disciples. And as Richard Baxter observes, “To contemn this order is to renounce all rules of order; for where can we expect to find it if not here?” (Disputation of Right to Sacrament, p. 149f). Note that this command does not even mention the children of those who have been made disciples. The Lord Jesus, therefore, expects His disciples to continue the practice of baptism that He and John has been doing.  
d. And what about the apostles of Jesus? How did they understand the commission given by Jesus? Acts 2:41, 47b (READ) - Note that only those who received the word were baptized and were added to the church. There is no mention there of children of believers who did not receive the word. Acts 2:47b (READ) - Even the household baptisms recorded in Acts do not prove anything at all.  Acts 16:30-34 (READ) – Why was the Philippian jailer and all his household baptized? The passage clearly indicates that it was because he, together with whole household, believed. And that is how we are to understand the case of Lydia and her household Acts 16:14-15 (READ) – Although this passage does not explicitly say that Lydia’s household also believed with her, that is presumably what happened in the light of what is said later about the Philippian jailer. A vital principle of interpreting Scripture is that we must interpret the obscure with the clear and the case of the Philippian jailer sheds light to the case of Lydia. 
e. Many able and good Presbyterian theologians honestly acknowledge this.  B.B. Warfield: “It is true that there is no express command to baptize infants in the New Testament, no express record of the baptism of infants, and no passages so stringently implying it that we must infer from them that infants were baptized.” (Studies of Theology, p. 399)
2. 
The view of baptizing infants of believers does not even have an indirect New Testament warrant. 
a.
And what are the alleged indirect evidences? First, we have 1Cor 7:14 (READ). 
1)
The Paedobaptist argument goes something like this. The fact that the children of believers are described as “holy” indicates that, even thought they are not yet believers, they are in a sense part of the covenant community, and therefore, are entitled to baptism.  

2)
However, this argument will prove too much. For does it mean that since the unbelieving spouse is said to be sanctified by the believing spouse that he/she too his also a part of the covenant community and is, therefore, entitled to baptism? Paedobaptist would not go that far.
3)
Moreover, as T.E. Watson observes, “Whatever the apostle intends by the term holy as here applied to children one of whose parents is a believer, it is not confined to the infants of such person, but belongs to all their offspring, whether younger or older, whether born before the conversion of either parent, or after that happy event had taken place; for the children, without any distinction, are pronounced holy. If, therefore, it is lawful to baptize them on the ground of this holiness while infants, it must be equally so when grown up.”
4)
Besides, remember that the issue Paul deals with in the context is not baptism. The issue is rather, whether a believing spouse should continue the marriage relationship with an unbelieving spouse who consents to continue in the marriage relationship – vv 12-17 (READ). Apparently, some Christians were saying that a believer must break the marriage relationship with an unbeliever because such a relationship is defiling to a Christian. Paul says, however, that the reverse is true. It is the unbelieving who is sanctified by the believing spouse. And in what sense are the unbelieving spouse and the children sanctified by the believing spouse? V 16 provides the answer (READ). The unbelieving, as well as their children, is sanctified in the sense that he or she comes under the daily and close contact with Christian influence. Quote: “He (the unbelieving spouse) stands upon the sacred threshold of the church; his surroundings are hallowed. United to a saintly consort (or company), he is in daily contact with saintly conduct.”
5)
It is interest that some careful exegete among the Paedobaptist would not deny that this passage teaches infant baptism. Albert Barnes: “I believe infant baptism to be proper and right, and an inestimable privilege to parents and children. But a good cause should not be made to rest on feelbe supports, nor forced and unnatural interpretations of the Scriptures. And such I regard the usual interpretation placed of this passage [1Cor 7:14]”. 
b.
Another indirect evidence in the NT is Lk 18:15-17 [Mt 19:13-15; Mar 10:13-15] (READ)

1)
Some Paedobaptist argue that although the text does not speak of infant baptism but infant blessing (the Lord Jesus praying for the babies) it still gives an indirect proof that infants should be baptized. Matthew Hendry: “The children of those who belong to the kingdom of God do likewise belong to that kingdom, as the children of freemen or freedmen. If the parents be members of the visible church, the children are so too....” J.C. Ryle, on the basis of this incident says, “...let us learn from this passage, how much encouragement there is to bring young children to be baptized.”
2)
But this is clearly easogesis and not exegesis. Why sneak in the idea of infant baptism when the passage is speaking of bringing infants to Jesus so that He might blessed them? That we are to bring our children daily to Jesus in prayer that He might bless them is right. But to say that we must bring our children to Jesus by having them baptized is not the New Testament teaching.  
3)
Moreover, the fact that the disciples rebuked those who were bringing their infants to Jesus to be blessed by Him only shows that Jesus and His disciples did not practice infant baptism. T.E. Watson: “Had the disciples been accustomed to seeing infants baptized (or rather to baptizing them themselves) they would never have hindered their being brought to their Master.” (Should Infants be Baptized, p. 23).

4)
Furthermore, Jesus here does not say that these infants belong to God’s kingdom but that such infants resemble those who belong to God’s kingdom. Albert Barnes: “He [Jesus] does not say of those infants, but of such persons as resembles them...is the kingdom of heaven made up of.”B.B. Warfield:“ When He [Jesus] says ‘For of such is the Kingdom of God,’ He does not mean that the Kingdom of God consists of literal infants, but rather of those who are like infants... if what were intended were that the Kingdom of God belongs to – is constituted of – infants (in the literal sense -JFM), we should have: ‘For of them’ - or ‘theirs’ – ‘is the Kingdom of God.’ What we do have, however, is not that, but, on the contrary, ‘For of such as they – of their like- is the Kingdom of heaven. The Kingdom of heaven is declared, therefore, to be constituted not of children but of the childlike” (Faith and Life, p. 71)

c.
Acts 2:37-39 (READ). 
1)
Here Paedobaptist argue that the promise of God is not confine to the parents but also to their children, therefore, even the children of believers should be baptized. Albert Barnes: ”In these and similar places their descendants or posterity are denoted. It does not refer merely to children as children, and should not be adduced as applicable exclusively to infants. It is a promise to parents that the blessings of salvation shall not be confined to parents, but shall be extended also to their posterity. Under this promise parents may be encouraged to train up their children for God; they are authorized to devote them to him in the ordinance of Christian baptism, and they may trust in his gracious purpose thus to perpetuate the blessings of salvation from age to age.”

2)
But whom are Peter addressing here? The context is clear that he is not addressing believers in Christ but unbelievers! So does this mean that even the children of unbelievers also to be baptized? 

3)
Moreover, the fact that the promise of God applies not just to parents who may believe but also their children does not mean that parents are, therefore, authorized to baptize their children. To evangelize and train their children, yes. But to baptized them before they too repent and believe is unwarranted by the text, and even goes against it. If the parents were to be baptized at their conversion, so are their children to be baptized, but only if and when they too repent and believe. 
3.
The view of baptizing infants of believers do not even have an Old Testament warrant. 
a.
B.B. Warfield: “The warrant for infant baptism is not to be sought in the NT, but the OT.” But what Old Testament warrant do Presbyterians used to support infant baptism? Lois Berkhof: “It will be observed that all these statements (infant baptism) are based on the commandment of God to circumcise the children of the covenant, for in the last analysis that commandment is the ground of infant baptism.”
b.
But to find support in that command of God will prove too much. For who did God tell Abraham to circumcise beside himself? Gen 17:9-14 (READ) Only the male children are to be baptized. So does this mean that only male infants are to be baptized? Note also that it was not just Abraham’s male children who were to be baptized but even all his servants and who belong to his household. So does this mean that happen to be part of a believer’s household, unbelieving servants, cousins, aunts, etc, are all to be baptized?
c.
So to find warrant for baptizing even infants of believers in God’s command to Abraham is to  prove too much. In deciding who are to be baptized, the New Testament and not the Old Testament is regulative. 
d.
In connection with this, it must be pointed out that although circumcision has a parallel with baptism, that parallel must not be pressed too far. For what does circumcision ultimately signify? Not baptism but the circumcision of the heart! Rom 2:28-29 (READ).
4.
The view of baptizing infants of believers fails to do justice to the biblical teaching of the New Covenant community. Heb 8:7-13 (READ)

a. The Old Covenant community, who were the physical descendants of Abraham, was a mixed multitude, most of whom were unbelievers; for to become a part of that community, all you needed was to be circumcised. But God promised that that will no longer be true under the NC. The New Covenant, that was ratified at the 1st coming of Christ, will be will no longer be a mixed company. All will be true believers. All will be true Christians. And that’s why there will on longer be a need for internal evangelism.

b. Now if you include the children of believers into that community, then, like the Old Covenant community, will it not again become a mixed company? And the Presbyterians feel the pressure of this, thus they will baptize their infants but they will not allow them to partake of the Lord’s Supper! But that’s inconsistent. If infants are part of the New Covenant community, then they must practice infant communion! So have feel pressure of this that some of them have more towards that practice. But this is erase the distinction between the Old Covenant and New Covenant communities.
5.
The view of baptizing infants of believers would imply that the significance of baptism for adults is different for that of infants, which is unwarranted in Scriptures.

a.
What is the significance of baptism? Charles Hodge, a Paedobaptist: “Baptism was the appointed mode of professing faith in Christ, of avowing allegiance to him as the Son of  God, and acquiescence in his gospel. Those, therefore, who are baptized, are assumed to believe what they professed, and to be what they declared themselves to be... When a man was baptized unto Christ, he was baptized into His death; he professed to regard himself as being united to Christ, as dying when He died, as bearing in him the penalty of sin, in order that he might be reconciled to God, and live unto holiness. How could a man who was sincere in receiving baptism, such being its design and import, live in sin? The thing is impossible. The act of faith implied and expressed in baptism, is receiving Christ as our sanctification as well as righteousness.” (Commentary in loc.)
b.
Now, can this be said of the baptism of infants of believers? It cannot for they would still be unbelievers. If it is, does it mean then that the significance of baptism for believers is different from that of their children’s baptism? If such is the case, then what is the biblical warrant for such a difference? There is none, whatsoever.
c.
T.E. Watson: “...it was seen that the New Testament teaching as to the meaning and import of Christian baptism simply cannot apply to infants. Neither can the generally accepted descriptions of baptism. When baptism is administered to infants, it ceases to be.... ‘a badge of discipleship’ (Hodge), ‘an outward sign of faith (Calvin), ‘a sign of regeneration or the new birth (Article XXVII of the church of England), ‘a sign and seal to the party baptized of his ingrating into Christ, of his remission of sins, of his giving up unto God through Jesus Christ, to walk in newness of life’ (Westminster Confession XXIII, I). The fact that it is necessary to alter the New Testament teaching respecting baptism in the case of infants, is in itself evidence that infant baptism is an addition.” (Should Infants be Baptized, p. 97).
6.
The view of baptizing infants of believers does not even have the united testimony of Christians after the apostolic era. 
a.
Many advocates of infant baptism claim with A.A. Hodge that, ‘The early church, in unbroken continuity from the days of the apostles, testify to their custom on this subject [infant baptism].” (Confession of Faith, p. 348). 
b.
But this claim is denied by a church historian whose credibility is hard to dispute – Philip Schaff who wrote an eight-volume set on the History of the Christian Church. Although Phillip Schaff favors infant baptism, he writes, “Among the fathers [Christian writers who wrote immediately after the apostolic era]... there is not a single voice against the lawfulness and the apostolic origin of infant baptism. No time can be fixed at which it was first introduced. Tertullian [who opposed the practice] suggests, that it was usually based on the invitation of Christ: ‘Suffer the children to come to me, and forbid them not.....The apostolic fathers make, indeed, no mention of it....’”  (History of the Christian Church, vol. 2, chap. 5). 
c.
A very fair review of the historical evidence of the antiquity of infant baptism is given by the Dutch theologian and historian, Venema: “It is indeed certain, that Paedobaptism was practiced in the second century; yet so, that it was not the custom of the church, nor the general practice; much less was it generally esteemed necessary that infants should be baptized...Tertullian [200 A.D.] has nowhere mentioned Paedobaptism among the traditions of the church, nor even among the custom of the church that were publicly received and usually observed, nay, he plainly intimates, that in his time it was yet a doubtful affair.” (Quoted in T.E. Watson’s Should Infants be Baptized, p 106).
d.
Even if the claim of A.A. Hodge were true, the Scriptures still has the final say in matters of faith and practice. However, even the claim of the antiquity of infant baptism from some is, at best, highly questionable.
C. So the Presbyterian view is still very problematic. It does not clearly represent the biblical view of baptism. 
Trans:
So that leads us into the fourth and final view of baptism...

IV.

THE ANTI-SACRAMENTALIST/NON-PAEDO-BAPTIST OR BAPTIST VIEW


A.
What is the Baptist view?

1. As to who are the proper subjects of baptism, Baptists believe that only those who show a clear and credible profession of repentance and faith in Christ should be baptized. Many of the early Baptists were persecuted for this belief by Protestant Christians who did not believe in the separation of the church and the state. In fact, some of them were put to death by drowning. Others were threatened ‘to be put to death by sword, fire, and otherwise.’. Others were banished on the threat that if they will return they will be drowned. However, many refused to yield on the ground that infant baptism has no biblical warrant at all. To baptized infants would be to go against the will of Christ, who is the Head of the Church.
2. As to the significance of baptism, baptism is the formal and ceremonial rite that the person baptized has received the blessing of salvation. It is the formal and ceremonial rite that a person has been washed or cleansed from his/her sin and is therefore, no more unclean, and therefore, has the right to become a part of God’s redeemed community. It is the formal and ceremonial rite that a person has   died with Christ and raised with Him unto newness of life, that he/her has been regenerated and has become a disciple of Christ. Baptism is not the means through which these blessings are received. It is the formal and ceremonial rite that these blessings have been received by the grace and mercy of God.
B. This view of baptism alone fits the biblical witness that we have been considering as we critiqued the other views. Therefore, in my judgment the Baptist view is the biblical view.

Concluding 
1.
By way of conclusion, I would urge you to hold tenaciously to the biblical view of baptism, which is the baptistic view.
2.
For what will happen if you hold to the R.C. view? You will completely pervert God’s method of saving sinners and end up a heretic.
3.
And what will happen if you adopt the “Church of Christ” view of baptism?  
a.
You will dangerous move away from the centrality of faith in Christ alone for salvation to faith in baptism as being a necessary means for salvation. People who hold this view will dangerously have the tendency to put their trust in baptism rather than in Christ and Christ alone for salvation.
b.
Illustration: Edo’s friend. 
4.
And what will happen if you adopt the Presbyterian view of baptism? 
a.
In practice, you will deny the principle of Sola Scriptura and could open the floodgates of introducing practices in the church that are not warranted by Scriptures. 
b.
Moreover, if you adopt the Presbyterian view of baptism then it will give people are very confusing view of baptism, which could be ruinous to the soul. T.E. Watson: “If infant baptism were abolished and believers’ baptism restored, men would have little difficulty in understanding the meaning of Christian baptism, as William Cunningham admits: ‘If we were in the habit of witnessing adult baptism and if we formed our primary and full conceptions of the import and effects of the ordinance from the baptism of adults, the one sacrament would be as easily understood, and as definitely comprehended, as the other.’ Thus infant baptism complicates what is essentially a simple ordinance....” (Should Infants be Baptized, p. 97-98). And the effect of this confusion could be ruinous to the souls of many. 
c.
Furthermore, if you adopt the Presbyterian view of baptism then you will give unbelievers the right to become members of the church, which would water down the witness of the church, and will eventually proved ruinous to the church. T.E. Watson: “The churches of Christ should be composed of all those who profess faith in Christ, but infant baptism opens wide the door to countless thousands who come to be regarded as part of the ‘Church’; and the result is that these baptized unbelievers will bring the gospel into great disrepute in the eyes of the world. Not that nay church of professing believers will be entirely free from occasions of stumbling, alas. But it will be much purer than the corresponding Paedobaptist church, and will thereby bring more glory to the name of the Savior.” (Should Infants be Baptized, p. 101).
5.
Therefore, let us hold fast to the biblical view of baptism. 
