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3.1 Concerning Jeremiah 31: The New Covenant.

In striving to resolve the disagreement between Baptists and covenant theologians probably the most important assertion of the Statement here is, "Covenantal theology tends to read new covenant realities into the Old Testament, and vice versa, without first properly comprehending the nature of the covenants." The difference between these two camps is to be found in different understandings of the nature of the covenants.

Dr. Wellum believes the new covenant replaced the Abrahamic covenant and baptism is now the sign of the new covenant. As seen in Section 2, covenant theology teaches the new covenant replaced the Mosaic covenant, but the Abrahamic covenant continues through the New Testament era. It also holds baptism replaced circumcision as the sign of the Abrahamic covenant; baptism is not the sign of the new covenant. One can quickly see that there are major differences in how the two positions understand the biblical covenants
The first section here (4.1.1), contains some good thoughts, but is largely without impact on the topic as a whole.  The real content of what this first section refers to is contained in the subsequent material.  The second section (4.1.2) is wrong in some of its main assertions concerning the nature of the Abrahamic covenant and its relationship to other covenants as spelled out above.  The third section (4.1.3) does not succeed in proving that the new covenant is for all practical purposes one and the same as the church.  It makes this claim repeatedly but does not show from Scripture that such is in fact the case.  The fourth section (4.1.4) shows that there are quite deep differences concerning exactly what the nature of circumcision and baptism are; the Statement is wrong in that they are both connected to the same covenant and they do signify the same spiritual realities.
The first and the third sections are either irrelevant or inconclusive.  The second section is in error on key accounts.  With the dialogue in this state section 4.1 of the Statement cannot be considered as having succeeded in proving that the new covenant of Jeremiah 31 proves infant baptism unscriptural. 

3.1.1 The Covenant of Grace.

The authors of Believer’s Baptism sound a good caution to be careful in speaking of only one covenant.  However, as the sub points below will show, they also need to give careful consideration to how they treat the various biblical covenants and what the relationships are between them.  
This section can be taken for information; it really does not cover a point that has a bearing on the eventual outcome on the issue.  It would probably be most accurate to mark this section Irrelevant to the discussion as a whole.  
3.1.2 The Nature of the Abrahamic Covenant.

The first point below (4.1.2.1) is wrong as covenant theologians do not view the Abrahamic covenant as being the same as the new covenant.  In the second section (4.1.2.2) the Statement needs to show that the first sense of “seed” namely, where a person of physical descent from a member of the Abrahamic covenant is also a member of the Abrahamic covenant is not the case in the New Testament.  Since it fails to show that, that section should be marked Inconclusive.  In the third section (4.1.2.3) the Statement advocates a view of how one becomes a member of the Abrahamic covenant (which it calls the genealogical principle) that is not entirely correct.  It is sufficiently significant an error that that section of the Statement should be marked False.  The two implications listed in the fourth section (4.1.2.4) are founded on the errors listed above.  As a result this section should be marked false.  
With three of the four sections being wrong in their claims and the fourth one inconclusive in nature section 4.1.2 of the Statement cannot be considered evidence of the overall argument that the new covenant disproves infant baptism.  
3.1.2.1 The Abrahamic Covenant and the New Covenant.

It is not necessary for covenant theologians to view the Abrahamic covenant as being one and the same as the new covenant.  Proper covenant theology does not do so. Covenant theology agrees with Dr. Wellum on the point that the Abrahamic covenant does not equal the new covenant. Just as the Abrahamic covenant existed independent of the Mosaic covenant in the Old Testament, so too the Abrahamic covenant can exist alongside of and independent of the new covenant in the New Testament.  And it does.
The most important sentence in this section of the Statement is, "Paedo-baptists demonstrate that they view new covenant membership through the lens of the Abrahamic covenant, thus identifying the two covenants without acknowledging the redemptive historical differences between them." The error of Dr. Wellum’s position is evident here. Since proper covenant theology does not equate the Abrahamic covenant and the new covenant Dr. Wellum misses the mark. He cannot disprove covenant theology since he is not defining it correctly in the first place.
Covenant theologians do not reduce the Abrahamic covenant to its spiritual realities and ignore its national aspects.  The national aspects of the covenant in the Old Testament were types of spiritual realities which were more fully revealed in the New Testament.  Perhaps the primary example here is the promise of the land.  That was a type or shadow of the spiritual reality of eternal rest.  Covenant theology does not flatten the covenant, it interprets the various aspects as the Bible would have them be understood.

For a response to the claim that covenant theologians see the genealogical principle as being unchanged in the transition from the Old Testament to the New, see the Response to section 4.1.2.4.2 below.  Rather than repeating that material here the reader is referred to that section.
These considerations are sufficient to merit marking this section of the Statement as Irrelevant.
3.1.2.2 Concerning the Reduction of the Abrahamic Covenant.

Covenant theologians do not read new covenant realities into the old era.  According to covenant theology, for example, in Old Testament times the Abrahamic covenant contained a promise of the land for the Jews.  The covenant ranged from such earthly aspects all the way up to the promise that God would be a God to them and they would be his people.  Covenant theology acknowledges the earthly aspects of the Abrahamic covenant in the Old Testament; it does not reduce the covenant only to its spiritual aspects.  The discussion of the four senses of "seeds" is the key issue here; it is not clear how this supposed reduction of the covenant to its spiritual aspects is relevant.
Dr. Wellum says in the statement that covenant theology’s understanding of "you and your seed" is not correct.  He then goes on to claim, 

But this understanding does not do justice to the Abrahamic covenant in its own context.  This is apparent once the important question, "Who is the seed of Abraham?  Who is the true heir of God's promise?"  is answered.
What Dr. Wellum needs to prove here now is that the first sense of "seed" no longer exists in the New Testament age.  He claims in the above quoted statement that this is "apparent," yet he does not succeed in establishing his claim as biblical.  The reader must judge whether his statements are evidence for his position or if they are limited to simply stating what his position is.
3.1.2.2.1 The Natural or Physical Seed.

The definition given here is agreed to.  There is no statement made here which strives to show that a "seed" in a natural or physical sense does not exist in the New Testament.  Covenant theology believes there is a sense in which this is the case.  According to covenant theology God made a covenant with Abraham in which He promised to be a God to Abraham and Abraham's physical descendents.  Now, to avoid confusion it must be stated that covenant theology does not take "being a God" in the sense that He saves all the descendents.  Rather, it is in the sense that He makes Himself known to them, they have the privilege of knowing that God offers salvation.  This is precisely the message of Romans 3:1-2, "1Then what advantage has the Jew? Or what is the value of circumcision? 2Much in every way. To begin with, the Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God."
When Dr. Wellum makes no effort in this section to show that the natural seed of the Abrahamic covenant does not exist in the New Testament he causes the section to not have any bearing on the discussion at hand.  As such, this section should be marked "I" as it lends no support to his argument and is in fact irrelevant.
3.1.2.2.2 The Natural yet Special Seed.

There is complete agreement with Dr. Wellum’s statements in this section.  This section, like the one before it, serves to define one aspect of “seed.”  However, the role of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob and the nation of Israel in God's purposes to bring a Messiah are not germane to the differences between covenantal theology and Baptist thought.  For this reason, this section should also be marked "I."
3.1.2.2.3 The Messiah.

Covenantal theology agrees with this understanding of Galatians 3:16.  The differences between the two schools of thought are in the statement that Christ causes a significant typological advance as we cross into the new covenant which has significant implications for the expression "to you and your seed."  Now, since Dr. Wellum says this will be clear in the fourth sense of the meaning of the phrase "seed of Abraham," he defers to the next section.  Therefore, this section must be marked "I" as the answer is to be found in the next section, not this one.

3.1.2.2.4 The Spiritual Seed of Abraham.

Covenantal theology agrees with the definition which says that only believers are the spiritual seed of Abraham.  The differences begin to surface when Dr. Wellum makes the statement, "To be a member of Abraham's family is no longer tied to a specific physical lineage, nor circumcision, nor any other kind of physical links to other believers."  If the phrase "Abraham's family" is used in the spiritual sense then it is true that no kind of physical link could make one a member.  But then this was just as true in the Old Testament as it is today.  What Dr. Wellum is saying in this statement and the others following it is that there is no entity in the New Testament that results from physical links.  There is no longer any sense in which a person is a member of the Abrahamic covenant as the result of a physical link.
And this is precisely where the differences between covenantal theology and Baptist thought lie.  This is exactly what needs to be worked out.  Unfortunately, Dr. Wellum does little more than to simply state his belief in this regard.  Galatians 3:26-29 declares the fact that believers are saved through faith.  Covenantal theology reads this passage of Scripture the same way Baptists do.  Dr. Wellum needs to show from scripture at this point that there is no sense in which "seed" continues to be used in the physical sense in the New Testament.  Since he simply states his position here and does not prove it, as this section stands it needs to be marked "I" because it does not succeeded in proving the point.  In this regard, the covenantal view that the Abrahamic covenant does have a physical dimension in the New Testament age is taken up in section 2.1.1.4.
3.1.2.3 The Genealogical Principle.

The claims concerning the genealogical principle are also taken up in section 4.1.2.4.2 of the Statement.  A response is included in that section.  Rather than copy that material verbatim into this section the reader is asked to read the response given there and mark this section based on that response as well.
It is perhaps worth while to repeat the fact that covenant theology does not see the Abrahamic covenant "as being virtually identical with the new covenant." Covenant theology sees the Abrahamic covenant as existing in the new covenant age, but this is very different from what is claimed again in the Statement.
3.1.2.4 Concerning the Two Implications.
Both of the subpoints in this section of the Statement contain significant errors.  Therefore, they should be marked False and this section as well should be marked the same. 
3.1.2.4.1 The Abrahamic Covenant Does Not Equal the New Covenant.

As has been pointed out elsewhere in this regard the Statement makes a critical error in that it claims covenant theology holds that the Abrahamic covenant is the same as the new covenant. This is not true. Covenant theologians agree with Dr. Wellum that they are not synonymous. Therefore, as far as implications are concerned this section of the Statement cannot support the higher level premise of section 4.1.2 in defining the nature of the Abrahamic covenant in relation to other biblical covenants in such a way that it shows the practice of infant baptism to be unbiblical.  This section of the statement should be marked False.
3.1.2.4.2 On The Genealogical Principle Being Reinterpreted.

In this particular section it could be perhaps most beneficial to take a close look at the first sentence of the Statement:

In the Old Testament the genealogical principle, being a physical descendent, determined the relationship between the covenant mediator and his seed.
 If this sentence is seen as representative of the entirety of the Abrahamic covenant that is not correct.  This may be how the Abrahamic covenant appeared to function in extending from one generation to the next.  However, some very important and necessary insights can be gained when our understanding is expanded beyond the purely physical aspect of the covenant.
There are two considerations beyond the physical aspects that need to be taken into account.

First, God was not only interested in the physical descendents of Abraham. God was also interested in forming a relationship with more people.
At the point in time in which Abraham lived God worked with him in a manner in which he was able to comprehend.  Covenants were the means by which people of that time made binding agreements between groups of people and how they conducted business.

Abraham lived, of course, after the Fall into sin in the Garden of Eden and after the time of widespread wickedness when God destroyed the world with the Flood.  In this context God made the covenant with Abraham as part of his plan to continue working with mankind and to eventually bring a Redeemer who would provide salvation.

The covenant God made with Abraham was typical of the covenants of that day in that it was established between Abraham and Abraham's descendents.  But it was not restricted to Abraham's physical descendents only.  It was also open to those who would join Abraham's descendents.  When the Israelites left the land of Egypt some Egyptians recognized that the God of the Israelites was the true God and joined the Israelites (Exodus 12:38).
The Abrahamic covenant was not to be an exclusive club that included only the "blueblood descendents" of Abraham.  Rather, the Abrahamic covenant was intended to set apart a people who would in some form, however imperfect, continue to have a relationship with the God of the universe.  Without this group of people being set apart all humanity would more than likely have walked in the ways of wickedness once again.  God's covenant people formed the means he chose to draw people to himself and ultimately the means he used to bring the Savior into the world so that he could save people.
The second consideration is the fact that even in the Old Testament physical descent was not the only requirement. Physical descent from Abraham also did not guarantee that any one would always be a member of that covenant.  Genesis 17:14 reads, "Any uncircumcised male who is not circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin shall be cut off from his people; he has broken my covenant."  God was not as concerned about blueblood descent as he was about people obeying him and following him.
In reality, through the pages of the Old Testament and especially with the Jews of Jesus' day the Abrahamic covenant took on the appearance of an exclusive blueblood club.  That was due to the sinfulness of man and not because that was how God designed the Abrahamic covenant.  Above and beyond that God also required a form of obedience. It is true it was not as clear and pronounced a requirement of obedience as is the case in the New Testament or new covenant age. But it was nevertheless still there.
Therefore, for the Statement to draw the conclusion in this section that God worked with people in only a physical way in the Old Testament and now only in a spiritual manner in the New Testament is incorrect.  A better depiction of the contrasts between the Old and New Testaments is to say that so much more about the spiritual realities has been revealed now in the New Testament.  It may appear that the Old Testament was more earthly and physical in nature but that is a superficial way of looking at it.  The Old Testament may have appeared more physical in nature but that was only because so much of what we understand today about the spiritual realm was at that time not yet revealed.

The key sentence in the Statement concluding this section is:

In failing to grasp the significant progression in the covenants across redemptive history, especially in terms of the relationship between the covenant mediator and his seed, paedo-baptists fail to comprehend how the genealogical principle has changed from Abraham to Christ.
The reason Baptists see this as key is because they view the Old Testament as physical in nature, the New Testament as spiritual.  They also perceive the New Covenant as having replaced the Abrahamic covenant.  However, the Abrahamic covenant in fact continues into the New Testament age (reference section 2.1.1.4).  Therefore it is not correct to say that what exists today in the church is a spiritual connection only between Christ and covenant members.  
The point of this section is stated in the heading of the Statement which reads, "The Genealogical Principle Is Reinterpreted in the New Testament." What Dr. Wellum means by "genealogical principle" is the means by which a person becomes a member of a covenant.  This is apparent in the opening line in the Statement:

In the Old Testament the genealogical principle, being a physical descendent, determined the relationship between the covenant mediator and his seed.
Dr. Wellum would identify Abraham as the covenant mediator of the Abrahamic covenant.  As such, the quote given above is not correct according to Scripture.  It more reflects the views of the Pharisees in Jesus’ day then it reflects the biblical evidence.  The Pharisees and Sadducees thought all was well for them because they had "Abraham as their father" (Matthew 3:7-10).  As we saw above, Genesis 17:14 shows that physical descent alone was not sufficient.  If any one of a given Pharisee's ancestors had not been circumcised that ancestor would no longer have been in the Abrahamic covenant.  He would have broken the covenant and as a result all of his descendents would likewise have been outside of the Abrahamic covenant.  Therefore what was even more important than physical descent in determining that a given individual was a member of the Abrahamic covenant was the fact that that individual's father was an obedient member of the covenant.
The ramifications of this for the debate between Baptists and covenant theologians are immense.  The basic premise of this point in the Statement is that the means whereby a person now becomes a member of the new covenant are different from the means by which a person became a member of the Abrahamic covenant in the Old Testament.  As is stated elsewhere, this premise is wrong from the very beginning because the new covenant did not replace the Abrahamic covenant.  Now consider the covenant theologians claim that the Abrahamic covenant still exists in the New Testament.  There is consistency in covenantal theology in that the way one becomes a member of the Abrahamic covenant in the New Testament is the same as the way one became a member of that covenant in the Old Testament.  One becomes a member as a result of one's parents being obedient members of the covenant.  This is quite different from it being simply a matter of physical descent.

This section of the Statement should be marked "F" -- it contains two significant errors and cannot be taken as legitimate supporting evidence of the overall premise that the new covenant of Jeremiah 31 disproves infant baptism (4.1).
3.1.2.5 The Promise of the Land Does Not Restrict the Abrahamic Covenant to the Old Testament.

Covenant theology does not require the exegetical separation of the ‘land promise,’ the ‘everlasting covenant,’ and the promise to ‘be your God’ in these verses of Scripture.  These three remain intact in the New Testament age as much as they are in the Old Testament.  Wellum and Reisinger charge covenantal theologians with denying the newness of the new covenant.  This is one good example of how covenantal theologians embrace a New Testament age that is new in a very powerful way.  Wellum and Reisinger also teach the types of the Old Testament and the anti-types of the New Testament.  The promised land is one of these.  In the Old Testament it was a physical land, a geographical location.  In New Testament times the eternal rest of heaven is the anti-type of the Old Testament promise of the land.  As such eternal rest is the promise of the "land" that believers in the New Testament have to look forward to.  Reisinger clearly agrees with this interpretation of Scripture (pages 92-93).  On those pages we read:

. . . the NT Scriptures definitely spiritualize the land promise in passages where one would expect to find it reiterated. . . . 

Abraham obviously realized, while his feet were actually standing in the promised land itself, that the land was not the full or real promise, but only a pledge of something greater. Abraham's ultimate hope was "heavenly" (v 16) and not "earthly" (v 13). He was still looking for a heavenly city even while dwelling in the physical land of promise.

When Reisinger so obviously believes that the promise of the land is spiritualized in the New Testament why does he insist on claiming that the Abrahamic covenant in total is limited to the Old Testament because of the promise of the physical land, the Old Testament type? 

This does not make any sense at all.  This line of reasoning is void of any scriptural validity.  This section in the Statement should be marked "F."
3.1.3 The Newness of the New Covenant and the Nature of the Church.

It is good to take a close look at the various aspects of this debate area by area.  Through careful examination the various truths come forward.  The main distinction between Baptist new covenant theology and covenant theology is in seeing the new covenant as completely synonymous with the church.  I believe Wellum, Schreiner, Wright, Reisinger etc. are correct in their interpretation that all members of the new covenant are saved.  These men see baptism as the sign of this new covenant.  Covenant theologians, however, understand baptism to be the sign of the Abrahamic covenant.  According to covenant theology then, the church is made up of members of two covenants: those who are members of the new covenant and those who are members of the Abrahamic covenant only.  As such, covenant theologians do not see the church as being one for one completely the same as the new covenant, nor as a human (i.e. imperfect) best approximation of the new covenant community.

In order to make progress on this issue and to draw these two camps within Christianity closer to each other and closer to the truth it will be necessary to spell out clearly whether or not the Abrahamic covenant does in fact exist in New Testament times.  The books Believer's Baptism and Abraham's Four Seeds do a very good job of probing into scriptural insights.  They contain several references to the Abrahamic covenant being taken up in the Mosaic covenant and statements to the effect that the Abrahamic covenant is confined to Old Testament times.  However, when all things are considered, this aspect is rather weak.  It is not convincing.

Specific note must be taken that the wording in the Statement here. In the very first paragraph we read, "When paedo-baptists argue for the continuity of the covenant across the ages they are arguing that the new covenant community (the church) is really the same as the old covenant community (Israel) in that both communities are ‘mixed’ entities." Section 2.1.3 deals specifically with this claim that the church is the "new covenant community." The Bible does not teach that; it is incorrect theology.

The second paragraph in the Statement continues this line of thought. Here it also states that circumcision did not require faith but baptism, in contrast "must only be applied to those who have come to faith in Christ." This is clearly the crux of the differences between Baptists and paedo-baptists. This thinking is built on the belief that the church is the new covenant community.

The challenge here for Baptists is that in order for them to be consistent in their thinking they cannot mark this section of the Statement as True until they have disproven section 2.1.3. As long as 2.1.3 is not refuted the claims in this section (4.1.3) are in jeopardy. Until 2.1.3 is result of this section should be marked Inconclusive.
The above is what 4.1.3 stands or falls by. The subpoints below will, however, be addressed in order to cover all the bases.
3.1.3.1 Baptists and Grace in the Old Testament.

It is fine to take this section for information.  In the big picture of this particular dialogue this section does not address a key matter of disagreement.  It does not necessarily provide evidence for an aspect of the Baptist argument that needs to be resolved in order to determine whether infant baptism is or is not true to Scripture.  As such this section could be considered irrelevant.
3.1.3.2 "Tribal" vs. "Priesthood of All Believers."

The opening sentence of the Statement is correct when it asserts that the real issue here has to do with whether or not there is a fundamental change in the structure and nature in the community of the people of God from the Old Testament to the New.  The reader will note the change in terminology here.  And the reason for this, as stated above, is the fact that Baptists see the new covenant as being the same as the church and paedo-baptists (holding to covenant theology) do not.

In order to resolve this, the real issue, it will be necessary to show that in New Testament times God only has a covenant relationship with believers, those who are all prophets, priests and kings.  The final paragraph of the Statement contains the following:

The point of all this is that one cannot understand the new covenant without acknowledging the massive structural changes that have taken place.
The Reformers were the ones in the history of the Church who really promoted this concept of the priesthood of all believers.  A number of the Reformers were covenant theologians.  They grasped the fact that massive structural changes had taken place.  Now we need to take the next step forward and resolve the question of whether or not the new covenant is one and the same as the church, whether the only sense in which one can be a member of the New Testament community of the people of God is to be a member of the new covenant.

At this time this section of the Statement does not accomplish what it has set out to do.  Therefore, the best recommendation is to mark the section Inconclusive.
3.1.3.3 Concerning a Change in the Covenant People.

The language of this section indicates that the very same issue is at stake here as was found to be the case in the sections above.  When the wording is used that talks about "change in the nature of the covenant people" one can see that the author of the position contained in the Statement holds the belief that in Old Testament times members of the covenant belonged to the Mosaic covenant and in New Testament times the only option is that covenant members are members of the new covenant.  The Statement makes a strong case for the belief that all members of the new covenant will be saved.  However, since what is needed is to show that the new covenant is the church this section falls short of proving the ultimate premise of the Statement that the new covenant proves the practice of infant baptism to be unscriptural.
3.1.3.4 The New Covenant Beginning at the Cross.
No contest here.  Again, this does not support the Baptist position, which is what is needed.  This section should be marked inconclusive.
3.1.3.5 Christ As Mediator and Change in Membership.

It is very clear from the wording of this section that Dr. Wellum does in fact equate the church and the new covenant.  Along with that, it is easy to understand how people come to the conclusion that the church is for regenerate people only when one reads the passages from the New Testament that speak of believing and being baptized etc.  In response to that, it has been the stance of covenant theology for centuries that Christians must take the entire Bible into account in order to fully understand this matter.  Specifically, Baptists need to show concretely that the Abrahamic covenant has ended at the cross.  The book Believer’s Baptism has made an attempt in that regard but has not succeeded.  The authors of that book have realized the importance of that aspect, but they have not succeeded in addressing it. 
Until it is proven that the Abrahamic covenant is no longer in existence it remains a possibility that it is still relevant in determining who makes up “the community of God’s people.”  (Again, this is not the same as the new covenant community.)  If it is still in existence, then, just as in the Old Testament when God had a relationship with His people and their children (Genesis 17:7), it is to be expected that it is quite likely He will today, in the New Testament have a similar relationship with believers and their children.
Covenant theology agrees with the statement "the people of the new covenant are . . . all of whom know the Lord." Covenant theology cannot agree with the statement "the New Testament Church everywhere is viewed as a regenerate, believing community."
Until the Statement gets to the heart of this matter in a definitive fashion this section must be marked Inconclusive.  
3.1.3.6 Baptism -- Only for Believers?

To say that “the most fundamental meaning of baptism is that it signifies a believer’s union with Christ” (ibid. page 149) is equivalent to the aspect of circumcision which says it indicates the need for a circumcision of the heart (insert cross ref. to main paper).  The entire debate between Baptists and covenant theologians pivots about the point of whether this baptism then is only to be applied to those who already believe, or if, similar to circumcision, due to the Abrahamic covenant, baptism can also be applied to the infants of believers.  
The same thing is essential here as is the case for the previous section.  Until the Baptist position is developed to the extent that it shows that the Abrahamic covenant ceased at the cross, this part of the debate (a crucial point of the debate) will not be resolved.  Until then, this section likewise should be marked Inconclusive.
3.1.3.7 The Warning and Apostasy Passages.
This consideration will not be pursued at this time.  The above two sections are key and need to be addressed.  Since this topic is not used as an argument for believer’s baptism as much as it is an answer to the paedobaptist position it cannot be marked True as material supporting believer’s baptism.  Therefore it is recommended that this section be marked Inconclusive at this time.  
3.1.4 The Relationship Between Circumcision and Baptism.

When Dr. Wellum states that circumcision and baptism are connected to two different covenants he touches on the very heart of the entire debate here between Baptists and paedo-baptists.  This is where the crucial difference lies.  Resolving this will go a long way toward solving the breach.

It is not possible to cover all the necessary aspects of this one section.  However, it will help to review here the key aspects covered elsewhere.

Contrary to Baptist teaching, covenantal theology holds that circumcision and baptism are signs of the same covenant.  Covenant theology maintains the new covenant did not end the Abrahamic covenant and that the Abrahamic covenant was not ended at the cross.  On this see section 2.1.1.  This is a key consideration in this regard.  It is also important to note that nowhere in the Bible is the new covenant said to have a sign.  Not all covenants had a sign.  See section 2.1.2.1.  We should be suspicious of the claim that baptism is the sign of the new covenant if the Bible never teaches that the new covenant even had a sign.

Also, circumcision and baptism do signify the same spiritual realities.  They signify God's desire and plan to be God to a people and for them to be His people.  This is the heart of the Abrahamic covenant from the beginning.

Circumcision and baptism are in fact connected to the same covenant, the Abrahamic covenant.  Baptism is not the sign of the new covenant.  They both signify the same spiritual realities.  

Section 4.1.4.1 is agreed by both Baptist and covenant theologians.  Section 4.1.4.2 is incorrect concerning what the primary purpose of circumcision was.  Section 4.1.4.3 is at best ambiguous on exactly what it is asserting.  At any rate, circumcision was not incorporated into the Mosaic covenant.  Therefore, that section is false in its claims.  Section 4.1.4.4 incorrectly claims baptism is the sign of the new covenant.  Section 4.1.4.5 is really the same as section 4.1.4.2 in that it has to do with the primary purpose of circumcision and like that section is wrong in its claim.  The last section, 4.1.4.6, does nothing more than state what the difference is between Baptists and paedobaptists; it does not add anything to the dialogue and therefore is irrelevant. In summary, this section and its sub-points failed to establish that baptism is the sign of the new covenant, not the Abrahamic covenant.  Therefore this section fails to disprove the key tenant of covenant theology.  For these reasons the assertions of the Statement here fail to support the overall premise that the new covenant disproves infant baptism (section 4.1) and therefore this section should be marked False.
3.1.4.1 Circumcision Was the Sign of the Abrahamic Covenant.

Covenant theology is in agreement with this section.
3.1.4.2 The Primary Purpose of Circumcision.

Wellum states, "In the context of the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants, the primary purpose of circumcision was to mark out a physical seed in preparation for the coming of Messiah."  (Believer's Baptism, page 155.)  If this was in fact the primary purpose of circumcision it seems like that would have been fairly clearly identified at the time of the giving of circumcision.  Instead what we read is that God will be the God of Abraham and his descendents and they will be His people (Genesis 17:7).  God placed man in the Garden of Eden and sin destroyed the fellowship man had with God.  God continued to deal with men and eventually the days of Noah came where sin was so prevalent that God had to destroy the world with the flood.  After that God formed the covenant with Abraham as part of His plan to continue working with mankind.  In this covenant God promised Abraham that his descendents would be as the sands of the seashore.  This was not only for Abraham's sake, it was also the means by which God would continue to draw mankind to Himself.  These were the plans by which God would be a God to members of the human race and they would be His people.
Due to the fact that sin destroyed just to fellowship with a perfect God, a means of salvation was necessary.  That salvation, of course, came through Jesus Christ.  As a result of Christ's sacrifice God could "be God" to His people in the fullest sense.

With all due respect to our precious Lord, in a very real sense the coming of the Messiah was the means to the end.  In order for God to once again be in fellowship with mankind the Savior was needed.  The main thing here was God being in fellowship with mankind.  The Messiah was the means to that end.

Consistent with this, the primary focus of the Abrahamic covenant is God being in fellowship with mankind.  In keeping with this, the primary focus of circumcision must be seen as it marking a people of whom it can be said God is their God.  This comes straight from the language of Genesis 17.  Christ's true desire as God is to be our God; it was not His true desire, it was not His primary purpose to be crucified.

Throughout the Old (and New) Testament the coming of the Messiah was certainly of utmost significance.  However, in all of the dealings of God in human history it is essential to keep the proper emphasis on each aspect, circumcision included.  Since the Statement skews the proper emphasis with respect to circumcision, this section of the Statement should be marked False.
3.1.4.3 Circumcision Was Not Incorporated into the Mosaic Covenant.

Circumcision was not "incorporated into the Mosaic covenant."  It existed at the same time as the Mosaic covenant, but throughout the Old Testament era it remained the sign of the Abrahamic covenant.

Dr. Wellum states that circumcision was incorporated into the Mosaic covenant and then cites two passages, Leviticus 12:1-5 and Joshua 5:1-9.  The passage in Leviticus does not indicate in any way that circumcision changed; the Mosaic laws of cleanliness were simply built around it.  The passage in Joshua talks about the fact that during the 40 years of wandering in the wilderness the Israelites were not circumcised.  It appears Wellum is implying here that circumcision ceased to be practiced entirely and then was started up again, this time as a rite associated with the Mosaic covenant.  He does not state this specifically but it does seem to be what he is implying.  There is nothing in this passage which would indicate that it is in fact what happened.  It is never written anywhere that the Mosaic covenant had a sign of any type.  The fact that circumcision ceased to be used in the wilderness is, however, very much in keeping with Genesis 17:14.  Just prior to the 40 years when the Israelites failed to enter into the Promised Land they were guilty of a tremendous act of disobedience when they failed to believe that God could give them the land.  Very few times in Israel's history did they exhibit such disobedience as would elicit a response from God of the magnitude that would cause them to wander in the wilderness for 40 years.  This disobedience was of such a scope that it was at this same point in time that Israel as a nation broke the covenant with God by not circumcising their children (Genesis 17:14).  When God told Joshua to circumcise the Israelites again He was graciously reinstating the Abrahamic covenant with the nation of Israel even though they so blatantly broke it.  At that time circumcision was not being initiated as a sign of the Mosaic covenant.

In this section Wellum says that the prophets never questioned Israel's right to circumcise their children.  Yet, in this section he also quotes the passage in Joshua which records the one time in Israel's history which was so dark, so bleak that Israel's children were not circumcised.  This contradiction is ironic.

After saying circumcision was incorporated into the Mosaic covenant Wellum says circumcision served a number of purposes.  At this point it sounds like he may be saying that circumcision now in its association with the Mosaic covenant serves new purposes - purposes it didn't have in its connection with the Abrahamic covenant.  Wellum goes on to identify two purposes 1) to mark and delineate the nation of Israel and 2) to point to the need of a spiritually circumcised heart.  In his wording in this regard he states that circumcision continued to mark the nation.  This is clearly not a new purpose.  It is true that the wording of a circumcised heart does not appear in the Old Testament until the book of Deuteronomy.  But this was not a new meaning being imported into the practice.  It was an integral part of its meaning from the start.

So what is Wellum saying here?  It is apparent that in his overall understanding of baptism he sees circumcision ending with the Abrahamic covenant at the cross.  Is it his intent at this point to establish that circumcision was inextricably joined to the Mosaic covenant so that the Abrahamic covenant then ended with the Mosaic covenant at the cross?  If so, his case is not convincing.  First, his point is not stated explicitly that circumcision being "incorporated into the Mosaic covenant" binds circumcision clearly to it and his proof does not in fact prove that when the Mosaic covenant ends at the cross the Abrahamic covenant does as well.  Second, his proof that circumcision becomes incorporated into the Mosaic covenant consists of passing reference to two passages in which circumcision is mentioned. It is mentioned along with an aspect of the Levitical law and in the second circumcision is mentioned at a time when the Law of Moses was given.  Neither passage establishes any particular connection between the two beyond the fact that they both existed at the same point in time.

This particular juncture is a very critical point in the debate between Baptists and covenant theologians.  Due to the brevity and vagueness of his comments in this regard it has not been established that circumcision was incorporated into the Mosaic covenant as referenced in the heading of this section of the Statement.  Therefore this section cannot be considered true that it is evidence which supports the higher-level statement (4.1.4) which claims that circumcision and baptism are connected to two different covenants. At best it should be marked Inconclusive.
3.1.4.4 Baptism Is Not The Covenantal Sign of the New Covenant.

It is true that the New Testament does not state explicitly anywhere that baptism now replaces circumcision.  That would certainly settle the matter if it did state such.  On the other hand, the fact that the New Testament does not state it also does not guarantee that it is not true.  There are a number of instances in Christian theology where it would have been extremely helpful in clarifying a particular belief had God inspired one more sentence in His Word stating specifically what is true.  Only God knows why He did not add one more sentence here and another sentence there.  As far as a matter like baptism is concerned God has given enough information in His Word for believers to determine what is in fact true.
Is baptism a rite which is to be applied to each person who repents, believes, is born of the Spirit and is united with Christ?  Answer: Yes.  Does baptism identify one as having become a person who is the spiritual seed of Abraham?  Answer: Yes.  No orthodox covenant theologian would disagree with these.  In order to advance the dialogue here between Baptists and paedo-baptists, what is the most appropriate response here?

This section in the Statement is given as evidence supporting the upper-level statement that circumcision and baptism are connected to two different covenants (section 4.1.4).  Perhaps one of the clearest statements made in this section is, "Unlike circumcision, baptism is not a sign of physical descent nor does it anticipate gospel realities."  Perceiving circumcision as always and absolutely a matter of physical descent is probably a fairly common conception.  The fact that this is not really a correct depiction of Scripture is covered in the pro infant baptism portion of the Statement in section link 2.1.4.1.  God made it very clear in Genesis 17:14 that the Abrahamic covenant could be broken.  The descendents of Ishmael did just that.  Therefore, circumcision and what it represented was not inextricably linked to physical descent.  As far as anticipating gospel realities being a distinction between circumcision and baptism is concerned, that is not a definitive aspect as so much of the Old Testament, looking forward anticipated gospel realities.  
Concerning the aspect that baptism is purported to be the new covenantal sign, this has been covered in section 2.1.2.  In summary, nowhere in the Bible is the new covenant said to have a sign.  Not all covenants had signs.  This is a major flaw in Wellum’s argument.  He does not prove how baptism is the sign of the new covenant, he only states it to be the case. 
This section does not succeed in proving what it sets out to prove.  It should be marked False.  
3.1.4.5 Circumcision as Marking a Nation and a Type.

As covered in section 4.1.4.2 the primary purpose of circumcision was to make a contract that would delineate a people who would be His people and He would be their God.  This is taught clearly in Genesis, circumcision as marking a nation is not taught there.  As such, circumcision and baptism do signify the same realities (ref. the Statement section 4.1.4).  This section is not true to Scripture.
3.1.4.6 Does Baptism Differ From Circumcision In This Way?

This part of the Statement really does not contain any more than a statement of Baptist beliefs.  What is needed is not identification of what Baptists believe, but reasons to believe those beliefs are Scriptural.  This section doesn’t provide those reasons, that justification.  
If the new covenant did in fact have a sign, and there was material in the New Testament that could validate baptism as that sign, this would more than likely be sufficient to prove infant baptism to be wrong.  That did not end up being the case.  This immediate section all considered does not add anything of that nature to the dialogue.   Therefore, it should be marked Inconclusive.  

