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1 T-F-I
Statement for Believer’s Baptism.
NOTE: this paper is an excerpt of the complete paper in that it contains only the material pertaining to the book Believer's Baptism: Sign of the New Covenant in Christ. This material comprising the Statement for Believer's Baptism can be found in the complete copy. This section heading is shown here only for the purpose of indicating the structure of the paper as a whole.

2 T-F-I 
Statement Against Believer’s Baptism.

2.1 T-F-I
The New Covenant of Jeremiah 31 Does Not Disprove Infant Baptism.

The purpose of this section is to counter the Baptist argument as contained in the book Believer's Baptism.  In order to counter it, it would be helpful to state their position in summary.

Their position reflects the fact that according to covenantal theology the practice of infant baptism is based on the Abrahamic covenant.  With this in mind, their position is essentially this: 

1.)  The new covenant replaced the Abrahamic covenant. 

2.)  Baptism is the sign of the new covenant (not the Abrahamic covenant).
3.) The new covenant is for all practical purposes to be identified with the church.
One can see from these three points how infant baptism is negated in their eyes.  To begin with, the foundation of infant baptism, namely the Abrahamic covenant, has been replaced by the new covenant.  All the members of the new covenant will know the Lord, will be believers according to Jeremiah 31:34.  Since the new covenant is synonymous with the church in their opinion and only believers are members of the new covenant, then only believers are to be members of the church.  The final nail in the coffin of infant baptism comes from the second point.  Again, since only believers are members of the new covenant and baptism is the sign of the new covenant it is a logical conclusion to draw that only believers are to receive baptism.
The four sections below will address these three points as expressed in the book.  One way for the new covenant of Jeremiah 31 to disprove infant baptism would be for it to bring an end to the Abrahamic covenant or to replace it (the first point above).  The first section below (2.1.1) shows that the new covenant did not end the Abrahamic covenant.  It did in fact bring the Mosaic covenant to an end, but not the Abrahamic.

The second section (2.1.2) takes a look at the fact that baptism is nowhere taught in the Bible to be the sign of the new covenant.  Yet baptism as the sign of the new covenant is found stated throughout the book.  It is simply stated to be the case; it is not proven from scripture anywhere.  The third section (2.1.3) goes into reasons why the church is not one and the same as the new covenant.  In order to effectively show that the new covenant disproves infant baptism the authors of Believer's Baptism will need to bridge this gap and define exactly what the relationship is between the new covenant and the church.  The authors use language that sounds like they equate the two, but this is not a correct understanding of Scripture.  This is a major gap in their overall argument; seriously weakening their argument as a whole.
The fourth and final section (2.1.4) deals with an important claim by Dr. Wellum that covenant theologians read a meaning into circumcision that is not there.  This claim says that how one joined the Abrahamic covenant in the Old Testament era is inconsistent with how covenant theologians say one joins that covenant in the New Testament era.  Should such an inconsistency exist in covenant theology it would seriously undermine it as a proper understanding of God's Word; however that inconsistency is not there.
In summary, infant baptism is based on the Abrahamic covenant.  The new covenant replaced or terminated the Mosaic covenant, not the covenant with Abraham.  Baptism is the rite of initiation into the church -- but the church is not identical to the new covenant.  Baptism is not the sign of the new covenant.  Once one comes to grips with these facts it becomes apparent that the three central points of Believer's Baptism have unraveled.  Their argument falls apart.  At this point this section should be marked "T" for true as it has been established that the new covenant of Jeremiah 31 does not disprove infant baptism.
2.1.1 T-F-I
The New Covenant Did Not Annul the Abrahamic Covenant.
The book Believer's Baptism says that the new covenant terminated the Abrahamic covenant.  The first three sub points examine the relationship of the Abrahamic covenant to the Mosaic covenant.  The fourth section (2.1.1.4) points out that contrary to Dr. Wellum’s statements, there is evidence in the New Testament that the Abrahamic covenant is still in existence.

When all is considered it will be seen that the new covenant did not bring an end to the Abrahamic covenant.
2.1.1.1 T-F-I
At Its Inception The Mosaic Covenant Did Not Annul the Abrahamic Covenant.

In Galatians 3 we read:

16Now the promises were made to Abraham and to his offspring . . . 17This is what I mean: the law, which came 430 years afterward, does not annul a covenant previously ratified by God, so as to make the promise void. 18For if the inheritance comes by the law, it no longer comes by promise; but God gave it to Abraham by a promise. (ESV)
These verses state explicitly that the Mosaic covenant, which came 430 years after the Abrahamic covenant, did not annul that previous covenant.

Therefore, subsequent biblical covenants do not necessarily annul previous covenants.
2.1.1.2 T-F-I
The New Covenant Clearly Replaced the Mosaic Covenant.

There is considerable scriptural evidence that the new covenant replaced the Mosaic covenant.

2.1.1.2.1 T-F-I
Jeremiah 31:32.
In Jeremiah 31 God promises a new covenant and in verse 32 he says it will not be like the covenant he made him with their fathers when he took them by the hand out of the land of Egypt.  This is clearly a reference to the covenant made with Moses on Mount Sinai.

2.1.1.2.2 T-F-I
Christ the High Priest.

Hebrews 8:1 refers to Christ as our high priest.  This is in contrast to the high priests who served under the Mosaic covenant.
2.1.1.2.3 T-F-I
The Tabernacle.

Hebrews 9:1-10 speaks of all the provisions in the tabernacle for worshiping God under the Mosaic covenant.  These include the lampstand, the table and the bread of the Presence, the Holy Place, the Most Holy Place, the golden altar of incense, the Ark of the covenant etc. etc. 
Beginning in verse 11 the author of Hebrews then explains how Christ entered once for all into the greater and more perfect tent.  Chapters 8 through 10 clearly describe that the new covenant which Christ inaugurates replaces the Mosaic covenant.
2.1.1.3 T-F-I
The Scriptures Do Not Teach That the New Covenant Replaced the Abrahamic Covenant.

In all the references to the new covenant in both the Old Testament and the New Testament there is no indication that the new covenant replaced the Abrahamic covenant.  It is very important that this aspect is understood correctly.    
The various covenants of the Old Testament were for the most part independent of each other.  The Noahic covenant was and is a free-standing covenant.  It was not replaced by nor linked in any particular way to another covenant.  The Davidic covenant is similarly independent; it was part of Israel’s relationship with God but was not connected, for example, with the Mosaic covenant in any particular way.  Similarly, until a specific connection can be proven from Scripture, the Abrahamic covenant must be considered as independent from other covenants, the new covenant included.
Galatians 3:15 spells out in this regard, “Brothers, let me take an example from everyday life.  Just as no one can set aside or add to a human covenant that has been duly established, so it is in this case.”  Paul then goes on to explain how the law, or the Mosaic covenant, did not annul the promise of the Abrahamic covenant.  This is very clear in verse 17, “The law, introduced 430 years later, does not set aside the covenant previously established by God and thus do away with the promise.”  (ESV)  Just as Paul required the Galatians to be careful in properly understanding the relationship of two covenants, we today must be diligent in doing the same in order for us to properly understand the relationship of the Abrahamic covenant to the new covenant. 
2.1.1.3.1 T-F-I
Relevant Statements by Dr. Wellum.

 In the book Believer's Baptism one finds the following on page 88:

Paul argues in Galatians 3:15-4:7 that with the coming of Christ the covenant with Abraham has been fulfilled, and thus the covenant with Moses is no longer in force.

This passage does not say anything about the Abrahamic covenant being fulfilled or brought to an end.  Galatians 3:15-18 contrasts the promise as given in the Abrahamic covenant to the law as contained in the Mosaic covenant.  The rest of that passage (3:19-4:7) then contrasts faith with the Mosaic Law.  It is the Mosaic Law that has been brought to an end by Christ's death on the cross, not the Abrahamic covenant.  This is a very important distinction.  The entire book of Galatians was aimed at the Judaizers, those who claimed it was necessary to keep the Mosaic Law.  Circumcision comes up numerous times in the book of Galatians, not because it represents the Abrahamic covenant but because it represents the Mosaic Law.  In the minds of many Jews at the time of Christ, they were Jewish because they had been circumcised and because they had the Law of Moses.
The Abrahamic covenant can not be assumed to be linked inextricably to the Mosaic covenant.  In order to establish this as fact it would need to be proven from Scripture. 
On pages 130-31 of the book we read:

But it is not only the Mosaic covenant that is built on the backbone of the Abrahamic covenant; it is also the Davidic. . . .  In this the Davidic covenant is linked to the Abrahamic, which in turn is linked to God’s earlier promises. Thus, under the Davidic king, the Abrahamic promise of the great nation and great name come together.  In this sense, the ultimate fulfillment of the Abrahamic covenant coincides with the ultimate fulfillment of the Davidic covenant. The Abrahamic blessings, linked back to Noah and creation, will only be ultimately realized through the Davidic son.  Indeed, the final fulfillment of the Abrahamic promise of blessing in a promised land will take place under the rulership of the Davidic king. In this important sense, the Davidic king becomes the mediator of covenant blessing, tied back to Abraham, ultimately tied back to Adam, as the covenant head of the human race.

This is an interesting explanation.  It fits well with the overall argument of their book.  But can it be established as true from Scripture?  What is quoted above is the statement of a theology of the covenants.  Now it needs to be proven. 
It is true that the Abrahamic covenant is fulfilled by Christ.  However, that does not mean that it ended abruptly at the cross.  Christ is fulfilling the Abrahamic covenant through the New Testament era.  It is in the process of being fulfilled.  The Abrahamic covenant can and does continue in existence while Christ fulfills it.
One of the first things that comes to mind in considering their view that the covenants of the Old Testament are all linked together is the covenant with Noah.  Specifically on this, we read above, “The Abrahamic blessings, linked back to Noah and creation, will only be ultimately realized through the Davidic son.”  The covenant with Noah is here tightly woven into the fabric of this view that all the covenants are closely linked together.  Noah is listed between the promise given at creation (Genesis 3:15) and the blessings of Abraham.  The ultimate realization is stated to be in the Davidic son.  So is this to be understood to mean that all the covenants of the Old Testament are connected closely together and are completed in Christ?  Completed to the extent that they are finished and no longer exist after the cross?  If that is the case then what they are advocating is that the world could be vulnerable to being wiped out again in a global flood.  The promise of the Noahic covenant is that God would not wipe the world out in a flood again.  But if that covenant is now finished and done, no longer exists, then the threat of massive destruction through a flood is once again a possibility.  That conclusion is not true to the Scriptural account.  In Genesis 9:11-13 we read, “I establish my covenant with you, that never again shall all flesh be cut off by the waters of the flood, and never again shall there be a flood to destroy the earth." 12And God said, "This is the sign of the covenant that I make between me and you and every living creature that is with you, for all future generations: 13I have set my bow in the cloud, and it shall be a sign of the covenant between me and the earth.” (ESV, underlining added.)  Verse 15 once more uses the phrase “never again” and verse 16 speaks of this covenant as “the everlasting covenant between God and every living creature of all flesh . . .”  These are the words of promise of a covenant to last throughout all human history – a permanent promise not to be altered.  
In this we can see that a precedent has been set: not all Old Testament covenants are to be tied into a bundle such that the fate of one is the fate of all.  Therefore Galatians 3-4 in speaking of the Mosaic Law cannot be assumed to include the demise of the Abrahamic covenant as well. 

In this connection it will be helpful to refer to a statement by Dr. Wellum on page 126: 

If we are not careful, however, the notion of the “covenant of grace” may be misleading, because Scripture does not speak of only one covenant with different administrations.  Rather, Scripture speak in terms of a plurality of covenants (e.g. Gal. 4:24; Eph. 2:12; Heb. 8:7-13) . . . 

Dr. Wellum has a good point in this regard.  It might be misleading for us to be talking in terms of the singular covenant of grace.  Perhaps we should refer instead to God’s covenants of grace.  At any rate, inversely, he also should not be thinking of the covenants of the Old Testament as singular in nature.  Each covenant needs to be considered on its own; specifically here, did God intend the Abrahamic covenant to end at the cross, or span both the Old and New Testament eras?
As the next section below mentions, there is biblical evidence that the Abrahamic covenant still exists in the New Testament.  That section must be considered in order to come to a final conclusion concerning whether or not one believes the Abrahamic covenant ended at the cross.  As this material currently stands, in the absence of proof which goes beyond the above quoted statements of the fact that they believe the Abrahamic covenant ended at the cross, in the absence of biblical proof, this section should be marked “T” in that it supports the section above it (2.1.1.3) that there is no evidence showing the Abrahamic covenant ended at the cross, that it was replaced by the new covenant of Jeremiah 31. 
2.1.1.3.2 T-F-I
Reisinger’s Four Seeds of Abraham.

At several key points in the book Believer's Baptism the authors refer to a book entitled Abraham's Four Seeds by Rev. John G. Reisinger.  Reisinger’s book on these occasions is referred to for more detail.  The matter of the Abrahamic covenant being replaced by the new covenant is perhaps the most crucial aspect of their entire argument against covenantal theology's practice of infant baptism.  Therefore, it is very reasonable that we turn to Reisinger’s book at this key point.
Reisinger’s book is very well thought out and contains a number of very good points.  However, when it comes to the specific aspect of the Abrahamic covenant being replaced or ending at the cross the following subpoints will show that his book comes up short.

2.1.1.3.2.1 T-F-I
The New Covenant Replacing The Old Covenant.

Several statements are made by Reisinger that go directly to this point.  In chapter 9 entitled "The Abrahamic Covenant" one would expect to find the relevant statements.  On page 89 in this chapter one  reads,

The NT Scriptures specifically state that most of the everlasting things under the Old Covenant definitely ended when Christ came.  When the New Covenant replaced the Old Covenant, it also replaced everything that the Old Covenant had brought into being.  This is a clear New Testament fact that must be recognized and implemented into our theological thinking.

This statement goes directly to the point of our discussion.  As one can see it is also very emphatic in tone.

Now there is a major shortfall here.  This statement is found, as mentioned above, in the chapter entitled "The Abrahamic Covenant."  Hebrews 8-10 is very explicit in teaching that the new covenant of Jeremiah 31 replaced the Old Covenant.  That Old Covenant, as pointed out earlier (reference 2.1.1.2), is clearly the Mosaic covenant.  The shortfall, the huge gap that is not bridged here, is to show that the Abrahamic covenant is inextricably connected to the Mosaic covenant.  This is a necessity.  Just because the Mosaic covenant was replaced it does not necessarily follow that the Abrahamic covenant was also replaced.  If this is such a clear New Testament teaching that must be implemented into our theological thinking then it should be quite easy to prove it.  Yet, nowhere in the book does the author prove it.  It is left as an assumption.
On the very next page (page 90) a similar statement is found:

The rending of the veil from top to bottom took place the very second that the true Passover Lamb "gave up the ghost" (Matthew 27:50, 51).  The true High Priest has not only gone behind the veil, he has totally removed it.  We must see that particular moment of time and that meaningful event as the beginning of Christ administering the New Covenant and the ending of the Old Covenant along with everything that it established.  And everything must include every single everlasting thing mentioned under the Old Covenant.

The references in this quote to the veil, the Passover Lamb and the High Priest are clear references to the Mosaic covenant.  The last two sentences are very clear in stating his belief that the new covenant replaced everything from the old covenant, and this would certainly include in his thinking the Abrahamic covenant.  But once again it must be pointed out that this quote, just like the one preceding it, clearly states the author’s position, but does not prove it.
Reisinger’s book, Abraham’s Four Seeds deals with God establishing his covenant, and discriminates among the various physical seeds, zeroing in on the seed line that will produce the promised Messiah.  He says that after Jacob the wording of "with Jacob will I establish my covenant" is discontinued.  Then comes the following statement:

Once Israel is established as a nation, then the promise of the Messiah is taken up into the Mosaic covenant and becomes the property of the whole nation as a nation.  (Page 86.)

This is undoubtedly a significant factor in how Reisinger sees the Abrahamic covenant being totally absorbed in the Mosaic covenant.  As stated in several other places, the most important thing to consider in this connection is the section claiming that the Abrahamic covenant still exists in New Testament times (2.1.1.4).  In addition to containing the promise of the Messiah covenant theology understands the Abrahamic covenant as a means by which God sets certain people apart and makes his promise of salvation known to them.  It is true that not all of these people will ultimately be saved.  Covenant theology sees as a scriptural teaching that God has so decided to work in this manner with humans to bring salvation to those who will be saved.  All things considered, the above quote is not so much a proof from Scripture that the Abrahamic covenant was totally absorbed in the Mosaic covenant as it is a statement that Reisinger believes this to be true.
Given these considerations this section should be marked "T" as this section gives evidence that Reisinger comes up short in his attempt to prove that the Abrahamic covenant ended because the new covenant replaced it.
2.1.1.3.2.2 T-F-I
Promises to Abraham: Ended or Fulfilled.
On page 94 of Reisinger’s book, at the end of his chapter on "The Abrahamic Covenant" one finds the following:

What we are really saying is this: (1) Every promise that was made to Abraham and his seed is either now fulfilled spiritually in Christ; or will be fulfilled in the new heavens and new earth; or else it ended when the Old Covenant was done away; or there will be, in some cases, a ‘double’ fulfillment.

Several options have been given here.  Every promise is either fulfilled -- past tense, or will be fulfilled -- future tense, or it ended -- again past tense, or there will be -- again future tense -- a double fulfillment.  These comprise quite a range of options.  Is it perhaps Reisinger’s understanding that some of the promises to Abraham have already ended and others will be fulfilled in the future?  If so, what are the implications of this?

As an example, let's take the primary promise to Abraham as expressed in Genesis 12:3 that in him all the families of the earth shall be blessed.  Was that promised terminated at the cross, or is it being fulfilled today and will it be fulfilled in the future?  Whenever a Frenchman, an Italian, an American, a Chinaman, an Indonesian etc. accepts Christ as his or her personal Savior, the "families of the earth" are being blessed.  That is true at the present time and will continue to be true until Christ returns.  I would venture to say that the vast majority of Christians would agree with this.

It would seem quite logical to conclude that this promise has in fact not ended but is in the process of being fulfilled today and will continue to be fulfilled throughout human history.

In the last two pages of this chapter (pages 94-95) Reisinger says the promise of the land is the Old Testament type of which eternal "rest from your enemies" and full provision of every need is the New Testament anti-type or fulfillment.  He clearly states hear that the Old Testament promise of the land is spiritualized.  In this connection we must ask a similar question.  Every time a person in the New Testament age accepts Christ and enters "eternal rest," isn't each instance of that a fulfillment of the Old Testament promise of the land? If this is the case then we have a second example of a major promise made to Abraham that is in the process of being fulfilled through the New Testament age.
Reisinger and the authors of Believer's Baptism are very diligent in their efforts to convince the readers that the Abrahamic covenant has been replaced by the new covenant.  This is frequently expressed such that the Abrahamic covenant has ended, it has ceased to exist, and the new covenant was put in its place.  This is not what the Bible teaches us.
It would be helpful at this point to take a closer look at the Mosaic covenant and Abrahamic covenant and compare them.  The high priests of the Mosaic covenant could not accomplish actual forgiveness of sins.  They were merely shadows of the true High Priest, namely Christ.  When Christ came the services of the Mosaic high priests were no longer needed; what they were pointing to had come, therefore they did not need to point to it any longer.  It is then easy to understand that the Mosaic covenant at that point in time simply ended, it ceased to exist.  Hebrews 8:13 says, "In speaking of a new covenant, he makes the first one obsolete."  This verse indicates that the Mosaic covenant ceased to exist.  The Abrahamic covenant, on the other hand, at the time of Christ's crucifixion and resurrection still needed to be fulfilled.  Therefore it could not have been brought to an end at that point in time.  It had to continue to exist so that it could be fulfilled.

Another way this distinction between these two covenants can be highlighted is in the fact that the Abrahamic covenant contained a promise.  That promise still needs to be fulfilled.  A promise cannot be terminated and then at a later point in time be fulfilled.  The Mosaic covenant could not be fulfilled because we has imperfect humans could not keep that covenant.  Its function as the schoolmaster to bring us to Christ was no longer needed once Christ came.
Like the section preceding this one, this section should be marked "T" because it provides additional proof that the new covenant did not bring the Abrahamic covenant to an end and it did not replace it.
2.1.1.4 T-F-I
There Is New Testament Evidence That the Abrahamic Covenant Still Exists.
This point is taken up in section 3 of this material that argues for the legitimacy of the practice of infant baptism.  It is located there because that is an important aspect of defining just what the covenantal theology of infant baptism is.  To see the specifics of this point please refer to section 3.2.1.

The reason this point is referred to here is because it is also very relevant when one considers the premise of the book Believer's Baptism.  That book asserts that the new covenant, where all covenant members know the Lord (Jeremiah 31:34), replaces Old Testament Israel, a "mixed" community containing both believers and unbelievers which is ultimately founded on God's covenant with Abraham.  

If it can in fact be established that the Abrahamic covenant still exists in the New Testament age, then there is a problem with the premise of that book.  If the Abrahamic covenant still exists in the New Testament then it is possible that God is still in some sense the God of His people and their children.
2.1.2 T-F-I
Baptism Is Not the Sign of the New Covenant.

The three sections below cover the facts that not all biblical covenants have signs (2.1.2.1), the new covenant is one that does not have a sign (2.1.2.2) and baptism as the sign of the new covenant is quite a conundrum (2.1.2.3).  Why would the authors of the book Believer's Baptism claim baptism is the sign of the new covenant?  This gap in the Baptist argument is quite significant in scope (2.1.2.4).  Since they claim baptism is something but do not provide Scriptural support for that claim, this makes their case highly suspect.  This consideration is sufficient as to be considered reason against the position that the new covenant of Jeremiah 31 disproves infant baptism.  As such this section (2.1.2) should be marked “T” indicating there is not sufficient proof to consider baptism the sign of the new covenant.  In turn, marking this section true lends support to marking section 2.1 “T” as well. 
2.1.2.1 T-F-I
Not All Covenants Have Signs.

Genesis 9:12-13 spells out that the rainbow is the sign of God's covenant with Noah (reference also verse 17).  Genesis 17:11 records that circumcision was the sign of the covenant God made with Abraham.

In Exodus 34:27 God declares that he has made a covenant with Moses and with the Israelites (reference also Deuteronomy 4:13).  This covenant included tables of the covenant, the ark of the covenant and the book of the covenant (2 Kings 23:2).  There is no reference anywhere to a sign of the Mosaic covenant.

God made a covenant with David (2 Chronicles 7:18).  As with the Mosaic covenant, there is no record of a sign of the Davidic covenant.

From these examples we can see that not all biblical covenants had a sign to represent that covenant.

2.1.2.2 T-F-I
The New Covenant Does Not Have a Sign.

In the biblical references to the new covenant (Jeremiah 31: 2934, Luke 22:20, Hebrews 8-10) there is no reference to a sign for this covenant.

As shown in the previous section (2.1.2.1) not all covenants had signs.  One certainly can not simply assume a covenant will have a sign.  If the new covenant was in fact to have a sign, it would have been clearly identified in Scripture.  

In keeping with the on-going effort to arrive at the truth with respect to these things it should be pointed out that covenantal theology does not teach baptism is explicitly identified in the New Testament as the sign of the Abrahamic covenant.  Covenantal theology holds it is indirectly taught by Scripture to be the sign of the Abrahamic covenant.  In order to understand baptism as the sign of the new covenant we would need to have at least indirect evidence to that affect. 

That the new covenant would not have a physical sign should probably not surprise us.  The new covenant (unlike the Abrahamic covenant) is purely spiritual in nature and includes only believers.  Why would God assign a physical sign to a covenant that is completely spiritual?  As soon as people would begin to apply the sign, they would be certain to make mistakes.  We do not know who is saved and who isn’t.     

2.1.2.3 T-F-I
Baptism As the Sign of the New Covenant Is a Theological Oddity.

The signs of biblical covenants are clearly spelled out by Scripture.  The rainbow as the sign of the Noahic covenant and circumcision as the sign of the Abrahamic covenant are two examples.  How is it that baptism is the sign of the new covenant?  It is not identified as such anywhere in the Bible.  As Dr. Wellum has correctly pointed out, in order for something to be true to Scripture it does not necessarily need to be specifically stated in Scripture (Believer's Baptism, page 126).  The Trinity is the example he gives here.  Does the New Testament teach perhaps in some indirect manner that baptism is the sign of the new covenant?  I have not been able to find evidence of this anywhere in the book. Room with
The only theologians I am aware of who speak of baptism as being a sign of a covenant are covenantal theologians.  Their justification for this consists of their interpretation of Colossians 2:11-12 as well as additional biblical considerations (reference section 3.2).  Dr. Wellum and his colleagues really should develop and present their case in this regard.  Otherwise, as it currently stands the very subtitle of this book, a phrase that appears numerous times throughout the pages of the book, namely baptism as a sign of a covenant is only defined and defended by covenantal theology -- the very theology which this book works so hard to disprove.

2.1.2.4 T-F-I
This Is a Significant Gap in the Baptist Argument.

To label baptism as the sign of the new covenant is nice and neat from the Baptist perspective in that it keeps everything accounted for as they portray it.  It keeps baptism and the new covenant tied together in the New Testament era while keeping circumcision, the Mosaic covenant, the Abrahamic covenant etc. all grouped together and confined to the Old Testament.  However, is that correct?

In the absence of further explanation, this consideration is a potential flaw of sufficient magnitude being considered evidence against the argument that Jeremiah 31 teaches us infant baptism is unscriptural.  The potential flaw is the fact that there is a major disconnect in Dr. Wellum’s overall argument.  As such this section should be marked T -- it is true in that it supports the higher level claim that Jeremiah 31 does not disprove the practice of infant baptism (section 2.1).

2.1.3 T-F-I
The New Covenant Is Not the Same As the Church.

There are two considerations to take into account in this regard.  First, the Bible does not teach anywhere that the New Testament Church is one and the same as the new covenant (see 2.1.3.1).  Second, given the biblical evidence that the Abrahamic covenant continues into the New Testament, this then is the biblical teaching concerning who comprises God's people (the church) in New Testament times (see 2.1.3.2).

2.1.3.1 T-F-I
Nowhere Does the Bible Teach That the Church and the New Covenant are the Same.

The Old Testament prophecies concerning the new covenant do indicate that the new covenant starts at the cross.  The new covenant is peculiarly a New Testament phenomenon.  However, just because it exists at the same time as the church does not mean it is in all aspects one and the same as the church.

The Abrahamic covenant (in the Old Testament) did define the nation of Israel as the Old Testament people of God, just as the church is the New Testament people of God.  However, there were other covenants in the Old Testament which were not synonymous with the people of God.  The Davidic covenant revealed the fact that God would rule his people with David's descendents.  It did not define who God's people on earth would be as such.  Covenants are arrangements God makes with people to define various realities.

The new covenant is one way God defines His relationship with all believers.  This is specifically stated to be true of the new covenant when Jeremiah says they shall all know me (Jeremiah 31:34).  It is taught there that all members of the new covenant will be believers, but it is not taught anywhere that this new covenant is, in fact, the church.
2.1.3.2 T-F-I
The Abrahamic Covenant Defines the Church.
The Abrahamic covenant defined who the members of God's people were in the Old Testament.  Section (to be inserted) considers evidence indicating the Abrahamic covenant still exists in New Testament times.  If this section is correct in what it asserts then it is reasonable to conclude that the Abrahamic covenant would define the earthly community of God's people in the New Testament era as well as the Old.
2.1.4 T-F-I
How One Joins the Abrahamic Covenant Is Consistent.

Dr. Wellum raises an aspect of covenant theology that must be discussed:

Even in the darkest moments of Israel's history, the prophets never questioned Israel's right to circumcise their sons even though they reminded them that physical circumcision was not enough.  What was ultimately needed was faith in the promises of God tied to a circumcised heart, but physical circumcision was never called into question.  In fact, one cannot find in Israel the idea that circumcision was only for "believers and their children" since many unbelieving Jews circumcised their infant boys and were still considered part of the covenant nation.  The paedo-baptist understanding already reads into circumcision a meaning that is not there.  (Page 156.)

Is there a fatal flaw at this point in covenant theology's logic?  It looks like there could be, but let's take a closer look at the biblical data.

2.1.4.1 T-F-I
How One Became a Member of the Abrahamic Covenant in the Old Testament.

The key question here is wheher all of Abraham's physical descendents members of the Abrahamic covenant?  Reisinger defines the first, or natural seed, of Abraham this way: 

This seed includes all of his physical progeny or every person who was in any way physically descended from him.  The natural seed includes Ishmael as well as Isaac; Esau as well as Jacob; the Arabs as well as the Jews; and Judas as well as Paul.  ("Abraham's Four Seeds," John G Reisinger, page 11)

Is this correct?  According to the definition Reisinger gives, "all of his physical progeny or every person who was in any way physically descended from him" then all the Arabs living today are members of the Abrahamic covenant because they are descended from him.  Does this definition meet all the Scriptural givens?

Do the Arabs today practice circumcision?  No.  According to Genesis 17:14 everyone who is not circumcised has broken God's covenant with Abraham.  That verse 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."  It is very important that we don't overlook this verse.  Even though it appears on the surface that all of Abraham's descendents were automatically in the covenant, that was not really the case.  It was possible for them to break the covenant and to not be included in it.

What was required for an individual to become a member of the covenant?  Physical descent was not sufficient by itself.  The individual also had to be circumcised.  An act of obedience was required.
2.1.4.2 T-F-I
How One Becomes a Member of the Abrahamic Covenant in the New Testament.

Paedo-baptists have held that the Abrahamic covenant pertains to believers and their children.  How do the children of believers become members of the Abrahamic covenant?  What are the necessary prerequisites?

The foundation of the Abrahamic covenant is God's promise that He will be a god to His people and their children.  Genesis 17:7 reads, "And I will establish my covenant between me and you and your offspring after you throughout their generations for an everlasting covenant, to be God to you and to your offspring after you."
Given God's promise to be a god to His people and their children it is quite obvious that one prerequisite to being a member of the covenant is to be a child of a believer.

Are there any other prerequisites identified in God's Word?  No.

If one does not receive the sign of the Abrahamic covenant in the New Testament, namely baptism, has one broken the covenant as was the case in the Old Testament? God has not revealed this to be the case.

2.1.4.3 T-F-I
Paedo-Baptists Are Consistent.

The charge laid at the feet of paedo-baptists in the quote above (2.1.4) is that paedo-baptists must of necessity add a meaning to their understanding of the Abrahamic covenant that is not there in order to justify their practice of infant baptism.  Is this true?

Along with the obvious explosion of revelation concerning God's plan of salvation that occurred at the advent of New Testament times came changes in how God's people worship Him and how they understand Him and how they live out their faith.  We should not be surprised if there are also some changes in areas such as the Abrahamic covenant.  We need to ask ourselves at this point whether the paedo-baptist understanding involving believers and their children is consistent in principle with what God has revealed concerning the Abrahamic covenant in the Old Testament.

Perhaps it is safe to say that the general understanding of circumcision and the Abrahamic covenant in the Old Testament is that it was guaranteed and automatic to all Abraham's descendents.  To a large extent that is how it appears on the pages of the Old Testament.  However, the fact that the Abrahamic covenant could be broken as was seen in Genesis 17:14 is evidence that it was not an absolute guarantee.  Now, meeting this one contingency was very easily done.  Conversely, breaking the covenant, especially once it became a national tradition would have almost been hard to do.  Nevertheless, there was this aspect of obedience that was required.

We should not be surprised, then to find some aspect of obedience also part of the picture when the Abrahamic covenant enters into the New Testament era.  Since God's plan of salvation has been revealed so much more clearly in Jesus Christ, we should also not be surprised if the obedience associated with the Abrahamic covenant is more specific in nature.  For God to require only that a parent circumcise a child in the Old Testament for that child to be in the covenant and then require a person to "obey" to the extent of being a believer in the New Testament is nothing more than commensurate with the newness of the New Testament.  (Another criticism of paedo-baptists repeated frequently in "Believer's Baptism" is that paedo-baptists denied the newness of the New Testament.  Aside from the fact that the criticism is based on misunderstandings this instance is an example to the contrary.)

When one considers what God has revealed concerning the Abrahamic covenant there is not an inconsistency in seeing the covenant as pertaining to believers and their children.  This is consistent with how the Abrahamic covenant was to be viewed in the Old Testament.  It is not an "added" meaning, novel in nature.
3 T-F-I 
Statement For Infant Baptism.

4 T-F-I
Statement Against Infant Baptism.

4.1 T-F-I
Jeremiah 31: The New Covenant Disproves the Practice of Infant Baptism.

This section reflects essentially the approach of the book Believer's Baptism: Sign of the New Covenant in Christ (edited by Thomas R. Schreiner and Shawn D. Wright; B&H Publishing Group, 2006).  More particularly, this section focuses on chapter 4 "Baptism and the Relationship between the Covenants" by Stephen J. Wellum (pages 97-163).
The primary error of covenantal theology's understanding of baptism is that it fails to understand the proper balance of continuity and discontinuity between the various covenants (Believer's Baptism, page 125).  This is especially critical with respect to the degree of discontinuity that exists in making the transition from the Old Testament to the New Testament.  Covenantal theology tends to read new covenant realities into the Old Testament, and vice versa, without first properly comprehending the nature of the covenants.

This evaluation will cover the following four steps: first, covenant theology's understanding of the covenant of grace (section 4.1.1), second the relationship of the Abrahamic covenant to the other biblical covenants (section 4.1.2), third the new covenant and the nature of the church (section 4.1.3) and fourth the relationship of the covenantal signs of circumcision and baptism (section 4.1.4).
4.1.1 T-F-I
The Theological Category "The Covenant of Grace."
It is certainly true that the concept of "covenant" is an important unifying theme in the Bible.  Paedo-baptists have correctly used to this concept to emphasize the point that God has one plan of salvation throughout history.

We must be careful, however, to note that Scripture does not speak of one covenant, but of multiple covenants (Galatians 4:24; Ephesians 2:12; Hebrews 8:7-13).  Therefore, to speak of the "covenant of grace" can be misleading.  The "covenant of grace" is a comprehensive theological category, it is not biblical one.  That does not mean it is wrong to use such a category.  Another example of this type of thing is the Trinity.  With regards to theological categories it is very important that we take care to define them in accordance with the truths taught in Scripture.  The use of terminology which speaks of one covenant of grace contributes to the flattening of important distinctions between various covenants in the Bible.  This is especially true with regards to biblical truths concerning the new covenant after the cross of Christ in comparison with the Abrahamic covenant of the Old Testament.  This will be covered in further detail in the following sections.  (Believer's Baptism, pages 126-127).
4.1.2 T-F-I
The Nature of the Abrahamic Covenant and Its Relation to Other Biblical Covenants.
The covenantal theologian makes three errors in his understanding of the Abrahamic covenant.  These errors are listed in the first three subsections below.  The first one is that they incorrectly see the Abrahamic covenant as essentially equal to the new covenant (4.1.2.1).  Covenant theologians incorrectly reduce the Abrahamic covenant to spiritual realities (4.1.2.2).  The third one is that covenant theologians consider the genealogical principle unchanged in the New Testament (4.1.2.3).  These errors show the practice of infant baptism to be wrong because of the implications that are spelled out in the fourth section (4.1.2.4).
4.1.2.1 T-F-I
The Abrahamic Covenant Does Not Equal the New Covenant.
Paedo-baptists view the Abrahamic covenant as being essentially one and the same as the new covenant with the exception of a few explicit changes.  In this way the paedo-baptists tends to flatten the Abrahamic covenant by reducing it primarily to spiritual realities while neglecting its national and typological aspects.  He then takes the genealogical principle operative in the Abrahamic covenant -- "you and your seed" (Genesis 17:7) -- as being the same in both the Old Testament and the New Testament.  The paedo-baptist contends that baptism replaces circumcision and that the covenant sign, regardless of our location in redemptive history, is for "you and your seed" (that is, physical children).  Even though the new covenant era is described as the fulfillment of the old, given the continuity of the covenant of grace interpreted in light of the genealogical principle of the Abrahamic covenant the paedo-baptist assumes that "believers and their children" are included in the church much as they were in the nation of Israel of old.  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.
4.1.2.2 T-F-I
Covenant Theologians Wrongly Reduce the Abrahamic Covenant To Spiritual Realities.

To reduce the Abrahamic covenant to only its spiritual aspects is to run the risk of reading new covenant realities into the old era too fast.  In order to properly understand the Abrahamic covenant we must understand it in its context.  God approaches mankind in different ways through the ages of human history.

The Abrahamic covenant is very diverse.  It includes not only spiritual elements linking it to the new covenant, but it also includes national and typological elements which resulted in significant discontinuity as the transition is made into the age of fulfillment.  The best example of this is contained in the different senses Scripture gives to the genealogical principle, the different meanings of "you and your seed" (Genesis 17:7).  Covenantal theologians understand "you and your seed" as "you and your physical seed," that is, believers and their children.  For them this understanding remains essentially unchanged from Abraham through to Christ.  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.  Scripture teaches that there are four senses in which this phrase is used and they must be distinguished and not confused.  The four senses are given below.  (Believer's Baptism, page 133.)
4.1.2.2.1 T-F-I
The Natural or Physical Seed.
This first sense in which the phrase "seed of Abraham" is used refers to all the physical descendents of Abraham such as Ishmael, Isaac, the sons of Keturah etc. all of these children of Abraham received circumcision even though many of them were unbelievers.  Circumcision was also given to those who are not physical descendents of Abraham, but were connected to him either through a household birth or purchased as a slave (Genesis 17:12).  (Believer's Baptism, page 133.)
4.1.2.2.2 T-F-I
The Natural Yet Special Seed of Abraham.
This usage of the "seed of Abraham" also refers to the natural or physical descendents of Abraham but more specifically the special seed connected to God's saving purposes.  This includes Isaac and by extension Jacob and the entire nation of Israel due to God's covenant relationship with Israel, they are a special, chosen people (Deuteronomy 7:7-10).  As a nation this "mixed" entity comprised both believers and unbelievers--Elijahs and Ahabs simultaneously-- even though all males within the covenant nation, regardless of whether they were spiritually regenerate or not, were marked by the covenant sign of circumcision.  It is quite clear from the scriptures that being God's chosen people did not guarantee they would receive God's gift of salvation (Matthew 3:9; Luke 3:8; 16: 19-31; John 8:31-39; Romans 9:1-15).  The covenant sign of circumcision brought to the natural yet special seed of Abraham the privilege of bringing God's blessing to all nations through the coming of the Messiah.  (Believer's Baptism, page 134.)
4.1.2.2.3 T-F-I
The Messiah.
In Galatians 3:16 Paul argues that the singular use of "seed" in Genesis 12:3 and other places is a reference to the true/unique "seed of Abraham," namely Christ.  Christ is the promised seed, the mediator of God's people, the one who fulfills all God's promises, not just the Abrahamic promises.  For this reason he is the true seed of Abraham, the true Israel, and David's greater Son.  In this important sense, then, Jesus is the unique seed of Abraham both as a physical seed through a specific genealogical line and is the anti-type of old covenant mediators of the Old Testament.  It is crucial to note at this juncture how Christ, viewed as the true seed of Abraham and the mediatorial head of the new covenant, how he has caused a significant typological advance as we move across the covenants and more specifically to the new covenant.  This has significant implications for understanding the expression "to you and your seed."  This is clear in the fourth sense of the "seed of Abraham."  (Believer's Baptism, pages 134-35.)
4.1.2.2.4 T-F-I
The Spiritual Seed of Abraham.
In this last sense of the "seed of Abraham," the New Testament emphasizes its spiritual nature now that Christ has come.  This spiritual seed of Abraham includes both believing Jews and Gentiles in the church.  Given this new era that Christ has inaugurated, the way now into Abraham's family is not dependent on circumcision or the Torah, it comes only through faith and spiritual rebirth.  Only those who have experienced conversion are Abraham's "seed" in this spiritual sense.  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.  Rather one becomes a part of Abraham's family only through faith in Christ (Galatians 3:26-29).  Thus, in the coming of Christ, a new era of redemptive history has dawned where the structures, types, and shadows of the old have given way to the reality and fulfillment of what the Old Testament was all along pointing to.  (Believer's Baptism, page 135.)
4.1.2.3   T-F-I
Covenant Theologians Consider the Genealogical Principle Unchanged in the NT. 
Covenantal theologians consider the new covenant era to be the fulfillment of the old covenant, yet given their belief in the continuity of the covenant of grace as interpreted in the light of the genealogical principle of the Abrahamic covenant the paedo-baptist also assumes that "believers and their children" are included in the church just as they were in Israel of old.  The fact that covenantal theologians see the Abrahamic covenant as being virtually identical with the new covenant is particularly seen in the members of the covenant.  In arguing for the "dual aspect" of the covenant, in other words that the members of the visible Church include both believers and their children paedo-baptists show that they consider the new covenant to differ very little from the Abrahamic covenant.  As a result they deny the redemptive-historical changes that have taken place in the transition into the new covenant (Believer's Baptism, page 128).
4.1.2.4 T-F-I
Two Implications of the Above.

Dr. Wellum states there are two important implications which follow from these subsections.  

4.1.2.4.1 T-F-I
The Abrahamic Covenant Does Not Equal the New Covenant.

The first implication is that he states it is illegitimate for one to identify and equate the Abrahamic covenant with the new covenant if one does not note the significant differences between them (national/physical, typological, and spiritual).  What must also be taken into account is the discontinuity that results in the transition from Abraham to Christ.  He says that identifying and equating the natural/special seed (Israel) with the spiritual seed (the church) as well as equating the covenant signs of circumcision and baptism is a mistake paedo-baptists often make.  Israel as a nation is a type of the church.  But this is not because the church is simply a replacement of Israel, but because Christ, as the true seed of Abraham and the fulfillment of Israel, unites in himself both spiritual Jews and Gentiles as the "Israel of God" (Galatians 6:16).  There is continuity, but there is also important discontinuity.  Now that Christ has come, only those who have faith and have experienced spiritual rebirth are his people and part of his family.  Even though circumcision marked one as a natural seed of Abraham and as a member of the nation of Israel, not all who are members of Israel were the spiritual seed (Romans 9:6).  The new covenant people of God are all those regardless of physical descent who have confessed Christ as their Lord.  They are the true/spiritual seed of Abraham. (Believer's Baptism, pages 135-36).
4.1.2.4.2 T-F-I
The Genealogical Principle Is Reinterpreted in the New Testament. 
In the Old Testament the genealogical principle, being a physical descendent, determined the relationship between the covenant mediator and his seed.  This was true of Adam, Noah, Abraham and David.  In the New Testament the relationship between Christ and his seed is no longer physical but spiritual.  Therefore the covenant sign must only be applied to those who are in fact spiritual seed of Abraham.  This is what is at the heart of the promise of the new covenant in Jeremiah 31.  We are told in this passage that the Lord will unite himself with a spiritually renewed covenant people, all of whom will know him.  This is in contrast to the "mixed" nation of Israel who broke God's covenant.  All of these new covenant people will be marked by the knowledge of God, the forgiveness of sins, and a circumcised heart which will enable them to be covenant keepers, not covenant breakers.  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.  In this they fall short in understanding the "newness" of the new covenant.  Their emphasis on the continuity of the covenant of grace has led them to flatten the covenantal differences and thus to misunderstand the nature of the new covenant community.  (Believer's Baptism, pages 136-37.)
4.1.2.5 T-F-I
The Promise of the Land Confines the Abrahamic Covenant to the Old Testament.
Genesis 17 documents God's promise to Abraham to be a God to him and his descendents.  It also contains the promise of the land.
7And I will establish my covenant between me and you and your offspring after you throughout their generations for an everlasting covenant, to be God to you and to your offspring after you. 8And I will give to you and to your offspring after you the land of your sojournings, all the land of Canaan, for an everlasting possession, and I will be their God.
The following quote from Reisinger spells out his view of the implication of the promise concerning the land for his understanding that the Abrahamic covenant was limited to the Old Testament:

It is exegetically impossible to separate the ‘land promise,’ the ‘everlasting covenant,’ and the promise to ‘be your God’ in these two verses of Scripture.  The ‘seeds’ in verse 7 and in verse 8 must be the same people.  God promises to give the land of Canaan for an everlasting possession to the very same people to whom he promises that he will be their God and they would be his people.  We cannot pick and choose whatever suits our theological fancy, nor can we spiritualize part of this verse and naturalize the rest without clear NT Scripture evidence proving that is how the Apostles understood it.  Covenant theology uses verse seven as a key proof text in an attempt to prove that their physical children are still included in "God's covenant (of grace) with Abraham."  However, they will ignore the fact that verse eight is speaking to the same identical people and promising them a physical land of Palestine as an everlasting possession.  (Pages 86-87.)
4.1.3 T-F-I
The Newness of the New Covenant and the Nature of the Church.
It is the premise of Dr. Wellum’s approach to the topic here that the nature and structure of the new covenant in comparison to earlier Biblical covenants is the very heart of the baptismal divide.  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.  That is why they apply baptism as a sign of the covenant in exactly the same way as circumcision was applied in the Old Testament even though infants who are baptized have not yet experienced saving faith.
Baptists, in contrast, hold that the new covenant community is different in nature from the covenant community of the Old Testament.  Credobaptist theology understands the Scriptures to teach a greater discontinuity between Israel and the church.  It is not questioned that there is only one people of God throughout the ages.  However, in the Old Testament promise of the new covenant (Jeremiah 31:29-34) and its fulfillment in Christ (Luke 22:20; Hebrews 8-10), the nature of the covenant communities of Israel and the church are not the same.  This in turn requires a difference in the meaning and application of the respective covenant signs.  Specifically, the change is found in the shift from a mixed community to that of a regenerate community with the crucial implication that under the new covenant, the covenant sign must only be applied to those who are in that covenant, namely, believers.  For a variety of reasons the covenant sign of circumcision did not require faith of all who received it, even though it marked a person as a full covenant member.  The same cannot be said of baptism.  The church, by its very nature, is a regenerate community.  Therefore, the covenant sign of baptism must only be applied to those who have come to faith in Christ.  And this is precisely where we see a crucial discontinuity between the old and new covenant communities, a point the paedo-baptist fails to grasp.  (Believer's Baptism, pages 137-38.)
4.1.3.1 T-F-I
Baptists Do Not Deny Grace in the Old Testament.
Most Baptists do not deny the fact that there is much continuity between the Old Testament and the New Testament.  We, too, hold that Old Testament saints were saved by grace through faith, were regenerate, knew the Lord, and experienced forgiveness of sins under the old covenant structures in anticipation of the fulfillment of those types and shadows in Christ.  (Believer's Baptism, page 141.)
4.1.3.2 T-F-I
From "Tribal" Structure to "Priesthood of All Believers."
The real issue here has to do with whether or not there is a fundamental change in the structure and nature of the new covenant community in contrast to the old.  Despite remnant themes and an emphasis on certain individual believers, the Old Testament pictures God working with his people as a "tribal" group whose knowledge of God and whose relations with God were uniquely dependent on specially endowed leaders.  For this reason one finds a strong emphasis on the Spirit of God being poured out, not on each believer, but distinctively on prophets, priests, kings, and a few designated special leaders (e.g. Bezalel).  Given this hierarchical structure of the covenant community, when these leaders did what was right the entire nation benefited.  However, when they did not, the entire nation suffered for their actions.  What Jeremiah anticipates is that this tribal structure is going to change, "In those days people will no longer say, ‘The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children's teeth are set on edge.’ Instead everyone will die for his own sin; whoever eats sour grapes--his own teeth will be set on edge" (Jeremiah 31:29-30).  
The point of all this is that one cannot understand the new covenant without acknowledging the massive structural changes that have taken place.  It is simply not a "renewed" version of the old; it brings with it a significant change.  (Believer's Baptism, pages 141-44.)
4.1.3.3 T-F-I
A Change in the Nature of the Covenant People.
In addition to the structural change referenced in the previous section the new covenant also consists of a change in the nature of the covenant people.  Jeremiah indicates this in two ways.  To begin with, the new covenant will not be like the old, "It will not be like the covenant I made with your forefathers . . . because they broke my covenant" (Jeremiah 31:32).  In addition, Jeremiah reveals to us why this covenant will not be like the old one because of a change in the nature of the members of the new covenant.  The members of the new covenant will all know the Lord, they will all have the law written in their hearts and experience the forgiveness of sins.
The phrase "law written on the heart" is without question very close to the language of "circumcision of heart" (see Deuteronomy 10:16; 30:6; Jeremiah 4:4; 9:25).  These phrases can mean nothing other than regeneration.  This does not mean that no one in the Old Testament ever experienced a "circumcision of the heart."  Rather, the difference lies in the fact that this is true of the entire new covenant community.  Instead of the people being a "mixed" entity, now the entire covenant community will experience a "circumcision of the heart."  Jeremiah 31:32 is clear in that this is in direct contrast to the Old Testament people of God.  There is no doubt that there were many believers in the nation of Israel.  But it is also true that not "all Israel was Israel" (Romans 9:6).  Within the nation of Israel there was a difference between the physical and spiritual seed of Abraham.  In the Old Testament both of these kinds of "seeds" received circumcision, the sign of the covenant, and both were viewed as full covenant members.  However it was only the believers, or the spiritual seed of Abraham, that were in fact saved and were the "true Israel."  This is not what is to be true of the new covenant.  All members of the new covenant will be saved.  This is why it is better, why Christ is superior over the old ways.  (Believer's Baptism, pages 144-46.)
4.1.3.4 T-F-I
The New Covenant Began at the Cross.
The New Testament is clear in stating that the new covenant was inaugurated and ratified by the sacrificial death of Christ (Luke 22:20; cp.  1 Corinthians 11:25; 2 Corinthians 3:7-18).  Hebrews unambiguously applies Jeremiah to the church (Hebrews 8-10).  (Believer's Baptism, pages 146-47.)
4.1.3.5 T-F-I
Christ as Mediator Requires Change in Membership.
The crucial point to note with respect to baptism is that the New Testament church everywhere is viewed as a regenerate, believing community.  As Jeremiah anticipated and the New Testament proclaims, the people of the new covenant are all those who have the law written on their hearts, all of whom know the Lord as their personal Savior, for all of them have experienced the forgiveness of sins.  (Ibid., pages 147-49.) 
4.1.3.6 T-F-I
Baptism -- Only for Believers.

The most fundamental meaning of baptism is that it signifies a believer’s union with Christ, by grace through faith, and all the benefits that are entailed by that union.  It is for this reason that, throughout the New Testament, baptism is regarded as an outward sign that a believer has entered into the realities of the new covenant that Jesus sealed with his own blood on the cross.  (Ibid., pages 149-52.)  
4.1.3.7 T-F-I
Paedo-Baptist Warning and Apostasy Passages.
Dr. Wellum’s view is that the most significant response to all the above comes in the form of an appeal to the warning and apostasy passages in order to demonstrate that the church is still a “mixed” community (e.g. Heb. 6:4-6).  (Ibid. pages 152-53.)
4.1.4 T-F-I
The Relationship Between Circumcision and Baptism.
Circumcision and baptism are connected to two different covenants.  They did not signify the same spiritual realities.  (Believer's Baptism, page 154.)

4.1.4.1 T-F-I
Circumcision Was the Sign of the Abrahamic Covenant.

Circumcision was first instituted in Genesis 17 where was clearly connected to the Abrahamic covenant.  Prior to that time there was no covenant sign distinguishing God's people, even though God's promise had been made known (Genesis 3:15).  (Ibid.)
4.1.4.2 T-F-I
Primary Purpose of Circumcision: Prepare for the Messiah.

The primary purpose of circumcision was to mark out a physical seed in preparation for the coming Messiah.  Circumcision marked out 1) a nation and 2) a male line of descent from Abraham to David to Christ.  (Ibid, page 155.)

4.1.4.3 T-F-I
As Circumcision Was Incorporated into the Mosaic Covenant Its Role Expanded.

Once incorporated into the Mosaic covenant circumcision continued to mark out a nation.  At this time it also began to point to spiritual and typological realities.  Physical circumcision now also pointed to the need of a spiritually circumcised heart.  In this way circumcision serves as a type that finds its fulfillment and replacement in regeneration.  (Ibid, page 156.)
4.1.4.4 T-F-I
Circumcision Ceased At the Cross - Baptism Is Now the Covenantal Sign.

As a result of Christ's coming circumcision is no longer a covenantally significant sign and as such is not required for believers.  In Christ the previous covenants have come to fulfillment, and therefore the covenant sign of circumcision is no longer necessary.  It has served its purpose.  
Baptism is now a new covenantal sign that has been established to identify one as having become the spiritual seed of Abraham.  Unlike circumcision, baptism is not a sign of physical descent nor does it anticipate gospel realities.  It is a sign which shows a believer's union with Christ.  Nowhere does the New Testament say that circumcision is now unnecessary because baptism has replaced it.  That would have been the most logical answer to the Judaizers if the paedo-baptist position was correct.  That answer was never given because baptism is a new rite which is applied to each person who has repented and believed, who has been born of the Spirit, united to Christ, and has demonstrated that he has entered into the new covenant realities inaugurated by our Lord.  (Ibid., pages 156-57.)

4.1.4.5 T-F-I
Circumcision Marked a Nation and Was a Type.

Circumcision signified two truths.  Most importantly, it marked out the physical people and nation.  In addition to that, it served as a type which anticipated New Testament realities that have now come to fulfillment in Christ.  Circumcision functioned as a type in two ways.  First, circumcision was a type in that it anticipated Christ.  In a typological way then, every male offspring of Abraham - specifically through the line of Isaac, Judah, David -was a type of Christ and thus anticipated his ultimate coming.  In this regard Luke 2:21 is important.  Jesus' circumcision was not a minor event because it marked the fulfillment of circumcision in its purpose of preserving a line of descent from Abraham to Christ and marking out the one in whom all the promises of God would reach their fulfillment.  In Christ, Abraham's true seed is now here, and as such circumcision is no longer necessary and was soon to be abrogated.  Second, circumcision was a type in that it anticipated the need for a "circumcision of the heart," a reality which all new covenant people have experienced.  (Ibid, pages 157-58)
4.1.4.6 T-F-I
Baptism Differs from Circumcision - It Signifies a Believer's Union with Christ.
In signifying a believer's union with Christ, by grace through faith, baptism testifies that one has entered into the realities of the new covenant and as such has experienced regeneration and the forgiveness of sin.

It is crucial to note in this description that Christian baptism signifies what cannot be said of circumcision.  They carry two different meanings.  Circumcision, in a typological way, may anticipate and point to these new covenant realities but it does not testify that all these realities are true of the person receiving circumcision.  Baptism, on the other hand, is a New Testament ordinance commanded by our Lord (Matthew 28:18-20) for those who have faith.  This was not the case with circumcision.  Ultimately baptism is a new rite for the new covenant people of God.  It did not replace circumcision.  (Ibid, pages 159-60)

