Dangerous Statements
by Infant Baptisers

Let me illustrate my claim that some of the statements of infant
baptisers are highly dangerous.' More, they are frankly unbiblical. As I
have already noted, some of their statements give the impression (to
put it no stronger) that they believe in baptismal regeneration; their
Confessions teach it! This can have a devastating — even disastrous —
effect on those who take the statements at face value. I realise and
acknowledge that Reformed infant-baptisers say other things to
contradict these statements — their usual ‘qualifiers’ — but that does not
alter the fact that they did — and still do — make these dangerous
assertions in the first place.

Martin Luther, for example, commenting on: ‘For as many of you
as were baptised into Christ have put on Christ’ (Gal. 3:27):

Putting on of Christ... consists... in a new birth and a new creation... which
is done in baptism... They which are baptised, are regenerated and
renewed by the Holy Ghost... There rises in them... new and holy
affections, [such] as the fear of God, true faith and assured hope... There
begins in them also a new will.

' Let me explain my use of ‘dangerous’. When I wrote Battle, I felt that the
things I had read in Luther, Calvin, the Puritans and their followers, ought not
to be read as they appear; that the caveats the theologians introduced blunted
or sanitised their claims, assertions and promises. I judged, however, such
statements to be ‘dangerous’ in that those who read or heard the claims, and
who did not fully grasp the nuances of the caveats, might actually believe
what (it appeared) they were being told. That was how I felt about these
things. But I have now come to a firmer, more sinister conclusion. I have
allowed the word ‘dangerous’ to stand, but I am now convinced that these
statements — for all their qualifiers — were intended to mean what they seem to
mean. What is more, many who follow the Reformers and their Confessions
take them to mean what they seem to mean; and increasingly so. I will provide
plenty of evidence in addition to what I have already produced. In short, I
would now say the statements are not merely dangerous; they are (and I use
the word advisedly) diabolical.
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He attacked the Anabaptists,” saying they were:

Fond and fantastical spirits, which go about to deface the majesty of
baptism, and speak wickedly of it. Paul contrariwise commends and sets it
forth with honourable titles, calling it ‘the washing of the new birth, the
renewing of the Holy Ghost’ (Tit. 3:5). And here also he says, that all they
which are baptised, have put on Christ. As if he said: You have not
received through baptism a mere token whereby you are enrolled in the
number of the Christians, as in our time many fantastical heads have
supposed, which have made of baptism a token only, that is to say, a bare
and empty sign. But as many (says he) as have been baptised, have put on
Christ: that is, you have been carried out of the law into a new birth, which
is wrought in baptism... Paul therefore teaches that baptism is not a sign,
but the garment of Christ... Wherefore baptism is a thing of great force
and efficacy.’

* Luther marked out the path — which many Reformers followed: When in a
tight corner, attack the Anabaptists. It reminds me of the preacher’s notes:
‘Argument weak here. Shout!” Interestingly, as Pelikan pointed out: ‘Despite
his many [caustic] references to the Anabaptists throughout the last two
decades of his life, Luther knew very little about the group who drew such a
radical conclusion from his thought. It seems clear that he probably never saw
a genuine Anabaptist face-to-face. Moreover, he persisted in his identification
of the Anabaptists with other opponents who had no direct connection with
them, even when he had the opportunity to become more precisely informed
about the differences... Luther seems to have been content with the rumours he
got from others, and the suspicions he had within himself, and on this basis he
formed his judgements’ (Pelikan p78). As I will show, because of their
detestation of the Anabaptists, the Reformers (including Calvin), instead of
going for a full biblical reformation on issues such as baptism, showed that
they would rather cling to Rome, and try to invent ways out of the corrupting
morass this led them into. As the infant baptiser, J.M.Ross, observed, blinded
by their prejudice, ‘the Reformers felt that they must continue to baptise
children, and find non-Roman reasons for doing so. Some[!] of these reasons
will not bear examination’ (Ross p111).

* Luther pp340-341. ‘If any man... denies (as the fantastical spirits
[Anabaptists] do) that righteousness and salvation is given unto an infant
when first it is baptised... such a one utterly takes away salvation from
baptism’ (Luther pp234-235). Well, I for one, ‘fantastical spirit’ or not, deny
it! I certainly take away salvation from baptism (or, rather, refuse to give it to
baptism). As for the attack on the Anabaptists by Luther, Calvin and all the
rest, at long last the Reformed are admitting the dreadful treatment their
ancestors meted out to them. Of course, as I made clear in my Battle, I am not
defending the Anabaptists on every issue; indeed, there is no such body as the
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Paul, of course, did not say what Luther tried to make him say. Luther
confused water baptism with spiritual baptism. Paul was not speaking
of water baptism at all in Galatians 3:27. It was spiritual baptism he
was writing about. Luther’s comments are highly dangerous and
wrong; they boil down to the doctrine of baptismal regeneration. He

Anabaptists — they formed a disparate and scattered group of persecuted
believers with widely differing views on many subjects. Nevertheless, on the
issue in hand — baptism — we owe a massive debt to those we call the
Anabaptists, and I am glad to be able to quote the following, and I pay tribute
to Wright’s frankness: “When the Anabaptist protest emerged... the new [that
is, the Reformed] Papalism alongside the old, as the Anabaptists [rightly] read
it — joined ranks in suppressing the dissenters. The contemporary church still
waits for the appropriate acknowledgement by the Vatican and the worldwide
Anglican and Reformed communions (the Lutherans of Germany have in
good measure led the way, and the Swiss Reformed churches have followed
more recently) of their forbears’ scandalous mistreatment of the first
significant modern advocates of long-lost dimensions of New Testament
baptism. One legacy of the baptismal breach of the 16th century... has been
the stubborn hauteur displayed towards Baptists and believer’s baptism by
infant-baptist churches and theologians... The obscuring [by infant baptisers]
of a truer picture [of the history of baptism] derives ultimately from 16th
century apologetic, both Catholic and Protestant, against the Anabaptists’. It
was their reaction ‘against 16th century Anabaptists’ and ‘later Baptists’,
which drove infant baptisers to skew their theology and make ‘exaggerated
historical claims, especially about the New Testament era and the next
centuries’. See my earlier note on this warping of history by the advocates of
infant baptism. ‘The Anabaptists... opposed... infant baptism, including
fundamentally the Church-State alliance and the use of the coercive powers of
State authorities in defence of the new Protestantism... Rejection of infant
baptism not only set the radicals against both the Old Church and the new
evangelical Churches, but also put in jeopardy their belonging to the civil
community [that is, they were to be — literally — exterminated!], co-terminus
as it was with the infant-baptised Church of the city or the region. Religious
dissent had inseparable social and political implications, and the Anabaptists
suffered repression in many places. They interpreted their persecutions as a
baptism of blood in which they were identified with the sufferings of Christ.
Their afflictions were a further confirmation, a further seal, of their being
members of Christ’s body’ (Wright: What...? pp4-6,18-20,29). The fact is,
‘one of the interesting [grievous, sad] aspects of Reformation polemics is that
Medieval heretics — as earlier opponents of the Papacy — have been much
more favourably treated by church historians than have the Anabaptists, even
though they may have shared ideas in common with the latter’ (Friesen p143).
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clearly stated that the ‘new birth... is done in baptism’, the ‘new birth...
is wrought in baptism’, and he meant water baptism. This is Popery! It
is an entirely false assertion.* What the verse actually teaches is that all
who are baptised by the Spirit into Christ — that is, all who are
spiritually baptised — that is, all who are regenerated — that they, and
only they — are true Christians, having put on Christ. Water baptism is
not the washing of regeneration. Spiritual baptism is. Water baptism,
following faith, symbolises it, yes. But water baptism is not in view in
the verse at all. Even though Luther derided them, the Anabaptists in
1525 saw this distinction clearly. Luther did not. He did not understand
Galatians 3:27. He did not understand baptism. What he said was
wrong; and it was dangerous.

As another example of dangerous statements made by infant
baptisers, listen to John Calvin. He, like Luther, also said things which
tended (to say the least) towards baptismal regeneration, confusing
spiritual and water baptism:

Our children, before they are born, God declares that he adopts for his
own when he promises that he will be a God to us, and to our seed after
us... As soon as infants are born among them, the Lord signs them with the
sacred symbol of baptism; they are therefore, in some sense, the people of
God... The offspring of believers are born holy... included in the covenant
of eternal life... admitted into the church by baptism... they belonged to the
body of Christ before they were born... The children of the godly are born
the children of the church and... they are accounted members of Christ
from the womb... Children derive some benefit from their baptism... being
ingrafted into the body of the church.’

This is confused. Infants, by baptism are ‘ingrafted into the body of the
church’, even though ‘they belonged to the body of Christ before they
were born’. Which is it?° Even so, according to Calvin, infants born to

* The New Testament demands baptism after the Spirit has given repentance
and faith (Matt. 28:19; Mark 16:16; Acts 2:38; 8:12-13,36-37; 16:30-33),
whereas Luther spoke of the gift of the Spirit, and his work in repentance and
faith, being produced by baptism.

> Calvin: Institutes Vol.2 pp525,535. See Graham Miller p16; Boorman p77.

% “The children of believers are not baptised in order that though formerly
aliens from the church they may then, for the first time, become children of
God, but rather are received into the church by a formal sign, because, in
virtue of the promise, they previously belonged to the body of Christ’. Those
who disagreed with him, Calvin dismissed as ‘frenzied spirits’, ‘furious
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Christians are in some sense the people of God and holy. They belong
to the body of Christ, are accounted members of Christ, and by their
baptism are ingrafted into the church. This is a dreadful statement.
This is Popery! While it is readily granted that infant baptism may
make infants into members of the Roman Catholic Church, the
Presbyterian Church, the Church of England, or whatever, it will never
— never — make them members of the church of Christ.” When Calvin
said that baptised infants are ‘in some sense the people of God’, in
what sense, exactly, did he mean? No child is born holy, in the sense
Calvin implied. All are born in sin and are the children of wrath (Ps.
51:5; 58:3; Eph. 2:1-3).

As another example of a dangerous statement by infant baptisers,
consider the Presbyterian Westminster Confession:

Baptism... is for the solemn admission of the party baptised into the
visible church...®* Not only those that do actually profess faith in and
obedience unto Christ, but also the infants of one, or both, believing
parents, are to be baptised... The grace promised is not only offered, but

madmen’ (Calvin: Institutes Vol.2 pp526,529,535). Well, I for one, ‘madman’
or not, disagree with him! I find Ais contradictions quite ‘mad’ enough. Why
did Calvin baptise infants? Does anybody know? According to Wright, Calvin
baptised infants because he thought ‘they were already regenerate’ (Wright:
What...? p100). But, according to Lusk: ‘For Calvin, regeneration began at the
font’ (Lusk: ‘Paedobaptism’ p89). For more on Calvin’s and other Reformers’
view of baptism, see Lusk: ‘Paedobaptism’ pp89-102. As Lusk showed, Bucer
developed an even stronger sacramentalism than Calvin (who, as I have noted,
was influenced by Bucer — Wendel pp324,326); nor were John Knox and
Cornelius Burges laggards. See below for more on the confusing
(contradictory) reasons given by infant baptisers for their practice.

7 Wright ironically pointed out the opposite in Scottish Book of Common
Order (1994). The baptised baby is received ‘as a member of the one, holy,
catholic and apostolic Church’, but ‘oddly enough’, said Wright, ‘the service
is not so explicit about the child’s becoming a member of the Church of
Scotland! The lesser does not seem to follow from the greater — or is it
encompassed within the greater?’ he asked (Wright: What...? p84).

¥ 1 will have much to say on the ‘visible church’ — which is an unscriptural
term. Those who use it do so to describe what they think is the biblical norm;
namely, a church composed of the regenerate and unregenerate. It is, I say,
unscriptural both as a term and concept.
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really exhibited, and conferred, by the Holy Ghost, to such (whether of
age or infants) as that grace belongs unto.’

The Independent or Congregational Savoy Declaration of 1658
repeated this terrifying assertion. Note the word conferred. What a
word! Do those who hold to these statements today really believe that
grace is actually conferred to elect infants in their baptism? Where do
infant baptisers find any scriptural justification for this? Are infant
baptisers prepared to assert, categorically, that every one of the elect
who is baptised as an infant is regenerated at the time of their baptism?
Those who hold to the Westminster Confession say it is so."

Again, consider the words of J.W.Alexander, who encouraged
infant baptisers to think of their children as Christians, even to say to
them: “You are Christian children — you are Christ’s — you ought to
think and feel and act as such!”'' What an alarming statement. Where
do infant baptisers find this parental attitude in the New Testament? Is
this the way preachers ought to speak to unregenerate children (and,
eventually, unregenerate adults) simply because they were baptised as
infants? Where do infant baptisers find the scriptural justification for
it? Immense dangers attend the notion.

Listen to the words of Charles Hodge who pleaded with parents to
baptise their infants, saying: ‘Do let the little ones have their names
written in the Lamb’s book of life, even if they afterwards choose to
erase them; being thus enrolled may be the means of their salvation’."
Did Hodge really believe this? Can an infant’s name be written in the
book of God’s decrees by baptism? Can the growing infant then
choose to erase it? Was Hodge an Arminian or a Calvinist at this

’ Westminster pp114-116.

' What about the elect who are not baptised as infants? And what about the
non-elect who are baptised as infants? And notice the ‘whether of age or
infants’. Does this mean that baptism confers saving grace on all the elect
irrespective of their age when baptised? But if the adult was a believer when
baptised, didn’t he have saving grace before his baptism?

1 Kingdon p63.

"> Kingdon p65. Some modern-day infant baptisers regard Charles Hodge as
weak in this area. Commenting on Hodge’s ‘distress over the loss of infant
baptism’ in America in the first half of the 19th century, according to Lusk,
Hodge himself ‘proved to be part of the problem’. And Lusk had no doubt as
to the reason: ‘Hodge failed to develop a robust sacramental theology’ (Lusk:
‘Paedobaptism’ pp71,83).
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point? It seems that some infant baptisers, when they speak of baptism,
can forget the doctrines of grace. How do Hodge’s words square with
election? On what do infant baptisers base these opinions?

Another infant baptiser, Archibald Alexander, said:

How solicitous should parents be for their children, that God would
bestow his grace upon them, even before they know their right hand from
their left; and, when about to dedicate them to God in holy baptism, how
earnestly should they pray that they might be baptised with the Holy
Ghost — that while their bodies are washed in the emblematical laver of
regeneration, their souls may experience the renewing of the Holy Ghost,
and the sprinkling of the blood of Jesus. If the sentiments expressed above
be correct, then there may be such a thing as baptismal regeneration; not
that the mere external application of water can have any effect to purify
the soul; nor that internal grace uniformly or generally accompanies this
external washing, but that God, who works when and by what means he
pleases, may regenerate by his Spirit the soul of the infant, while in his
sacred name, water is applied to the body. And what time in infancy is
more likely to be the period of spiritual quickening, than the moment
when that sacred rite is performed which is strikingly emblematical of this
change? Whether it be proper to say that baptism may be the means of
regeneration depends on the sense in which the word means is used."

Reader, I remind you, I am presenting you with what I call dangerous
statements by infant baptisers. I deliberately restrain my reaction to
these words just quoted — words which tend to Papistry. I content
myself to wonder that, however much Alexander tried to guard his
assertions, is there any danger that some parents baptising their infant
according to this system, might really believe that their child is
actually regenerate in and through their baptism? Have any parents
actually believed Alexander’s words that ‘there may be such a thing as
baptismal regeneration’? Whether or not they understand the ins-and-
outs of baptismal regeneration, and all the theological niceties
surrounding the word ‘means’, I suggest that some parents might, in
practical terms, take their child away from ‘the emblematical laver of
regeneration’, as Alexander put it, with their heads and hearts filled
with the diabolical and Papist notion of baptismal regeneration. They
might well think that their baby is now regenerate, their baby ‘is now
all right if anything should happen’. I say it is a very real possibility

" Archibald Alexander: Thoughts pp12-13, emphasis his.

58



Dangerous Statements by Infant Baptisers

and danger, and one which arises out of Alexander’s words. If [ am
right, or if there is any chance that I might be right, all infant baptisers
ought to think about it very seriously. Those who teach this kind of
thing carry an enormous weight of responsibility — the full extent of
which will not be known until the day of judgement.

As another example of a dangerous statement by an infant baptiser,
take the words of A.A.Hodge: ‘In the baptism of every infant there are
four parties present and concerned in the transaction — God, the
church, the parents, and the child. The first three are conscious and
active, the fourth is for the time unconscious and passive’.14 I ask:
What — precisely — is God doing in ‘the baptism of every infant’? In
particular: What is he doing in the baptism of a child who will never
be regenerate?

Listen to Calvin again: ‘Children are baptised for future repentance
and faith. Though these are not yet formed in them, yet the seed of
both lies hid in them by the secret operation of the Spirit... Paul...
terms it the “washing of regeneration and renewing” (Tit. 3:5)°."
Calvin was mistaken. Paul did not call water baptism the washing of
regeneration. Do infant baptisers really believe that God’s Spirit works
in infants, producing the seed of repentance and faith within them by
sprinkling? What is the justification for this astounding assertion? And
what is ‘the seed of repentance and faith’? I do not deny that God can
regenerate a sinner when he will, but that is very different to what
Calvin said.'® What is more, a literal understanding of his statement
leads to only one end — the indiscriminate baptism of all children. All
of them — apparently — will have the secret work of the Spirit within
them. I realise Calvin did not actually believe this, but that is why I say
that the assertions I have quoted are so very dangerous. They tend to
baptismal regeneration. Indeed on the plain reading of the words they
tend to nothing else. To put it bluntly, they assert it!

As a further example of statements made by infant baptisers which
are perilous, not to say downright wrong, consider the words of David
J.Engelsma:

' A. A. Hodge p336.

" Calvin: Institutes Vol.2 p543.

' The question of whether or not infants can be regenerated is a red herring —
of course they can — but when such a statement is made in connection with
baptism (Calvin: Institutes Vol.2 p541), it is loaded beyond description.
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The children of believers are included in the covenant as children, that is,
already at conception and birth. They receive forgiveness of sins through
the blood of Jesus, the Holy Spirit of sanctification, and church
membership — as children. For they have God as their God, and are his
people — as children. Therefore, they have full right to baptism... God does
not merely put the children of believers in a more advantageous position
[than the children of unbelievers], so as to make it likelier that they will be
saved; but he establishes his covenant with them, so as to be their God.
God gives to the children the promise of the Holy Spirit of Jesus Christ.
Accordingly... the Reformed Church regards them, and must regard them,
as those ‘sanctified in Christ’... God... gathers his church from age to age
from the children of believers... Covenant children are... Jehovah’s
children (Ezek. 16:20,21). They are not sinful flesh, spiritually like the
devil; but they are holy (1 Cor. 7:14). Quite unlike the children of
disobedience, who are ruled by the prince of the power of the air so that
they have their conversation in the lusts of their flesh (Eph. 2:1-3), the
baptised children of believers are in the Lord Jesus.

Engelsma said that he witnessed boldly to God’s covenant because,
among other things, God, ‘looked upon me in my infancy in grace,
incorporated me as a baby by his Spirit into his Son, Jesus’.'” He
meant, of course, by infant baptism.

I must be brief in my comments, but these words cannot go
unchallenged. First, observe Engelsma’s emphasis; God blesses the
children of believers as children, even from ‘conception and birth’, he
said. He claimed that they receive the forgiveness of their sins as
children. But the Scriptures say that we receive the forgiveness of sins
through and by faith (Acts 10:43; 13:38-39; Rom. 4:1-13). We are
saved through faith (Eph. 2:8). Sinners have to be converted to receive
forgiveness of sins (Acts 26:16-18). Sinners have to confess their sins
before they are forgiven (1 John 1:9). Do the children of believers
stand outside all this? Do the children of believers receive forgiveness
of their sins as children, because they are the children of believers?
Most definitely not! Does this need to be said? Apparently it does. A
man, a woman, a child, can only receive the benefits of salvation
through faith — their own personal, saving faith (Rom. 3:21-31; Gal.
3:14,22; Eph. 2:8; Phil. 3:9). They are not saved by proxy. Infant
baptisers agree that no infant can exercise saving faith — how then can

' Engelsma pp9,12-13,17-18,23.
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he receive the benefits of Christ’s redemption? To be saved, a sinner
has to believe. No infant can savingly believe.

Reader, please do not allow yourself to be side-tracked at this stage
on to the vexed and sad question of infants who die. This red herring is
often raised by infant baptisers, but the spiritual condition and fate of
such infants is another issue altogether, totally unconnected with the
main argument. In the tragic case of infant death, let us rest in the
assertion: ‘Shall not the judge of all the earth do right?’ (Gen. 18:25)."
He is the gracious God who is ‘abundant in mercy, forgiving iniquity
and transgression’ (Num. 14:18). We may safely leave such infants,
along with all those who never develop a sufficient sense of reason to
be responsible before God, in the merciful hands of the LORD. But, as
I said, none of this is relevant to the debate about infant baptism. "

To return to the main point: The plain biblical fact is, no one is
saved because his parents are believers. Every sinner must come to
Christ by faith in order to be saved, and until he does so come, he is
under the wrath of God (Eph. 2:3). We do not become the children of
God by being the children of believers, as Engelsma asserted — no! we
become the children of God ‘through faith in Christ Jesus’ (Gal. 3:26).

Further, what of Engelsma’s assertion that the children of believers
are not merely more likely to be saved than the children of
unbelievers? What did he intend by that statement? After all, according
to his own words, these children already have the Holy Spirit, already
are the children of God and have already received the forgiveness of
sins. What is left? But taking his words at face value — what, precisely,
is the advantage Engelsma referred to? In comparison with the
children of unbelievers, they are more than more likely to be saved, he
said. How much more? Very likely? Almost certainly? In reality, as I
have just said, if Engelsma’s words mean anything, these children are

' And, it must be remembered, Abraham used this argument with God to
prevent ‘the righteous’ minority being caught up in the judgement of ‘the
wicked’ majority. Of course, each of us — every infant born (except Christ) —
is a sinner, and God’s judgement is just, but, to my mind, Abraham’s
argument is very powerful. If he felt it would carry weight with God over Lot
in Sodom, how much more for us over infants who die before they have
reached the age of responsible action! I will return to Gen. 18:25.

' As always, it is foolish to legislate on the basis of the exception. Hard cases
make bad law.
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certain to be saved! They are already saved. If they are incorporated
into Jesus in infancy by infant baptism, what remains to be done? If
words mean anything at all, it amounts to an assertion that all the
children of believers are saved because they are the children of
believers and have been sprinkled. Indeed, Engelsma called them
Jehovah'’s children.

What is more, Engelsma declared that the children of believers are
not born sinners like others, in that they are not born with the grim
consequences of the fall as listed in Ephesians 2:1-3. They are ‘quite
unlike the children of disobedience’, he declared, they do not conduct
themselves in the lusts of the flesh, since ‘the baptised children of
believers are in the Lord Jesus’. Did Engelsma mean to say this? If so,
he contradicted himself. In another statement he said that ‘our children
are by nature dead in sin’;20 that is, of course, they are included in
Ephesians 2:1-3, they are among the children of disobedience, and
they do conduct themselves in the lusts of the flesh.

I am not interested in merely pointing out the inconsistency of
Engelsma’s assertions; I am deeply concerned, passionately concerned,
lest anyone should believe the totally unscriptural view that any child —
any child — is born in a condition not covered by the fall. All the sons
of Adam are ruined from conception (Ps. 51:5), contrary to
Engelsma’s assertion that the children of believers are the children of
God from that time. His alarming statement runs directly counter to
Scripture. All children, including the children of believers, are born
‘dead in trespasses and sins... by nature children of wrath’ (Eph. 2:1-
3). Paul stated that ‘we all’ were ruined in Adam — all of us, including
the children of believers. Jesus is the only man to have avoided this
corruption; are the children of believers free of it? Do they escape this
ruin by being conceived of believing parents who sprinkle them in
infancy? Is this what the gospel amounts to?

Finally, in contradiction of Engelsma’s claim, it is a relief to be
able to state that God does not ‘gather his church... from the children
of believers’.”’ Rather, he gathers his elect from out of the mass of
fallen humanity, ‘the same lump’ (Rom. 9:21). He redeems, calls and
saves the ungodly as sinners (Mark 2:17; Rom. 5:6-10; 1 Tim. 1:15).
God delights to call sinners as sinners; he does not work among the

* Engelsma p18.
*' T am not saying, of course, that God does not call children of believers!
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children of believers as such, nor exclusively among them. Indeed, he
glories in spreading his arms wide to embrace those who have no
connection whatsoever with the covenant people (Rom. 9:24-26;
10:11-21). This is a vital point. There is no distinction whatsoever in
the gospel call, neither on the basis of race nor of family connection.
God calls sinners as sinners.” The Spirit is sent to convince men of sin
(John 16:8); this is the warrant for faith, since Christ died for sinners.
Am I a sinner? Then I am invited to Christ. If it is true that God
gathers his elect out of the line and descent of believers, then the Spirit
must convince men that their parents were truly the children of God!
But we have no promise to say that he does so convince.”® Reader, do
you not see that Engelsma’s words are dangerous, as I claimed earlier?
They are unscriptural. Their effect is devastating.

Herman Hanko, in his defence of infant baptism, said that
‘believers and their seed are saved. And the seed of believers are saved
as children’. He also declared that believers have ‘the sure knowledge
that God’s promise is to save them and their children. They instruct
covenant children. And their instruction will be fruitful for it falls upon
hearts which are regenerated by the Spirit of Christ’. Did Hanko really
believe this? Are all the baptised children of believers regenerated? He
said they were! If God has given his promise to all believers, as Hanko

** “Does not the potter have power over the clay, from the same lump to make
one vessel for honour, and another for dishonour?” (Rom. 9:21). It is ‘from the
same lump’, from fallen humanity, that God chooses and forms elect or
reprobate vessels. ‘Paul is not now dealing with God’s sovereign rights over
men as men but over men as sinners’ (John Murray Vol.2 p32, emphasis
mine). ‘The mass of fallen men are in [God’s] hands, and it is his right to
dispose of them at pleasure’ (Charles Hodge: Romans p319, emphasis mine).
‘The potter does not create the clay; he starts with it, it is there in front of him
on the bench... The apostle is not dealing here at all with God’s purpose in the
original creation of man, or with what God does with human nature as such.
He is dealing with God’s relationship to fallen humanity’ (Lloyd-Jones:
Romans 9 ppl199-200, emphasis mine). See also editor’s notes in Calvin:
Commentaries Vol.19 Part 2 pp366-367. All humanity, elect and reprobate,
are at birth, whether born of believers or not, ‘by nature children of wrath’
(Eph. 2:3), of ‘the same lump’.

» Compare the hyper-Calvinist’s insistence on a sinner being made ‘sensible’
before he is invited to Christ (see my Offer pp8-10, and my forthcoming book
on Septimus Sears).
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claimed, that both they and their children are to be saved, why is it
sadly undeniable that some children of some believers are not saved?
How sure is this ‘sure knowledge’ which Hanko spoke of? He also
said: ‘[When] believers... instruct their children in the ways of the
Lord, they have the sure word of God that they are instructing children
of God, God’s own elect people’.** Well, are the children of believers
elect and regenerated by God because their parents are believers?
What a breathtaking assertion! Is this the Christian religion? Is this the
doctrine of the Bible? Even Papists do not go this far. Dangerous?
Statements like these are diabolical.

Finally, as the last in this long catalogue of terrifying assertions by
infant baptisers, listen to the horrific Prayer of Thanksgiving of the
Reformed Church: ‘Thou hast forgiven us, and our children, all our
sins, through the blood of thy beloved Son Jesus Christ, and received
us through thy Holy Spirit as members of thine only begotten Son’.> If
these words are true — if, and what an ‘if” — what is left for the children
of believers? They are saved because their parents are believers, is the
claim! Those who believe these words ought to have as many children
as possible in order to populate the world with Christians! But it is not
enough for sinners to belong to believing parents. Listen to the words
of Christ: ‘Most assuredly, I say to you, unless one is born again, he
cannot see the kingdom of God... That which is born of flesh is
flesh’(John 3:3-8). Yes! And that includes the children of believers —
they are born of flesh, are they not? They must be born again. The fact
that their parents are believers will never ensure their salvation.

Reader, is my assertion not true? When infant baptisers argue for
their ggactice, they say things which are highly dangerous; and
worse.

** Hanko: We pp55,56,89.

> Engelsma pl11.

*6 Reader, if you need further damning evidence, see Wright: What...? pp81-
102. Let Lusk sum this up. In furthering his claim that ‘a truly Calvinistic
soteriology requires a Calvinistic sacramentology and vice-versa’, his extracts
from various writers showed what he meant. Hughes Oliphant Old: ‘The
Reformers insisted that according to Scripture there was one baptism. To
divide the sacrament into a baptism of water and a baptism of the Spirit... was
misleading... Reformed churches should not in their liturgical practice give
ground to a separation of the baptism with water and the baptism of the
Spirit’. James White: ‘The traditional Catholic and [please note!] Reformation
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It is high time we examined the so-called biblical basis of infant
baptism. What claims do infant baptisers put forward? Naturally, it is
impossible to know what every infant baptiser has said. When I assert,
therefore, that infant baptisers justify their claims by a certain line of
reasoning, I only intend to say that at least some infant baptisers argue
in that particular way. With this in mind we shall look at ten classes of
argument.

view [is] that God acts to accomplish God’s purposes through sacraments’.
Cornelius Burges: ‘Sacred baptism, the laver of regeneration and of the
renewing of the Holy Ghost... I do not deny future actual efficacy of baptism
after the act of administration, but I only plead for some efficacy when it is
administered’. Lusk added that ‘Burges claimed Calvin for support of this
view’. Lusk also rightly argued that ‘the ordinary necessity of baptism for
salvation is simply the teaching of the Westminster standards... The
Confession teaches that there is no ordinary possibility of salvation outside the
visible church and baptism is the mode of entrance into the visible church’
(Lusk: ‘Paedobaptism’ pp97,118,122,124,125; Westminster pp107-108,114).
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