
THE BIBLICAL COVENANTS
6. The New Covenant

OLD TESTAMENT PROMISE
 Jeremiah 31:31-35

o Timing – the days are coming
o People – a reunited nation – Israel/ Judah
o Contrast – not like the covenant…my covenant that they broke 

 This new covenant is NOT like the old (“broken”) 
covenant. 

 The previous covenant was “broken” by the disobedience
of Israel. 

 Israel and Judah are in exile because of this. The 
covenant stipulations required judgment for their sin. 

o A better covenant
 The law will no longer be stored in a box but in the heart. 

(Jer. 3:11-22) 
 The covenant formula – I will be their God and they shall 

be my people – formalizes the relationship. 
 Everyone   in this covenant has a personal knowledge of 

God that brings the forgiveness of sins. (see vv.27-30) 
 Ezekiel 36:22-36

o God is vindicating his own name. 
o God takes the initiative to re-gather his people and cleanse 

them from their sins. 
o His covenant promises bring an internal change that the Mosaic 

covenant could never affect. 
o The result is covenant-keeping instead of covenant-breaking. 
o Everyone   in this covenant possesses a: 

 New heart
 New spirit
 God’s Spirit

NEW TESTAMENT FULFILLMENT 
 Continuity between the covenants 

o Both come from God’s grace. 
o Both have the same purpose: proclaim the excellences of God 

in the world. (1 Peter 2:9-10) 
o Both require bloody sacrifices on account of sin. (Heb. 9:6-

10:18; Mt. 26:26-28) 
o The commands have the same foundation. (Rom. 13:8; Gal. 

5:14)
 Discontinuity between the covenants

o Better mediator (Heb. 3:5-6; 8:6; 9:15; 12:24)
o Better priesthood (Heb. 7:11-8:13)



o Better sacrifice (Heb. 9:6-10:18; Is. 52:13-53:12) 
o Better access (Heb. 4:16;10:19-25)
o Better promise (Ezek. 36:24-28) 

NEW COVENANT MEMBERSHIP – Grace not race 
 Reformed paedobaptism – Infant Baptism  

o Theological argument   
 The covenant made with Abraham is the Covenant of 

Grace, which secures blessings to Abraham and his 
offspring. (Genesis 12:1-3; 15:1-21,17:9-14; 22:17-18)

 Those offspring include not only Abraham’s natural 
descendants but also the spiritual descendants who have
the faith of Abraham. This would include Jews and 
Gentiles. 

 The sign and seal given to Abraham and his natural 
descendants is circumcision. All male children receive 
this sign and are included in the covenant. 

 The new covenant is an administration of the Covenant 
of Grace, that is it is for all intents and purposes identical 
with it. All true believers are heirs to the Abrahamic 
promises. But the sign has now changed from 
circumcision to baptism. Baptism, then, should properly 
be given to all believers and their children as 
circumcision was. 

 Thus, children of believers are covenant children and 
have the right to claim membership in the Covenant of 
Grace. 

 This membership, however, doesn’t guarantee the 
salvation of the child (contra RCC and Lutheranism). The
child must still be brought to a regenerative state so that 
he or she trusts in Christ. So these children have the 
promises of the covenant but apart from saving faith do 
not receive the benefits. 

 The result of this is a mixed congregation (like Israel) of 
believers and unbelievers in the membership of the 
church. 

o Exegetical argument   
 While most Reformed paedobaptists will admit that there 

is no explicit command to baptize infants and no explicit 
example of infants being baptized, they nevertheless 
point to the following arguments from the first century. 

 Household baptisms (Acts 10:24-11:14; 16:11-15, 31-
34;18:8-8; 1 Cor.1:16) 

 Relationship of baptism to circumcision (Col. 2:1-12) 
 Promise of Acts 2:38-39



o Historical argument  
 Practice of infant baptism is ancient with explicit mentions

of the practice dating to the third century. 
o Emotive argument   – Would God make the promises of the new 

covenant more restrictive than he does under the Abrahamic? 
Why would I not give my child the promises? Are they really no 
different than the children of unbelievers?  

 NCT/ Progressive Covenantalism – Confessor Baptism 
o The NT practice involved baptism following a profession of faith 

in Christ. That is, it was a public avowal of discipleship. (Mt. 
28:19-20; Acts 2:38-39; 10:44-48) 

o In the NT there are no explicit commands to baptize infants, nor 
are there explicit instances where infants were baptized. 

o Note the promise of Acts 2:38-39 is given “for you and for your 
children and for all who are far off, everyone whom the Lord our 
God calls to himself”.  All three groups (you, your children, those
who are far off) are modified by this final phrase. The promise is
only to those who are elect. 

o The “household baptisms” of Acts and 1 Corinthians never 
make explicit mention of infants, and in some cases are clearly 
all believers, that is, old enough to understand and trust the 
gospel. 

o Circumcision is a type of regeneration – a putting off of the old 
flesh.  (Col. 2:1-12) 

 It is administered to all males, representing all the people
since they all needed to experience the new birth. 

 Baptism looks back on the work of regeneration and is 
thus properly given to those who can give a credible 
profession of having received it. 

 That is, the antitype of circumcision is not baptism but 
regeneration. 

o Further, the sign of baptism corresponds to covenantal 
membership and baptism is a sign of the new covenant. As 
seen above, you cannot belong to the new covenant apart from 
regeneration. (Jer. 31:31-36; Ezek. 36:22-36) 

o There is a consistency in the way confessor Baptists admit 
people to the ordinances: both baptism and the Lord’s Supper 
are given to those who can credibly profess a saving faith in the 
Lord Jesus. This is different from our Reformed paedobaptists 
who (with some exceptions) will baptize the infants of believers 
but not permit them to take communion until they reach an age 
where they demonstrate a credible profession of faith. 



o Historically -  
 The NT in the first century, the Didache in the early 

second century, and Justin Martyr’s First Apology in the 
mid-second century all give instruction on Christian 
baptism and none of them give any directions on the 
baptism of infants. All prescribe the practice for believers.

 It is not until the third century that paedobaptism is 
explicitly mentioned. 

 The first to do so was Tertullian who dismissed the
practice and urged delay since baptism did not 
confer saving grace. 

 Later in the century, Cyprian announced the 
decision of the African Synod in AD 253 to baptize
infants on the basis that it brought the grace of 
God to the child. 

 Later in the century, Origen would agree. 
 In other words, the rise of the practice would 

appear to be with the innovation of baptismal 
regeneration. 

 Regardless, no one in the early centuries of the 
church were arguing for baptism on the same 
basis as the reformers. Their arguments, differing 
from Rome and Lutheran theologies, were novel in
the 16th century.   

 Further, there is a very sad reality. Many baptized 
children grow up and never come to saving faith. If the 
wholesale apostasy of many Reformed denominations is 
any proof, then large numbers of children who were given
the sign of the promises never actually became heir of 
those same promises. What happened to God’s promises
sealed to those children in their baptisms? 

o Questions of children necessarily involve strong emotion. It’s 
understandable. 

 And yes, of course, the children of believers have the 
privileges that those of unbelievers don’t possess, 
namely proximity to the preaching of the gospel and the 
godly examples of parents, family and friends. God often 
saves the children of believers regardless of whether or 
not they were “baptized”, “dedicated”, or neither. 
Thankfully he does call many who grow up in Christian 
homes. We can thank him for that. 

 But in another sense, our children, like those of 
unbelievers, come into this world utterly lost and without 
any desire for salvation. Both paedobaptists and 



confessor Baptists agree that only God’s electing grace 
will change that. 


