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                     THE SCRIPTURAL CASE FOR INFANT BAPTISM 7-24-16 

(Colossians 2) On a crowded street in New York City two men hopped into the backseat of a cab that 

was headed to the airport. One was Chinese, the other man was Jewish. After they had placed their 

things around them and settled down for the ride the Jewish man reached over to the Chinese fellow and 

slapped him hard right in the face. The Chinese gentleman, with a look of great perplexity, said, “What 

in the world was that for?” The Jew man said, “That was for Pearl Harbor.” “Pearl Harbor?! Pearl 

Harbor was bombed by the Japanese, I’m Chinese.” But the man who slapped shrugged it off and said, 

“Japanese, Chinese, what’s the difference.” Well, they had a very tense ride to the airport but just before 

they arrived the Chinese man reached across the seat and really smacked the Jewish man right on the 

face. The Jewish man looked at him and said, “What in the world was that for?” He said, “That was for 

the Titanic.” “The Titanic?! What do you mean? The Titanic was destroyed by an iceberg.” The Chinese 

man replied, “Iceberg, Goldberg, what’s the difference?” Oh my, a little misunderstanding can often 

lead to big confusions and even sometimes to conflict between people who ought to know better. One of 

the great areas of conflict among Christian people is the subject of baptism. We fight with each other 

oftentimes due to our individual ignorance, because we don’t understand one another. Someone wrote a 

book a few years back called The Water that Divides. The title refers to the regrettable division among 

Christians over baptism issues. One of the biggest controversies is over the proper subjects of baptism. 

Almost all Christians agree that newly converted adults who have never been baptized should be.  But 

only some Christians teach that baptism should be given to the children of believers as well. Most of you 

are aware that our church is among those that do teach that water baptism is to be administered to 

children. That is easily the majority view of the church throughout the ages but it is a minority view 

among conservative evangelicals today. It is certainly not an issue I want to fight over. In fact, this is the 

first time in over seven years behind this pulpit that I have taught on this subject. If you are visiting here 

today make note of that. This is not a drum we beat very often, but I do believe it is time to set forth why 

I and the church to which I belong believe that infant baptism is Biblical.  

    Some of you, I know, can’t believe that anyone would think that infant baptism is Biblical. You 

thought we did it just because it was a sweet little ritual, or maybe because we still haven’t gotten the 

ways of Rome out of our system. But folks, we really believe it is according to the word of God. I grew 

up in the Baptist church and was baptized when I professed Christ at nine years of age. I didn’t attend a 

Presbyterian church until I was 18 and for the first year I went I didn’t go for infant baptism at all. In 

fact, I was in my second year in seminary before I ever reached the point where I could affirm infant 
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baptism as my own view. It didn’t come easy. And I didn’t buy into it because my church did. I was 

persuaded by the weight of Biblical evidence. Maybe in thirty minutes you will be too. Maybe not. I’m 

prepared to be patient, and I’m prepared to abide in sweet fellowship with those who don’t agree. My 

goals today are two: (1) I hope that all of you will leave here today respecting Presbyterian views on this 

subject. I am aware that some hold infant baptism and those who practice it up to scorn. If you leave 

here today unconvinced by the arguments I pray you would at least leave with some measure of respect 

for what we believe and why we believe it. (2) My second goal is to persuade some of you to adopt and 

to practice what we believe to be the teaching of God’s word on this subject. I’m letting you know my 

intention up front. I won’t try to sneak up behind you on this one. So I pray your mind will be open to 

the word of the Lord and the Lord of the word. 

    I will give you this morning four reasons why I believe in infant baptism. The most important reason, 

and the one that will take the bulk of our time is the first. #1 - I believe in infant baptism because 

baptism is the New Testament fulfillment of Old Testament circumcision. Why this leads me to baptize 

my children I will explain later but first let me demonstrate this point about the correlation of 

circumcision with baptism. Last Sunday we looked at the place and purpose of baptism. We talked about 

the significance of water baptism by showing that baptism is at least three things. Let’s review those 

three points and today you will see that everything baptism is to the new covenant what circumcision 

was to the old. 

    First, we said that baptism is a symbol of the work of the Holy Spirit. As such it is basically an 

outward sign of an inward grace. Right? It represents in external symbols the cleansing, the purification 

of soul which is the work of God’s Spirit. We saw last time that there is a spiritual baptism of the heart 

by the Spirit which has a sacramental union with the material baptism by the minister with water. 

Baptism represents the cleansing away of sin by God’s Spirit. What does circumcision represent? The 

cleansing away of sin by God’s Spirit. Colossians 2:11 very clearly links spiritual circumcision with 

spiritual baptism and says that spiritual circumcision is the removal of sinful flesh. 2:11 In Him you were 

also circumcised with a circumcision made without hands, in the removal of the body of the flesh by the 

circumcision of Christ. If that is hard to follow, try the New Living Translation of that verse: 11 When 

you came to Christ, you were “circumcised,” but not by a physical procedure. Christ performed a 

spiritual circumcision—the cutting away of your sinful nature. So understand this, that just as there is a 

spiritual baptism there is too a spiritual circumcision. Deuteronomy 10:16 Circumcise your heart, and 

stiffen your neck no longer. Jeremiah 4:4ab Circumcise yourselves to the LORD And remove the 

foreskins of your heart. And what does such a circumcision of heart produce in a life? Deuteronomy 
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30:6 The LORD your God will circumcise your heart and the heart of your descendants, to love the 

LORD your God with all your heart and with all your soul, so that you may live. Spiritual circumcision 

produces a cleansing of soul. Was it possible to be spiritually circumcised and not physically so? Yes.  

Was it possible to be physically circumcised and not spiritually? Yes. It’s just the same as baptism. 

What counts most is what is true within. Romans 2:28-29 For he is not a Jew who is one outwardly, nor 

is circumcision that which is outward in the flesh. 29 But he is a Jew who is one inwardly; and 

circumcision is that which is of the heart, by the Spirit. I don’t see how it could be much clearer. You 

could easily take out the word “circumcision” and put in “baptism.” “He is not a Christian who is one 

outwardly; neither is baptism that which is outward in the flesh, but he is a Christian who is one 

inwardly; and baptism is that which is of the heart, by the Spirit.” Circumcision and baptism are both 

rites of symbolic cleansing setting visibly before us the purifying work of the Holy Spirit.  

     Secondly, we said last time that baptism is an initiation into the covenant community. It is the 

required rite of passage into the church. The same was true of circumcision. Just as baptism awaits you 

upon entrance into the communion of the new covenant people of God so circumcision stands at the 

entrance to the Old Testament people of God. If an uncircumcised person, like a Gentile, desired to take 

part in the worship or communal life of Israel he and his sons had to be circumcised. Exodus 12:48  

If a stranger sojourns with you, and celebrates the Passover to the LORD, let all his males be 

circumcised, and then let him come near to celebrate it; and he shall be like a native of the land. But no 

uncircumcised person may eat of it. Because the Passover, like the Lord’s Supper, is for God’s people 

only. Do you see that? In this way as well, baptism becomes the New Testament fulfillment of 

circumcision.  

   Thirdly, we said that baptism is an indication of your faith and commitment to the one in whose name 

you and your children are baptized. It is the sign of faith. Is circumcision that too? Romans 4: 11ab 

(NLT) Circumcision was a sign that Abraham already had faith and that God had already accepted him 

and declared him to be righteous—even before he was circumcised. The outward symbol of the Spirit’s 

work, the initiation rite into the covenant community, the sign of faith, in all these ways baptism fulfills 

the role of circumcision. Just as the Lord’s Supper is the bloodless New Testament fulfillment of 

Passover, baptism is the bloodless New Testament fulfillment of circumcision. I hope this is clear for 

you. Now look at Genesis 17. 

    So what if baptism is the fulfillment of circumcision. How does that show us that babies ought to be 

baptized? If the New Testament contained either a clear command to baptize infants or a clear 

prohibition I would not bother going back to the Old Testament. But the fact is that there is neither 
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command nor prohibition in the New Testament which leads me to conclude that something was being 

assumed about the relationship of infants to the covenant sign that we need to get a hold of. One man 

arguing against infant baptism said, “I know that no authority is found in the Bible for infant baptism for 

I have read it from Matthew to Revelation.” A lot of false teaching in the church today results from 

people who read the Bible only from Matthew to Revelation. They go about the work of New Testament 

interpretation without reference to its Old Testament foundations. In Genesis 17 God is establishing His 

merciful covenant with Abraham. You know Abraham, the father of all who believe. The one to whose 

example Paul appealed when arguing that we are justified by faith in Christ alone. 9-11 God said further 

to Abraham, "Now as for you, you shall keep My covenant, you and your descendants after you 

throughout their generations. 10 "This is My covenant, which you shall keep, between Me and you and 

your descendants after you: every male among you shall be circumcised. 11 "And you shall be 

circumcised in the flesh of your foreskin, and it shall be the sign of the covenant between Me and you. 

Do you see it?  The sign of the covenant, serving the same purpose as baptism. Now look at the next 

verse - 12a And every male among you who is eight days old shall be circumcised throughout your 

generations. Wait a second! Do you mean that they were to give the symbol of the Spirit’s work to 

babies? Do you mean that they were to give the initiation rite into the Covenant community to babies? 

Do you mean that they were to give sign of faith to babies? Yes Yes Yes. This was the practice of Israel 

for centuries because it was the commandment of God. And it is because of this that the silence of the 

New Testament as to the relationship of infants to the covenant sign does not argue against infant 

baptism but for it since the New Testament came into a context of Old Testament Judaism which would 

have assumed that the covenant sign would be applied to their children. In light of the command of God 

to Abraham and the clear correlation of baptism to circumcision the burden of proof falls to my Baptist 

brother who must supply clear evidence that baptism is not for children. But there is no such evidence. 

All he can do is appeal to New Testament silence which to an Old Testament Jew argues thunderously in 

favor of infant baptism. Furthermore, as we will see if time allows, every common objection to infant 

baptism would also apply to infant circumcision and would therefore put the objector at odds with the 

God of Abraham. So, I believe in infant baptism because baptism is the fulfillment of Old Testament 

circumcision.  

     Main point #2. I believe in infant baptism because of the family structure of God’s dealings with 

men. As we read the Old Testament we see how God saves Noah from the flood. Genesis 6:8 says that 

Noah found favor in the sight of the Lord. But, when the ark sailed, was it loaded with only Noah and 

the animals? No, God saved also Noah’s family. When the Lord established His covenant with Abraham 
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what did he say? He said, “My covenant is with you and with your descendants after you.” When the 

angels took Lot out of Sodom they came for Lot and his family. When God established a covenant with 

David it was again a covenant pertaining to David and his descendants after him. The point I’m making, 

which can hardly be challenged, is that throughout Scripture we see God working His grace and 

judgment through families. In the USA where we are so proud of our independence and individualism it 

is hard for us to see this point from Scripture but it’s there. We see the world in ones, God sees it in 

families. Remember Exodus 12:48ab If a stranger sojourns with you, and celebrates the Passover to the 

LORD, let all his males be circumcised. If you wanted to join the Old Testament people of God you had 

to get all the males in your family circumcised because God works with families. 

    Is it different in the New Testament? Not a single verse implies any change in this. Many verses in 

fact imply the continuity of the principle. We’ll just look at one. I Corinthians 7:14 The unbelieving 

husband is sanctified through his wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified through her believing 

husband; for otherwise your children are unclean, but now they are holy. What does that mean? 

Normally when we hear the word “sanctify” we think of personal, moral purity. That is not what it 

means here. Paul is talking here about a positional holiness or sanctification. The term means “set 

apart.” In the Old Testament in fact certain items were sprinkled and set apart as holy for use in the 

tabernacle. It is this idea of being special, of having a certain relationship to God which others do not 

have. That is what it means for children of believers to be holy. In some way, God looks at the child of a 

believer differently and so should we. I heard a Baptist pastor say one time that “until my kids show 

evidence of true repentance and faith I regard them as the children of the devil.” That, of course, would 

be the proper perspective were it not for this principle I am putting forth to you now. But when I read I 

Corinthians 7:14 and the Old Testament I gain a sense that my children and the children of any believing 

adult are not to be viewed as outsiders, but as one of us. The covenant and its privileges belong to our 

children and so they receive the covenant sign. Children of unbelievers are not given the sign. They are 

not perceived as holy. You may think it unfair but this is the way God has ordained it. It is not my place 

to question His plan but to secure for my children all the benefits that are theirs. They, by virtue of 

having believing parents, are part of the church, they are regarded by God, not as unclean, but as holy 

and therefore I am convinced that baptism as the sign of purity should be applied to them as well as their 

believing parents. 

    My third reason for believing in infant baptism is that it was the practice of the apostles in the New 

Testament. Some of you are saying, “What do you mean?” You would be quick to point out that every 

specific baptism recorded in the New Testament is of an adult. And you would be right. But given the 
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fact that at the beginning of the new covenant age there were no second or third generation Christians 

that point is meaningless. The book of Acts is a story of the spread of the church and it spread through 

converted adults who would naturally receive the covenant sign since neither they nor anyone had yet 

received it. As to infant baptism, the New Testament is silent. Does that mean, as some would argue, 

that we have no grounds for it? I would argue the contrary since the New Testament did not come in a 

vacuum. It is written on the heels of the Old Testament. The church began in a Jewish context with all of 

the Jewish understanding of how God works through families. The lack of a specific word either for or 

against baptizing infants is a point in favor of doing it. But, but, it is not exactly true to say that there is 

no indication at all of how the apostles treated children. In Acts 16 we find the story of the beginning of 

the church in Philippi. Most of you are familiar with the story of the Philippian jailer who experienced a 

dramatic late night conversion. The story includes an earthquake which rocked the jail where the 

apostles were being held. The jailer goes into Paul and Silas. See verse 30-31 And after he brought them 

out, he said, "Sirs, what must I do to be saved?" 31 They said, "Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will 

be saved, you and your household.” Now that’s an interesting statement. In the initial presentation of the 

gospel to this man he is addressed not simply as Mr. Jailer the individual but as part of a family. You see 

how this adds further weight to my point about God working with families. 32-33 And they spoke the 

word of the Lord to him together with all who were in his house. 33 And he took them that very hour of 

the night and washed their wounds, and immediately he was baptized, he and all his household. Who 

was baptized? The jailer who believed and his whole family.  

    Now let’s look at an earlier episode in the same chapter of Acts. 16:13-14 On the Sabbath day we 

went outside the gate to a riverside, where we were supposing that there would be a place of prayer; 

and we sat down and began speaking to the women who had assembled. 14 A woman named Lydia, from 

the city of Thyatira, a seller of purple fabrics, a worshiper of God, was listening; and the Lord opened 

her heart to respond to the things spoken by Paul. This time notice who was present to hear the sermon. 

Women. One responded whose name was Lydia. Who was baptized? 15a And when she and her 

household had been baptized. Does it say whether or not there were little children in that home? No. It 

doesn’t really seem to matter. The point is that the entire family came under the covenant sign because 

the family head, in this case a woman - believed. There is one other reference in the New Testament to 

household baptism. I Corinthians 1:16a I did baptize also the household of Stephanas. Here again you 

see the family perspective coming thru, and you also see that another entire household was baptized 

without mention of who was in it or whether they were believing adults or not. So we have three entire 

households baptized. The Baptist at this point must insist that there were no young children in these 
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families. But if someone indifferent to the question under debate were asked whether any of these 

families would have had young children what would they say? They would say, “probably.” Not 

definitely, but probably these families included a little one. So, this point cannot stand by itself. But 

what clues I have as to the apostolic practice leads me toward, not away from, infant baptism. 

    Reason #4 why I believe in infant baptism is the practice of the early church. Origen, who was the 

first great theologian of the early church, stated that he was baptized as a baby in accordance with the 

practice of the church in all places. Origen was born in 180 AD. In his commentary on Romans he states 

that the church had received from the apostles the tradition of infant baptism. This remember was 

written by a man born less than 100 years after the death of John. Now think this through with me.  

What if the Presbyterian Church 100 years ago did not practice infant baptism and today it did. What 

would have taken place in the last 100 years? Why I would expect that you would have witnessed 

numerous debates on the subject, articles and books would have been written debating the issue, church 

councils would have deliberated and sent down judgments on the question. You would have people 

leaving the church over the change. In short, the entire church would have been in upheaval over such a 

dramatic change in faith and practice. But when we look at the history of the first three centuries of the 

church we find no record of any of this kind of thing. Infant baptism was not an item of debate. And if 

we are to believe our Baptists friends on this then what must have happened is that within a rather short 

period of time the entire church switched its position on infant baptism without any controversy over it. 

Folks, as I see it, such an occurrence as that is well-nigh impossible. In the fourth century of the church, 

the Donatist controversy, which pertained to the validity of baptisms performed by apostate ministers, 

was an issue of raging debate and did indeed split the church. How could it be that such a change as the 

Baptists suggest took place in the second century could come off without a ripple? It is much easier for 

me to believe Origen, that infant baptism was the practice of the apostles all of whom, by the way, were 

Jews. 

   Quickly now let me address three common objections to infant baptism and then I’ll be done. 

Objection one is that infant baptism is often abused. The point of this objection is that many people have 

a false security regarding their souls because they were baptized as infants. You have situations like 

England which is a nation of baptized pagans. Well, I agree that it is abused and that is sad. But we 

cannot ignore God’s commands because other people abuse those commands. Following that line of 

thought we would have to quit preaching sermons on grace, quit taking the Lord’s supper, quit eating 

food, and quit adult baptisms as well since those things are also abused. 
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    Objection #2 is that infant baptism is opposed to the great commission in Matthew 28:19-20a Go 

therefore and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and the Son 

and the Holy Spirit, 20 teaching them to observe all that I commanded you. I have heard people say, 

“see there baptism is only for disciples” as if that meant it was not for little children. In response, I 

would have you see that the command of Matthew 28 is to make disciples. The method is by baptizing 

and teaching. If my objector is consistent he would have to withhold teaching from his kids as well as 

baptism. And my point in saying that is to point out that our children are our disciples. If a parent is not 

making disciples of his kids then what is he doing? And Matthew 28 tells us that when we make 

disciples to get ‘em baptized. So we do. 

    Objection #3 is that a child’s baptism doesn’t mean anything to him. I can understand that adult 

baptism can be a meaningful experience. Great!  But the purpose of baptism is not to provide someone 

with a meaningful experience and we could hardly frame our theology by asking what is most 

meaningful to me. Can you imagine Abraham saying, “Lord, I know you said to do it but I’m not gonna 

circumcise Isaac because I want him to experience this meaningful event as an adult.”? No No. Baptism 

is God’s idea and must be carried out according to his command. But let me add that infant baptism 

should also be a meaningful event for the child. I hear too often adults telling me that they were baptized 

as babies but it didn’t mean anything to them; and that bothers me! Parents, our kids should never say 

that. It is our job to make sure that their baptism means something to them. Certificates, pictures 

whatever you can use should be used to remind your child what you have done on his behalf. Every time 

we have a baptism in church your child should be reminded’ “Momma and Daddy did that for you and 

here is why...” Yes, infant baptism is often abused. But done well it is a wonderful thing, and what is 

more important, it is what God would have His people do. Remember that He said to Abraham, “This is 

my covenant which you shall keep, between me and you and your descendants after you.” What a 

beautiful covenant supplied by our God, for those who believe and their children. So, let’s honor our 

God by keeping covenant with Him.  

 


