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Grace Bible Church’s Position On Paedobaptism 
 
Definitions: 
 

• Paedobaptists1 (infant-baptising churches) believe that God’s intent for 
baptism includes both those who have professed faith and infants. 

 
• Credobaptists2 (believer-baptising churches) understand God’s intent for 

baptism includes only those who have personally professed faith. 
 

• WCF – Westminster Confession of Faith 
 

• LBC – 1689 London Baptist Confession 
 
 
 
The issue of the proper subjects of baptism is a difficult one. 
 
We wish to present the two views in an irenic manner such that proponents from either 
side would be in general agreement with the way we presented each view. 
 
However, as we are a credobaptist church we know that some of our conclusions 
would not be agreed with by some paedobaptists but we trust they would understand 
our struggle to be faithful to the Scriptures. 
 
It should also be noted that both paedobaptism and credobaptism are not monolithic 
views. There are variations and disagreements in some issues on each side. What we 
have attempted to do here is to present the most commonly agreed upon positions. 
 
In regard to paedobaptism – we have chosen to use the most widely accepted position 
– that articulated in the Westminster Confession of Faith (WCF). 
 
In regard to credobaptism – we have chosen to use the most widely accepted position 
– that articulated in the 1689 London Baptist Confession (LBC). 
 
Areas of Agreement 
 
We believe it is crucial to begin by stating that in the most crucial and central areas – 
both sides are in compete agreement. 
 
What are those areas?: 
 

• That baptism is an important doctrine. 
• That the act of baptism itself is not what conveys salvation. 
• That baptism is associated with church membership. 

 
 
                                            
1 From paedo (Greek) meaning “child”. 
2 From credo (Latin) we get our English word creed, meaning “I believe”. 
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Areas of Disagreement 
 
While there are debates about mode – immersion, pouring and sprinkling – the main 
areas of disagreement lie with the theology of what the sign of baptism represents. 
This has led to a number of significant areas of disagreement. 
 
The Westminster Confession of Faith is clear regarding the most common position 
paedobaptists hold concerning what baptism represents: 
 

Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus Christ, not 
only for the solemn admission of the party baptised into the visible Church; but 
also to be unto him a sign and seal of the covenant of grace, of his ingrafting 
into Christ, of regeneration, of remission of sins, and of his giving up unto God, 
through Jesus Christ, to walk in the newness of life. 

 
The 1689 London Baptist Confession is equally clear regarding the most common 
position credobaptists hold concerning what baptism represents: 
 

Baptism is an ordinance of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus Christ, to 
be unto the party baptised, a sign of his fellowship with him, in his death and 
resurrection; of his being ingrafted into him; of remission of sins; and of giving 
up into God, through Jesus Christ, to live and walk in newness of life. 

 
When comparing the two statements – the most obvious differences involve changing 
the name from a sacrament to an ordinance and in particular dropping the references 
to admission to the visible church and baptism as a sign and seal of the covenant of 
grace. 
 
These changes involving the church and the covenant are the more significant ones 
because the foundation for paedobaptism depends in large part upon their 
understanding of the nature of the church and the covenant of grace – while neither of 
these are necessarily determining issues for the credobaptist position. 
 
With this in mind, the Westminster Confession Of Faith description of baptism can be 
divided into three areas for discussion: 
 
Baptism and The Church 
 

Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus Christ, not 
only for the solemn admission of the party baptised into the visible Church; 
 

Baptism and The Covenant of Grace 
 

but also to be unto him a sign and seal of the covenant of grace, 
 
Baptism and The Relationship to Salvation 
 

of his ingrafting into Christ, of regeneration, of remission of sins, and of his 
giving up unto God, through Jesus Christ, to walk in the newness of life. 
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These will be discussed in turn. 
 
Baptism and The Church 
 
Paedobaptist position 
 

• Baptism is designed to signify entry into the visible church of professing 
believers and their children. 

 
WCF: “Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus Christ 
… for the solemn admission of the party baptised into the visible Church. 
 
The visible Church … consists of all those throughout the world that profess the 
true religion, and their children.” 

 
Paedobaptists maintain that the church existed in the Old Testament and included 
children – so the church in the New Testament should also include children. You 
belong to the church by both family faith and personal faith. 
 
Credobaptist position 
 

• Baptism is designed to signify entry into the visible church of professing 
believers only. 

 
LBC: “All persons throughout the world, professing the faith of the gospel, 
and obedience unto God by Christ according unto it, not destroying their own 
profession by any errors everting the foundation, or unholiness of conversation, 
are and may be called visible saints; and of such ought all particular 
congregations to be constituted.” 

 
Credobaptists maintain that the church is a new work of God under the New Covenant 
and one crucial difference between the church and Israel is that God designed the 
church to only admit professing believers into formal membership. 
 
In general, they see the New Covenant initiating a new work of God, with a new 
international people – the church – which God called into existence at Pentecost. 
 
Grace Bible Church’s understanding 
 
While there are debates about the use of ecclesia in the New Testament and The 
Septuagint (the Old Testament translated into Greek) – we believe the crucial question 
becomes what changed under the New Covenant? 
 
Paedobaptists maintain that the New Covenant is only a renewal of the Old Covenant 
– so the groups they apply to remain the same. 
 
Credobaptists maintain that the New Covenant replaces the Old Covenant – so the 
groups they apply to are not the same. 
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Jeremiah 31:34 which speaks of the New Covenant is often cited as a key verse in 
this discussion. 
 

No longer will one teach his neighbour or his brother, saying, ‘Know the Lord,’ 
for they will all know me, from the least to the greatest of them”—this is the 
Lord’s declaration. “For I will forgive their iniquity and never again remember 
their sin.” 

 
While paedobaptists have a different understanding of this verse, we maintain that this 
verse implies that one of elements that make the covenant new is that it applies to a 
new people whereby everyone under this covenant personally knows the Lord – or 
are saved. 
 
There is no longer a mixed people – both saved and unsaved – now they will all know 
the Lord and have their sin forgiven. 
 
From its inception the church was commanded to be a holy people, to remove the 
unsaved from their midst (1 Corinthians 5:13; Mathew 18:15-20). 
 
National Israel was intended to have infants and adults in its constituents. 
 
The church as such was never intended to be mixed group in the sense of having both 
infants and professing believers – in its membership. 
 
That is not to say that every baptised person or every member is saved. 
 

LBC: “The purest churches under heaven are subject to mixture and error.” 
 
The Scriptures are explicit that some who profess faith, are baptised and become part 
of the church will turn out not to have been saved (1 Timothy 1:18-20; 2 Timothy 4:10). 
 
We believe that the command to repent to enter the church, the command to be holy 
and the presence of the practice of church discipline shows the church is a group God 
intends to be pure – and that can only apply to those who profess faith. 
 
We maintain, then, that baptism is only rightly administered to those who profess faith 
and indicate a desire to be a holy people. 
 
We hold that related to this is the question of church membership. 
 

WCF: “Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus 
Christ, not only for the solemn admission of the party baptised into the visible 
Church.” 

 
Paedobaptists regard infants of believers to be a separate group – admitted to the 
visible church – but not yet partaking of the full benefits of membership. 
 
Most credobaptists would call solemn admission into the visible church – membership 
and not find support for any category of exemption for infants from the responsibilities, 



 

 5 

privileges and oversight bestowed on members such as church discipline, church 
government and church responsibilities. 
 
While paedobaptists would disagree with us – we find it more consistent to apply all 
the privileges and responsibilities to all who are part of the visible church. 
 
For example – communion. 
 
Again, we recognise that this is a point of contention, but it seems to us that if the 
baptised infant is admitted into the church, is a partaker of the covenant, ingrafted into 
Christ, regenerate, sins remitted and committed to walk in newness of life – then what 
prevents them from partaking in communion? 
 
In summary – we find the Scriptures and practice more in line with allowing only those 
with personal saving faith to be baptised, become members and join the visible church. 
 
Baptism and The Covenant of Grace 
 
Paedobaptist position 
 

• Baptism is a sign and seal of the covenant of grace – indicating our participation 
in the New Covenant which is a renewal of the Old Covenant. 

 
WCF: “Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus 
Christ, … to be unto him a sign and seal of the covenant of grace. 
 
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.” 

 
Thus baptism a sign of our participation in the covenant of grace. 
 
They view baptism as a picture of the coming of the Holy Spirit to wash and regenerate 
and so they maintain that the proper mode of baptism should be sprinkling or pouring 
as a picture of the promise of the washing of the Holy Spirit. 
 
One important support for paedobaptism is the teaching that God’s plan of salvation 
is worked out through a covenant of grace. 
 

WCF: “The first covenant made with man was a covenant of works, wherein life 
was promised to Adam, and in him to his posterity, upon condition of perfect 
and personal obedience. 
 
Man by his fall having made himself incapable of life by that covenant, the Lord 
was pleased to make a second, commonly called the covenant of grace: 
wherein he freely offered unto sinners life and salvation by Jesus Christ, 
requiring of them faith in him, that they may be saved, and promising to give 
unto all those that are ordained unto life, his Holy Spirit, to make them willing 
and able to believe. 
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This covenant was differently administered in the time of the law, and in the 
time of the gospel. 
 
There are not, therefore, two covenants of grace differing in substance, but one 
and the same under various dispensations.” 

 
They hold to one covenant of grace made after the fall to redeem man – but with two 
administrations and thus two signs. 
 
Under the Old Covenant the sign of the covenant of grace was circumcision. 
 
Under the New Covenant the sign of the covenant of grace is baptism. 
 
Since the New Covenant is merely a renewal of the Old Covenant, the participants in 
the covenants should be the same. 
 
Under the Old Covenant infants were a part of the covenant and received the sign – 
circumcision – so they should also be under the New Covenant and its sign – baptism. 
 
Credobaptist position 
 

• Baptism is not a sign and seal of the covenant of grace. The New Covenant 
replaces not renews the Old Covenant. 

 
LBC: “Those who do actually profess repentance towards God, faith in, and 
obedience to, our Lord Jesus Christ, are the only proper subjects of this 
ordinance. 

 
Baptism is … a sign of his fellowship with him, in his death and resurrection.” 

 
Baptism a sign displays our participation in Christ’s death and resurrection. 
 
This is why believer’s baptists insist that the only proper mode of baptism is full 
immersion – you go down under the water to picture dying and then come out of it to 
picture rising. 
 
The root word – baptizo – is accepted on all sides as primarily meaning immerse – 
and with two possible exceptions every use of baptise in the New Testament means 
immerse. 
 
In John 3:23 we find John baptised in Aenon because there was plenty of water there. 
If he was sprinkling or pouring – he would not need a lot of water. 
 
The description of Jesus coming up out of the water after baptism (Matthew 3:16) and 
the Ethiopian Eunuch going down into the water and coming up out of the water after 
baptism (Acts 8:38-39) reinforce the idea of immersion as the proper mode of baptism. 
 
And in regard to the covenant of grace: 
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LBC: “It pleased the Lord to make a covenant of grace, wherein he freely 
offereth unto sinners life and salvation by Jesus Christ, requiring of them faith 
in him, that they may be saved; and promising to give unto all those that are 
ordained unto eternal life, his Holy Spirit, to make them willing and able to 
believe. 

 
It is founded in that eternal covenant transaction that was between the Father 
and the Son about the redemption of the elect.” 

 
Credobaptists have in their ranks those who hold to a covenant of grace and those 
who do not hold to a covenant of grace. 
 
This is not a major issue for this view. However if there is a covenant of grace, 
credobaptists insist it must be of the sort specified in the LBC – a general agreement 
to save – an eternal covenant transaction that was between the Father and the Son 
dealing with the redemption of the elect. 
 
Grace Bible Church’s understanding 
 
While we appreciate the value and historical place of a covenant of grace and find 
warm fellowship with those who hold to it – we do not view the ordering of a covenant 
of grace as outlined in the WCF as the best way to interpret the Scriptures. 
 
We prefer to view the individual covenants in their revelatory setting – without 
specifying details of the eternal agreement to save beyond what is revealed in 
Scripture. 
 
For an articulation of this position please see Kingdom through Covenant by Peter 
Gentry and Stephen Wellum. 
 
The definition of what constitutes a biblical covenant and whether there can be an 
inferred covenant not specifically delineated in Scripture is an area of great debate. 
 
If there is an overarching covenant that ties the plan of redemption together through 
the Scriptures – we see the Abrahamic Covenant as the covenant designed to bridge 
the Testaments. 
 
It seems to us that traditional covenant theology places a number of biblical covenants 
under the general rubric of the Old Covenant. 
 

WCF: “This covenant was differently administered in the time of the law, and in 
the time of the gospel: under the law it was administered by promises, 
prophecies, sacrifices, circumcision, the paschal lamb, and other types and 
ordinances delivered to the people of the Jews.” 

 
For example – sacrifices – from the Mosaic Covenant and circumcision – from the 
Abrahamic Covenant – and promises – from all the Old Testament covenants – 
including the Davidic Covenant – are all gathered together under the title – Old 
Covenant. 
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Then the sign of the Abrahamic Covenant – circumcision – is specified as the sign of 
the Old Covenant. 
 
This allows baptism to then be attached as the sign of the New Covenant. 
 
However, while paedobaptists would disagree with us, we believe Scripture does allow 
us to delineate the various covenants and does not allow placing a number of the 
Scriptural covenants under the general title Old Covenant. 
 
We do recognize the relationship between the covenants – in particular the Abrahamic 
and Mosaic – and how these in turn relate to the Old Covenant – is complex – but, 
without being definitive, our understanding is that the most consistent view is that 
Scripture equates the Old Covenant as another designation for the Mosaic Covenant. 
 
For example, Jeremiah 31:31–32 speaks of the New Covenant replacing the Old 
Covenant and equates the Old Covenant with the Mosaic Covenant (cf Hebrews 9:1-
10):  
 

“Look, the days are coming”—this is the LORD’s declaration—“when I will make 
a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah. This one 
will not be like the covenant I made with their ancestors on the day I took them 
by the hand to lead them out of the land of Egypt—my covenant that they broke 
even though I am their master”—the LORD’s declaration.  

 
Nor do we find the Abrahamic Covenant as being referred to or spoken of as part of 
the Old Covenant. 
 
Moreover the sign of the Mosaic Covenant is identified in Scripture not as circumcision 
but as the Sabbath (Exodus 31:13-18). 
 
Circumcision is specifically said to be the sign of the Abrahamic Covenant (Genesis 
17). 
 
Again, the precise identification of covenant and sign is difficult and contentious – but 
our understanding is that in regard to the New Testament it is the Lord’s Table that is 
specifically identified as the remembrance sign of the New Covenant (Luke 22:19-20; 
1 Corinthians 11:25-26) – not baptism. 
 
While not wishing to be definitive, and realising the difficulty involved, we suggest that 
the most consistent way to view the signs and their relationship to the covenants is in 
this way: 
 

Sign of being beneficiaries to the Abrahamic Covenant: 
 

Israel – Circumcision (Genesis 17:9-11) 
 

Church – Baptism (Colossians 2:8-15) 
 

Sign of remembrance: 
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Old Covenant – Sabbath (Exodus 31:13-18) 
 
New Covenant – Lord’s Table (Luke 22:19-20; 1 Corinthians 11:25-26) 

 
Related to this, one of the major planks of the paedobaptist argument is that children 
received the sign of the Abrahamic covenant – circumcision – so they should receive 
the New Covenant sign of Abrahamic blessing – baptism. 
 
They argue that restricting baptism to believers would indicate that those who were 
once in the covenant are now not in the covenant and such a major change would 
require a clear statement in Scripture. 
 
However, we believe this argument rests on a number of unproven assumptions, 
primarily that baptism is the New Covenant sign of the Abrahamic Covenant. 
 
We would contend that this mistakes the clear Scriptural argument of how the 
Abrahamic covenant is developed and unfolds in the progress of redemption and its 
relationship to baptism. 
 
If baptism did replace circumcision we would expect a clear statement in Scripture, 
there is none. Moreover, in some places if that were what happened then we would 
expect it used as an argument. In Acts 15 the question of the necessity for Gentiles to 
be circumcised is debated. What is never brought up is that baptism replaces 
circumcision. Since this would have ended the debate we find the silence to be 
deafening. 
 
The Abrahamic Covenant was promised in Genesis 12, inaugurated in Genesis 15 
and the sign was given in Genesis 17. 
 
Paul uses this historical development to show that the righteousness that is bestowed 
on Abraham through this covenant came by faith and came before the sign – Romans 
4:1-5. 
 
This sign was bestowed on Abraham for his faith in the seed to come. It was applied 
to his offspring – both believing and unbelieving – not on the basis of their faith – it 
was bestowed because of Abraham’s faith. 
 
But, the true seed of Abraham are revealed to not be those who partake of the sign – 
but those who partake of the faith. 
 
What becomes clear as the Old Testament progresses and is made evident in the 
New Testament is that while this covenant is a promise for Abraham’s seed – Genesis 
17:9-14 – there are several ways this is fulfilled. 
 
In the ultimate fulfilment of this covenant there is one true seed – the Messiah 
(Galatians 3:10-26) – but in terms of humanity – there are two Abrahamic seeds – 
fleshly seed and spiritual seed. Both have received the sign of circumcision – but only 
one receives the promise through their spiritual union with the true Seed – Christ 
(Romans 4:9-12, Romans 9:9-13 and Galatians 3). 
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Physical circumcision was given to all descendants of Abraham. This was a promise 
that Messiah would come through Abraham’s seed – ethnic Israel. This sign is given 
regardless of faith – based on ethnic descent from Abraham. It is given on the 8th day 
most likely to symbolize the new creation Messiah will inaugurate. It is given to sons 
most likely to signify that the entire nation is now a kingdom of priests. 
 
But not all the descendants of Abraham were his true seed (Romans 4:7-8). The final 
fulfilment of circumcision for the human seed of Abraham is heart circumcision 
(Romans 2:28-29) those who are his spiritual seed – those of faith. Crucially, this group 
is now identified by baptism (Colossians 2:11-13). It is exclusively for those who have 
faith – as Abraham had faith. Paul is explicit that baptism does not replace fleshly 
circumcision but heart circumcision only. It is only for those who have faith – as 
Abraham had faith. 
 

You were also circumcised in him with a circumcision not done with hands, 
by putting off the body of flesh, in the circumcision of Christ, when you were 
buried with him in baptism, in which you were also raised with him through faith 
in the working of God, who raised him from the dead. And when you were dead 
in trespasses and in the uncircumcision of your flesh, he made you alive with 
him and forgave us all our trespasses. Colossians 2:11-13 

 
In regard to circumcision, when Messiah came, this sign was no longer necessary 
because what it points to – Messiah – had come. We see this cessation of the sign 
when the fulfilment came in other areas such as the sacrifices and the Sabbath. 
 
We maintain that paedobaptists who maintain children should receive the sign of the 
covenant fail to take into consideration the progress of the covenant sign as developed 
in Scripture. There is a move from a mixed people under the Abrahamic covenant – 
those of faith (Abraham, Isaac, Jacob) and those outside faith (Ishmael, Esau) and 
those who may or may not come to faith (children) – to a people exclusively made up 
of those of faith. 
 
The line of those who are only Abraham’s seed ethnically and not by faith is no longer 
recognized under the New Covenant as the people of God – Jeremiah 31:34. It is only 
those of faith who continue or are ingrafted in – Romans 11:11-24. Thus, baptism 
should properly and only be administered to those who have faith. 
 
To baptize an infant and equate that to the circumcision of infants, in our opinion 
requires that paedopbatists arbitrarily and without any Scriptural precedent: 
 

1. Designate that a covenant child which was defined as being a child of ethnic 
descent from Abraham should now be defined as a child of faith descent – 
where either one or both parents have faith. 

2. Designate baptism as the new sign of the Abrahamic Covenant replacing 
fleshly circumcision in contradiction to Colossians 2:11-13. 

3. Designate that the sign that was given strictly to males (likely to signify Israel 
as a Kingdom of Priests) and on the 8th day (likely to signify the new creation) 
– is now to be given to males and females at any stage of infancy. 
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In short, we believe this major plank of the paedobaptist argument does not do justice 
to Scripture or the progress of redemption and should be rejected as a basis for the 
baptism of infants. 
 
We maintain, baptism is for the saved – those with a heart circumcision. 
 
The other major related issue is what changes under the New Covenant. What is in 
fact new? 
 
We contend that the New Covenant implies a new people of God. 
 
We believe that Scripture teaches the Old Covenant is replaced by the New Covenant 
rather than being a rearticulation of it. Hebrews 8 and 9 speaks to this. 
 
Hebrews 8:13:  
 

By saying a new covenant, he has declared that the first is obsolete. And what 
is obsolete and growing old is about to pass away.  

 
If we are correct in our understanding that the term Old Covenant specifically 
references the Mosaic Law – then the New Testament teaches the Law was not 
designed to save, could not save and was replaced by a New Covenant in the death 
of Christ which can now save. 
 
Galatians 2:16:  
 

A person is not justified by the works of the law but by faith in Jesus Christ, 
even we ourselves have believed in Christ Jesus. This was so that we might be 
justified by faith in Christ and not by the works of the law, because by the works 
of the law no human being will be justified.  

 
In contrast, paedobaptists maintain that Old Covenant and New Covenant both fall 
under the rubric of the Covenant of Grace. 
 
While we respect that position – in our view it is not the clearest and most explicit way 
to understand the Scriptures on the topics of covenant, grace, salvation and signs. 
 
Baptism And The Relationship To Salvation 
 
Paedobaptist position 
 

• Baptism is a sign and seal of regeneration and salvation for both professing 
believers and infants. 

 
WCF: “Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, ordained by Jesus 
Christ, … to be unto him a sign and seal … of his ingrafting into Christ, of 
regeneration, of remission of sins, and of his giving up unto God, through 
Jesus Christ, to walk in the newness of life. 
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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 paedobaptist position regarding baptised infants in regard to salvation and 
regeneration and the relationship to faith is complex. 
 
Related to this issue there are discussions as to whether the terms in the WCF carry 
the same implications theologically as they do today. 
 
But, at some level the WCF seems to regard baptised infants as ingrafted into Christ, 
regenerate (whether or not this carries the same meaning it has today) and saved from 
their sin and committing to walk in newness of life – or possibly that a baptised infant 
will receive those benefits when the promises of the covenant and joined with faith in 
the one baptised. 
 
Credobaptist position 
 

• Baptism is a sign and seal of regeneration and salvation for professing believers 
only. 

 
LBC: “Those who do actually profess repentance towards God, faith in, and 
obedience to, our Lord Jesus Christ, are the only proper subjects of this 
ordinance.” 

 
Credobaptists do not believe that any infant is capable of saving faith, repentance and 
walking in newness of life – and thus should not receive the mark of faith – baptism. 
 
Grace Bible Church’s understanding 
 
We maintain Scripture teaches these truths. 
 

1. We are saved by faith alone (Colossians 2:12-15) 
2. The sign of baptism is to indicate saving faith (Acts 2:38; Romans 6:1-11) 

 
We recognize that the language, the theology and the application of these truths in 
regard to baptism is complex and no position is without difficulties. 
 
We recognize that the WCF places infants in a special category and strives to be 
consistent to these biblical principles. 
 
While strenuously denied by paedobaptists – we maintain that allowing infants to 
partake of the sign (even as a special category) in effect creates two different 
baptisms. 
 

a. Adult baptism – where the sign of baptism follows personal faith  
b. Infant baptism – where the sign of baptism precedes personal faith 

 
In 28:6 – the WCF adds this addendum: 
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“The efficacy of baptism is not tied to that moment of time wherein it is 
administered; yet, notwithstanding, by the right use of this ordinance the grace 
promised is not only offered, but really exhibited and conferred by the Holy 
Ghost, to such (whether of age or infants) as that grace belongeth unto, 
according to the counsel of God's own will, in his appointed time.” 

 
We find this statement raises so many questions regarding how baptism is linked with 
faith and whether anything is actually conferred by the act of baptism. 
 
Paedobaptists maintain that in the case of infants, baptism is not tied to personal faith 
at the time the sign is administered. 
 
It then becomes a sign not of what has occurred – but a promise of what will occur if 
they profess faith. 
 
We find the problems with this position to be many. 
 

• We find no Scriptures that refer to baptism as a sign of what will later occur. 
• We wonder how this is different to an unbaptised child of a beleiver? This 

promise of salvation through faith is surely for all – not just for the baptised 
children of believers, So what is conferred here – what benefit is indicated? Is 
there anything efficacious about the act of baptism itself? Does baptism convey 
some benefit of grace that an unbaptised infant does not possess? Many in the 
paedobaptist camp would seem to answer yes. 

• We maintain this often creates the need for some paedobaptists to design a 
new ceremony – without Scriptural warrant – the act of confirmation. Confirming 
the presence of saving faith – which many paedobaptists then require before 
the benefits of membership and communion. (Again we know many 
paedobaptists do not do this). 

 
While we respect the overall theological position of our paedobaptist brethren, it is 
questions such as these and the fact that in our opinion however you justify it – 
paedobaptism seems to lead in some manner to two baptisms – that help lead our 
church to a credobaptist position. 
 
Household baptisms 
 
While not specifically mentioned by the WCF – the issue of household baptisms 
warrants addressing. 
 
Paedobaptist position 
 

• The baptism of entire households implies the baptism of infant members of the 
households. 

 
Credobaptist position 
 

• The baptism of entire households is an argument from silence at best and the 
evidence we do have points toward only believers in the households 
undergoing baptism. 
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Grace Bible Church’s Understanding 
 
Why are households often mentioned in relation to baptism? 
 
Because that is the hoped for result and at times it was the result and is noted by the 
writers of Scripture. 
 
In biblical times – households generally followed the head in decisions made. In His 
grace, the Lord did often draw those in the household old enough to believe to Himself. 
 
Identifying who in any household was baptised is impossible and is ultimately an 
argument from silence. 
 
But, we maintain that if pushed – the repeated pattern seems to favour the view that 
only those who believed in the households were baptised. 
 
Summary of our position at Grace Bible Church 
 
While in warm fellowship with our paedobaptist brethren, we do teach the credobaptist 
position for the following reasons. 
 

1. We believe that the clearest reading of Scripture favours baptism in water 
following a profession of faith. 

2. Paedobaptism seems to us to create two separate baptisms in its relationship 
with the faith of the one baptised. 

3. While the historical record is not definitive and after Roman Catholic dominance 
favoured infant baptism – the earliest references – certainly for the first 150 
years of the church exclusively describe believer’s baptism. 

4. The clearest reading of Scripture pictures baptism as a sign of our union with 
Christ’s death and resurrection. The descriptions of the act of baptism and the 
word itself favour immersion as the correct mode. 

5. While there are many clear examples of believer’s being baptised there are no 
unambiguous examples of infants being baptised over the decades of New 
Testament history. 

6. Paedobaptism requires a particular understanding of the church – that is that it 
did not begin at Pentecost and is a mixed body that should include infants as 
Israel did. We do not concur with this view of the church. 

7. Paedobaptism relies heavily on a particular understanding of the covenant of 
grace that we do not find to be the clearest articulation of the covenants and 
the signs. 

8. Paedobaptism requires that the New Covenant not be new but merely a 
renewal of the Old Covenant. 

9. We find paedobaptism to often be inconsistent in its application of principles – 
for example in regard to communion. 

10. Paedobaptism requires making infants a special case in regard to areas such 
as baptism and membership. 

 
While not without its own issues, we believe that credobaptism best reflects the intent 
of Scripture for this sign. 
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We are credobaptists. As such we hold that: 
 

Baptism symbolises the death of the old us and the birth of the new us 
that will live for Christ now and for all eternity. 

 
The New Testament sign of baptism was given to reflect the work of God through 
Christ and the Holy Spirit in men and women of faith, who are united with Christ by 
faith in His death and resurrection and filled with His Spirit. 
 
Baptism is primarily designed to picture what has already occurred and not to picture 
what may occur later through faith (Romans 6:1-11). Thus baptism is consistently 
linked with repentance, faith and belief and as such it should rightly be given to 
professing believers and not infants. 
 
What does this mean? 
 
Because it affects what is pictured in the baptism and it affects theology at some 
crucial levels – the nature of the covenants, the nature of the church (and membership) 
and the relationship with salvation – our church is credobaptist. This means our 
leaders must hold to this position. 
 
But, because it is not a salvation issue nor is it a gospel issue – if a convinced 
paedobaptist can in all good conscience declare that is the position they hold – if they 
can articulate their view such that we are convinced they understand the position not 
just hold to it for tradition or family harmony – then as a brother or sister in Christ they 
are welcome to join us as a member of our church. 
 
 
Questions that arise 
 

1. Since we should only be baptised once – should I be baptised as believer if I 
was baptised as an infant or child or when I was not truly a believer? 

 
We believe that it is important to be baptised correctly once. 
 
Baptism is meant to signify new birth, that you are born again of the Holy Spirit and 
your membership is in the New Covenant community of God. 
 
If there was no faith and thus no salvation at the time – either because you were an 
infant or an unbeliever – we hold that you should be baptised correctly. 
 
This is in no way to invalidate your faith, your ministry, your lives since salvation – but 
it signifies that after salvation you have chosen to be baptised in obedience to the 
command of Christ. 
 
In Acts 19 – the group in Ephesus who had the baptism of John were not baptised 
correctly so needed to be baptised again. 
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2. It has been many years since my salvation – since the sign of baptism will be 
so far removed from what it points to – does being baptised lose its meaning? 

 
We recognize this is not ideal. Baptism was designed to follow soon after salvation. 
 
But we maintain it is important to still be baptised. In Acts 19 – we find a group with a 
wrong baptism in Ephesus. They only had the baptism of John. They were not told to 
all they now had to do was to believe in Jesus. John’s baptism was anticipatory – and 
despite the passage of years – they were still commanded to be baptised again – they 
needed to be baptised as believers. 
 

3. If my baptism will offend my family – is it worth it? 
 
We often have to choose between obedience to Christ and family. Your baptism costs. 
This is a powerful testimony. 
 

4. If I was sprinkled or poured on as a believer – if I got the mode wrong – should 
I be rebaptised? 

 
While the mode is important – we do not believe it is important enough to necessitate 
rebaptism. 
 
We do believe Immersion pictures the death and the resurrection of Christ and our 
union with His death and resurrection (Romans 6:1-11). 
 
However, we believe a baptism following a profession of faith even with what we would 
consider the wrong mode is still a valid baptism and we would not require rebaptism. 
 

5. What if I was baptised quite young? 
 
If you knew the gospel and believed you had trusted Christ at that time we would 
accept your baptism as genuine. 


