










What we appreciated so much with the Reformed Baptists
during our holidays in England and also in their writings, is their
outspoken confession of God's sovereignty and His free grace.
Not man, but God decides. Hence the aversion these Reformed
Baptists have to all Anninianism.

A last word in this connection: Do not our friends, in
England lay the stress on the decision of man after all, and on his
conversion, when they keep rejecting infant baptismr The con­
version theology which dominates Baptist doctrines of baptism
and the church looks, as far as the children are concerned,
forward to the time of their response to Christ, p. 21 (of King­
don's book, H.H.). But unfortunately it does not look back to
what God did first, i.e., take up the believers with their children
in His covenant.

This is surely the pot calling the kettle black. If Baptists "lay the stress
on the decision of man after all," does not Douma do the same thing? How can
he successfully refute the Baptist view with a conception which includes all who
are born of believing parents in the covenant and which leaves the final decision
of whether they shall remain in the covenant up to man himself? [n both in­

stances, the stress lies indeed on the decision of man.

But there is another striking similarity between the position of Baptists

and that of Douma.
Douma compares, on pages 32 and 33, the positions of Abraham Kuyper

and David Kingdon. He points out, correctly, that Kuyper presupposed as re­
generate all the children born of believing parents, although many are in fact
(as Kuyper also admits) unconverted. Kingdon, on the other hand, claims that
all are unconverted although he insists that children who die in infancy are
saved. But Douma denies that salvation is possible apart from the preaching,
although he too maintains that children who die in infancy are saved. He makes
no effort to explain this dilemma.

But then he goes on. He writes that he does not consider his children as
children under God's wrath as Kingdon does. They have, after all, the promise
and are in the covenant. Nevertheless, they are unconverted for all that.

We do not consider our children - baptized on the
ground of God's commandment and promise - as children under
God's wrath. Kingdon wants us to do so. But if our children are
children of God who are given the promise of remission of sins

and eternal life, they are not under God's wrath. When God in
Christ blesses the children, nobody should make the opposite of
that blessing. Without realizing it, our children are partakers of
the condemnation in Adam. Without their knowledge they are
received unto grace in Christ, as God's children.
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We do not consider our children as regenerated children
either. We consider them as covenant children whom we must
instruct so that they understand their baptism. The promise is

to them as well as to the adults. But the requirement of faith
and conversion applies to them as well. They have to say Amen
to their baptism by believing and being converted. Leading out
from their wealth, we address them and point out their respon­
sibility. They are children of God, but they must also live as

children of God.
We also calmly dare to say, as opposed to Kingdon, that

our children are Christian children. By the call of God (and not
by their own "Christianity") they are separated from the chil­
dren of this world. But they must accordingly behave as chil­
dren of God. That does not come of itself; and with Kingdon we
are against all false security. We heartily agree with him that one
should not presume that our children are regenerate, for such a

presumption cultivates that false security, p. 64 (of Kingdon's
book, H.H.). But it does not cultivate false security when we

say, as opposed to Kingdon, "Repent and believe the gospel."

For conversion and faith are daily matters, a calling for our
adults as well as our children.

So, our children are not regenerated children either. But then they are
also not converted. What then, is the difference between the position of the
Baptists and that of the Liberated? It is true that the Liberated hold to the view

that these children are the recipients of grace - a kind of common grace which is

introduced into the covenant. Douma says that Kingdon will not accept this. I

do not know whether this is true. But the fact remains that common grace is

not saving grace. And un regenerated children are unconverted children. And so
the Liberated and the Baptists alike must treat their children as unconverted.

The Baptists say that only those who are converted must be baptized. The
Liberated demur and insist that children (of believing parents) must be baptized.

But they treat the children the same. All are unconverted. And they remain

such until they repent and believe the gospel.

It is difficult to see how, with such a view, the position of the Baptists can

be successfully refuted. The Liberated have really given up their most precious

doctrine and opened themselves wide to the criticisms which Baptists make. If
I were a Baptist, I woul~, quite frankly, prefer the Baptist position. At least,
the position of the Baptists does not leave as much to, what Douma calls, "the
decision of man." There is more emphasis on God's sovereignty in the Baptist
position than in that of the Liberated.

It might not be amiss, while discussing these views of Douma, to expand a

bit on what the view of the Liberated is. It will help to sharpen the Scriptural
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view and to explain the true Scriptural grounds for the baptism of infants.
The Liberated take the position they do because of a basic idea of the

covenant which they hold. They maintain that the covenant is, in its essential

character, an agreement between God and man. This agreement has mutual

stipulations, obligations, responsibilities, conditions and promises. God, on His

part, promises that He will be a God to His people and that He will bless them
with the blessings ot salvation. But He will do this only if man, on his part,
agrees to the stipulations of the covenant which are that man accept the pro­
visions of the covenant by faith, walk in the ways of the covenant and live in
obedience to God. Only when God and man agree, therefore, to these mutual
stipulations is the covenant actually in force.

Now, at the time of baptism, God gives to every baptized child these

promises and brings that child into the covenant. God has done His part. The
example of a blank check has been used. God, as it were, gives to every baptized

child a check. On this check is written: "Pay to the order of (the child being
baptized), the sum of salvation in Christ." This check is signed by God and God
stands behind what he has promised. He has promised the baptized child to give
to him salvation, and He has, as it were, guaranteed the good faith of the check
by actually making the child partaker of the check.

But there are a number of things which this child can do with that check.
He can, e.g., frame it and hang it on the wall. He can call the attention of

visitors to it and boast about what a wonderful check it is. But the check will do

him no good. Such a man as this is one who is an outward member of the
church, who boasts of his place in the church and lives in the carnal security
that he is guaranteed a place in heaven because he has a check. But a man who
receives this check can also, in anger, tear it to pieces and throw the pieces to
the winds. This man is comparable to the member of the church who breaks and

desecrates God's covenant. On the other hand, the man can take the check and

cash it in the bank of heaven. Only then will the check be of value to him. This
is analogous to the act of faith whereby one receives the promise of the covenant

as his own and becomes, subjectively, a member of the covenant.
Nevertheless, at such a time as he is unable to understand what the check

means, Le., while he is still a child, he has that check in his possession. That is,
he is a member of the church, numbered among the people of God, blessed with
all the blessings which everyone else receives, and is called, as Douma says, holy

along with the rest of the Church.
This is the Liberated view of the covenant.
But this view is very wrong.
Its wrong lies first of all in the fact that the covenant cannot be construed
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on the basis of Scripture as an agreement between two parties: God and man.

There are a number of objections to this view.

In the first place, and most importantly, nowhere in Scripture is such a

view of the covenant found. You may turn where you will, but nowhere does

Scripture define the covenant in these terms. It may be that this is the nature of
a pact or covenant among men; but we are talking about the covenant which
God establishes with His people in Christ.

In the second place, this makes of the covenant a mere mechanical, cold

and formal work of God which He performs. What can be more cold than to

reduce the work of salvation to a formal and mechanical pact or agreement?

Salvation is more than that.
In the third place, it speaks in a very derogatory fashion of the relation be­

tween God and man. God is the great and glorious God. He is infinitely exalted
above heaven and earth. He makes the heavens His throne and the earth His
footstool. All the nations of the earth are less than the dust of the balance be­
fore Him and of no more value than a drop of the bucket. To define the

covenant, thereforc, in terms of an agreement between God Who is so great and

man who is so small is to do something evil to the majesty and glory of the Lord

of the universe. Does the infinite God stoop down to man's level to enter into

an agreement with a speck of dust? How can that be?
In the fourth place, one can not escape the implicit Arminianism in such a

view. The full and subjective realization of the covenant depends upon man's

response, man's acceptance of the provisions of the covenant and man's willing­

ness to enter into an agreement with God. It is objected by the Liberated that

God fulfills all thc provisions of the covenant so that the work is actually God's.

But there are problems with this that cannot be escaped. If faith is a condition

to the full realization of the covenant, how can faith be a blessing of the

covenant? It has got to be one or the other. Faith cannot be a condition to

faith. This is nonsense. And if faith is one of the blessings of the covenant,
therefore, it can no longer be a condition to the covenant.

This Arminianism is also implicit in the general grace which all who are in

the covenant receive. For, when this general grace is taken in connection with

the Cloffer of salvation," then the idea is certainly that the grace all receive en­
ables man to accept or reject the offer. But this is Arminian reasoning, and it
is contrary to the Scriptures.

The Scriptures present quite a different view of God's covenant.
They present the covenant, not as an agreement between two parties, but

rather as a living bond of friendship and fellowship between God and His peoplt:
in Christ.
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We cannot go into this in detail, but only mention a few aspects of it.
God is a covenant God. He is a covenant God in Himself, Le., in His own

triune covenant life. One in essence and three in person, He lives in perfect
communion and fellowship with Himself within His own life.

In His sovereign and unmerited grace, God determines to take His elect

people, through the work of Christ, into that covenant fellowship Which He

enjoys. He takes them into His own covenant fellowship. They come to know

God triune as their God and themselves as God's people. They live with Him

and dwell with Him in everlasting friendship.
It is analogous to a husband and wife who perfectly enjoy each other's

fellowship, but who take into their own fellowship and communion a poor,

undeserving waif who has never known love. The analogy is far from perfect,
for God takes into His fellowship those who are His enemies and who hate Him.

That this is the idea of the covenant is evident from many passages of

Scripture. We quote but a few. In Genesis 17:7 God says to Abraham: "And I

will establish my covenant between me and thee and thy seed after thee in their

generations for an everlasting covenant, to be a God unto thee, and to thy seed

after thee." The clause, le to be a God unto thee," clearly indicates that this is
the essence of the covenant which God establishes with Abraham. The Old
Testament often uses expressions such as thisj but they are equally common in
the New Testament. For example, after admonishing the people of Corinth not

to be unequally yoked together with unbelievers, God says: "Wherefore come

out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the un­
clean thing; and I will receive you, and will be a Father unto you, and ye shall be

my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty" (II Corinthians 6:17, 18).

Revelation 21:3 speaks of the final perfection of that covenant with these
words: "And I heard a great voice out of heaven saying, Behold the tabernacle
of God is with men, and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his people,
and God himself shall be with them, and be their God." In a beautiful Hebrew

parallelism, the Psalmist says in Psalm 25:14: "The secret of the Lord is with

them that fear him; and he will shew them his covenant:' Here the essence of
the covenant is described as being the presence of the secret of the Lord with
them that fear Him.

This is also clearly demonstrated when we consider the fact, that the cov­
enant is established with Christ. Christ is both God and man perfectly united in

the person of the Son. But the Church is the body of Christ, bone of His bone
and flesh of His flesh. In Christ, as His body, the Church dwells in covenant
fellowship with God.

All this means that there is no inward and outward covenant. This dis-
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tinction is invented for purposes of explaining what is really a completely un­
tenable view. It is true that we may speak of the broader sphere of the covenant

and the covenant proper. All the children of believers are born within the sphere

of the covenant. And, within the sphere of the covenant, they receive, in a

certain sense, the privileges of the covenant. They are baptized, brought up
within a Christian home where there is prayer and Scripture reading and a godly
life of the members. They receive the preaching of the Word, Catechetical in­

struction, and instruction in a Christian day school. They are surrounded by all

the tokens of God's care for His people. If they are elect children, all these good

influences work towards their salvation. But if they are reprobate children, then

all these things work to their condemnation. Just as it will be more tolerable in

the day of judgment for Tyre and Sidon than for Chorazin and Bethsaida where
Christ performed His mighty works, so it will be more tolerable for the heathen
that never hear the gospel than for the children born and raised within the

sphere of the covenant.

If this is what Douma means by an external and internal covenant, we

would have no significant quarrel. But it is obvious from his pamphlet that he

means more. He speaks of actually being in the covenant, of these children who

are reprobate seed also receiving grace, being holy, actually receiving the prom­

ises, etc. With this we cannot agree. Only the elect seed are actually in the
covenant. Only with them does God actually establish the covenant of fellow­
ship and friendship within which He gives such great and wonderful promises.

There are two remarks here wnich ought to be made.

In the first place, we are somewhat surprised that Douma speaks of a cer­

tain grace within the covenant which all receive. We remember that Dr. K.

Schilder, the leader of the Liberated movement, once spoke of a certain grace

which is given to all in the covenant. And it is not, in a way, surprising that he

took this position, because Dr. W. Heyns, for many years professor of Reformed
Doctrine in Calvin College, took the same view. And Dr. Heyns is really the
father of this view of the covenant as held by the Liberated. But in his later
years, Dr. Schilder repudiated a general covenantal grace. We are surprised,
therefore, that Dr. Douma holds to this position.

In the second place, Dr. Douma makes a mistake in failing to deal with the
organic view of the covenant. We have discussed this at length in past journal

articles, and will not speak of it again. But it is this failure which leads Douma
to misunderstand the place of the reprobate seed within the covenant. After all,
a wheat field is a wheat field even though it has in it many weeds and even

though much of the plant itself is nothing but straw. The farmer plants, culti­
vates, waters, and cares for that field for the purpose of the wheat even though
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he knows that the weeds will grow more rapidly and that the straw. which he
cannot use, is necessary for the purpose of the wheat. So also within the sphere
of the covenant. God sends the rain and sunshine of His Word and truth into the

Church. This is for the purpose of the elect seed of the covenant. Under it. the
reprobate seed also grow and flourish, but only that they may manifest them­
selves as weeds so as to be burned (Hebrews 6:4-8). But the whole Church is
called Church because even though there are wicked within the Church, the
Church goes under the name of the elect as a field is called a wheat field even

when weeds are present in it.

But it must be insisted that only the elect are taken within the covenant.
They are the heirs of the promise. They and they alone receive the blessings of
salvation.. How impossible a position it is to maintain that all the children re-

ceive exactly the same blessings - until such a time when the children accept
the provisions of the covenant so that what is objectively theirs is now made

subjectively their possession. This is a crass Arminianism which would make a
good Baptist blush.

Therefo~e, although all the children of believing parents are born and
raised within the sphere of the covenant, nevertheless, those with whom God
establishes His covenant. gives His promises. and blesses are only the true chil­
dren of God.

Douma says that we must not proceed from the truth of election 'and
reprobation. But this is exactly what the apostle Paul does in Romans 9. In the

early part of the chapter, Paul faces the question of why most of the nation of
Isarel (all born within the sphere of the covenant and all receiving the sign of

circumcision) were not saved. He wonders aloud whether the promise of God

had taken none effect. But he emphatically answers that this is not the case.
God's Word always has the effect which God intended it to have. But the
difference is that Uthey are not all Israel, which are of Isarel: neither because
they are the seed of Abraham, are they all children: but, In Isaac shall thy seed
be called. That is. They which are the children of the flesh, these are not the

children of God. but the children of the promise are counted for the seed."
This is very clear. Not all the children of Abraham are the children of the

promise and are saved. But the children of the promise are a few only of the
people of God. These are called the children of the promise because to them the
promise is given and in them the promise is realized. It is difficult to under­
stand how Douma, in the face of this passage. can nevertheless. insist that all
the circumcized or baptized children receive the promise.

But what is the explanation for all this? Paul immediately traces all this
back to God's sovereign purpose in election and reprobation. He proceeds from
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God's eternal decree of predestination, although Douma refuses to do this.
"And not only this; but when Rebecca also had conceived by one, even by our

father Isaac; (for the children being not yet born, neither having done any good

or evil, that the purpose of God according to election might stand, not of works,
but of him that calleth;) it was said unto her, The elder shall serve the younger.
As it is written, Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated" (vss. 11-13). And as
if it is not clear that reprobation is referred to here, the apostle immediately
goes to the illustration of Pharaoh and proceeds to show that God "has mercy

on whom he will have mercy, and whom he will he hardeneth" (vs. 18).

So then the only conclusion of the matter can be that only the elect

children of the covenant are the children of the promise. With them God estab­
lishes His covenant; to them He gives His promises; only they are holy; only they

constitute the Church of Christ.
That God therefore, is the One Who sovereignly establishes His covenant is

the teaching of all Scripture. He takes His elect people in Christ into His own
covenant fellowship and makes them, by an act of sovereign grace, His own

covenant people with whom He dwells in friendship and fellowship. This is

especially evident from Genesis 15 where we read of the establishment of the

covenant with Abraham. Abraham was instructed to take an heifer, a she-goat,

a ram,.a turtledove, and a young pigeon. The animals he was instructed to cut in
halves and lay the halves overagainst each other. The two birds he also had to
lay overagainst each other. In ancient times a pact or treaty was sealed by such
a ritual as this. When the animals had been laid overagainst each other, the two

parties passed together between the pieces. By this act, the two agreed that
they would rather themselves be cut in pieces than violate the provisions of the

treaty.

But what happened in this case? Did God and Abraham both pass be­

tween the pieces? Quite the contrary is true. God alone passed between the

pieces. Abraham was sound asleep. How could he do anything? When God
alone passed between the pieces, God assumed all the responsibilities for the
establishment of the covenant with Abraham. "In the same day the Lord made
a covenant with Abram...." (vs. 18).

By passing alone through the pieces God made the promise of His coven­
ant to Abraham as a solemn and unconditional promise. This is emphasized by
Hebrews 6: 17, 18: "Wherein God, willing more abundantly to shew unto the
heirs of the promise the immutability of his counsel, confirmed it by an oath:

that by two immutable things, in which it was impossible for God to lie, we

might have a strong consolation, who have fled for refuge to lay hold upon the
hope set before us."
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Notice that these verses emphatically speak of the promise to Abraham.
The author writes in verses 13-16: UFor when God made promise to Abraham,

because he could swear by no greater, he sware by himself, saying, Surely
blessing [ will bless thee, and multiplying [ will multiply thee. And so, after he
had patiently endured, he obtained the promise. For men verily swear by the
greater and an oath for confirmation is to them an end of all strife."

The idea is therefore, that men, when they sware, sware by God because
they sware by someone higher than themselves. They call upon God to be their
witness so that they confirm the truth of what they say. They solemnly adjure

that God will strike them dead if they lie. But God cannot sware by anyone
higher for He is God alone. And so He swares by Himself and the immutability
of His own divine being that He will surely save His people. By passing alone be­

tween the pieces, He states that, if His promise should fail, then He is no longer
God. The promise is as surely true as God is God. By these two things - the
immutability of His being and the promise which God sware - we have a strong
consolation who have fled for refuge to lay hold upon the hope set before us.

But that same covenant God not only establishes, but also maintains.

Even as the establishment of it is solely God's work, so also is the maintenance

of it God's work alone. This is strikingly emphasized in Psalm 89, the record of
the covenant which God established with David when He promised David a son
to sit upon his throne. [can quote only part of this beautiful Psalm, but notice
these words in verses 19ff.: "Then thou spakest in vision to thy holy one, and
saidst, I have laid help upon one that is mighty; I have exalted one chosen out
of the people. [have found David my servant; with my holy oil have I anointed

him. . .. My mercy will I keep for him for evermore, and My covenant shall

stand fast with him. His seed also will I make to endure for ever, and his throne

as the days of heaven." Then notice what follows: "If his children forsake my
law, and walk not in my judgments; if they break my statutes, and keep not my
commandment; then will I visit their transgression with the rod, and their
iniquity with stripes. Nevertheless my lovingkindness will [ not utterly take
from him, nor suffer my faithfulness to fail. l\tty covena11t willI not break, nor

alter tbe thing that is gone out of my /ips. Once have I sworn by my holiness
that [ will not lie unto David. His seed shall endure for ever, and his throne as
the sun before me. It shall be established for ever as the moon, and as a faithful

witness in heaven. "
What could possibly be clearer than that? All these great and glorious

promises were fulfilled in the everlasting kingdom and thronc of Jesus Christ.
That is why the angel said to Mary: "He shall be great,' and shall be called the
Son of the Highest: and the Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his
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father David lt (Luke 1:32).

So God is sovereign, also in the establishment, the realization and the

maintenance of His covenant. All is of His unmerited grace. He works His

salvation in Christ.

This does not mean, as is clear from Scripture, that those who are born

within the sphere of the covenant do not have obligations. They surely do.

The obligations and demands of the covenant come to all. Even the wicked seed

of the covenant stand before the obligation to walk in the ways of the covenant.
And their refusal to do so brings upon them the wrath of God. But also the

true seed of the promise, the elect, stand before these divine obligations. The

difference is this. God, in His mercy and grace, gives them the ability and power
to walk in His ways. He enables them to walk as covenant children in the midst

of the world. When they sin, He brings them to repentance and confession so

that they may be forgiven in the blood of the cross. He calls them to fight a

good fight of Jaith, to love the Lord their God with all their heart and mind,

and to represent the cause of God's covenant in the world. All is of grace and

of grace alone. To put it a little differently, our part of the covenant is the

fruit of God's part for God works in us both to will and to do of His good

pleasure. Never is the establishment of the covenant dependent upon us. Nor is

its continuous maintenance up to us. If we walk in sin, God will surely chastize

us. But His covenant will He not break nor alter the promise which has gone

out of His mouth. God remains faithful even when we arc unfaithful. And that

faithfulness of God is shown to us and to our children.
In humble acknowledgement of this great mercy and grace we baptize our

children because it pleases the Lord to take us and our children into His ever~

lasting covenant.

It is on the basis of this great work of God that we confess and believe that

God's covenant is established with us and our children. And it is on this firm

Scriptural basis that we have the answer of God to those who refuse, in dis­

obedience to God's command, to baptize their children.

Would that the Liberated too, who stand for the Reformed faith by their
very name, could see that they render the Reformed answer to Baptists in­

effectual by their compromise of these precious truths of Scripture.
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