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God has always dealt with his people through the covenant, yet covenant theology from a
Baptist perspective is a teaching that is all too often neglected. Many Baptists don't know why
they are Baptist. If questioned they are most likely to respond by alluding to the mode of baptism
rather than its underlying theology. This book is easily accessible, providing the reader with a
clear understanding of the historical Baptist position. The work points out the errors inherent in
the Reformed paedobaptist paradigm, and seeks to show that the only covenant of grace is the
new covenant in Christ."This book is a welcomed addition to the increase of literature on
covenant theology from a Baptist perspective. Griffiths argues that one is either in Adam or in
Christ, there being no middle ground, and to be in Christ (prior to or after the fact of the cross) is
to be a recipient of what our Lord both secured and delivers by virtue of the new covenant. The
discussion is informed and worth the time to read and ponder."--Richard C. Barcellos, Pastor,
Grace Reformed Baptist Church, Palmdale, CA; Author, The Lord's Supper as a Means of
Grace: More than a Memory"In this book, Griffiths presents a persuasive argument for a
Reformed Baptist understanding of covenant theology. Anyone recognizing the fundamental
value of covenant theology will benefit from this edifying work. I warmly recommend it as a very
important resource, especially to Reformed Baptist believers. Readers of other persuasions will
find much to think through and hopefully will be convinced by the accuracy of the view put forth
in these pages."--Pascal Denault, Author, The Distinctiveness of Baptist Covenant
TheologyPhillip D. R. Griffiths lives in Bethlehem in Pembrokeshire, West Wales. He has been
happily married for thirty years to Melody, and they have two children, Benjamin and Joseph.
Phillip is the author of From Calvin to Barth: A Return to Protestant Orthodoxy?

"An excellent means of educating children about a wide variety of social situations and
expectations."From the PublisherThe Free Spirit "Learning to Get Along®" Series Our "Learning
to Get Along" series helps children learn, understand, and practice basic social and emotional
skills. Real-life situations, lots of diversity, and concrete examples make these read-aloud books
appropriate for childcare settings, schools, and the home. Each book focuses on a specific skill
and ends with ideas for reinforcing what the children have learned.About the AuthorCheri J.
Meiners, M.Ed., has her master’s degree in elementary education and gifted education. A former
first-grade teacher, she has taught education classes at Utah State University and has
supervised student teachers. Cheri and her husband, David, have six children. They live in
Laurel, Maryland.Read more
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Reformed Baptist PerspectiveCopyright © 2016 Phillip D. R. Griffiths. All rights reserved. Except
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ContentsTitle PagePrefaceChapter 1: IntroductionChapter 2: What is a Covenant?Chapter 3:
Covenant of RedemptionChapter 4: The Plight of Man Under the First AdamChapter 5: The
Work of the Second AdamChapter 6: Two KingdomsChapter 7: The Application of Blessings
Secured by the Second AdamChapter 8: The Meaning of CircumcisionChapter 9: Was
Circumcision Replaced by Baptism?Chapter 10: The Mosaic CovenantChapter 11: The Davidic
CovenantChapter 12: The New CovenantChapter 13: The Believer’s Union with ChristChapter
14: New Covenant Breakers?Chapter 15: The Significance of PentecostChapter 16: Proof Texts
for Infant Baptism?Chapter 17: ConclusionBibliographyI dedicate this work to my longsuffering
wife Melody, and my two sons, Benjamin and Joseph.For the Law was given by Moses, but
grace and truth came by Jesus Christ(John 1:17)PrefaceWhy am I a Baptist? This is a question
Baptists need to ask themselves. All too often, when they do, the answer many come up with
appears to be something akin to a tinkered version of Presbyterianism; a reworked paedobaptist
paradigm in which the various covenants are believed to be different administrations of the one
covenant of grace.This work completely rejects the paedobaptist paradigm. I have tried to
explain the Reformed Baptist position in a manner that will make it easily accessible. In places I
have repeated the essential elements. I make no apology for this because I believe repetition to
be essential in enabling the reader to grasp the central principle, namely, that the only covenant
of grace is the new covenant, and that none have been saved but by virtue of this covenant. One
of the things I do, which may not be to everyone’s liking, is to criticize the Reformed paedobaptist
position. I do this because by understanding what something is not one can come to a better
understanding of what it is. Wrong teaching acts as a foil that makes the truth explicit.I hope by
the end of the book the reader will come to see that this is the only covenant theology that is
faithful to the teaching of Scripture. Understanding this will enable the reader to see how the Old
and New Testaments relate to each other. Ultimately, it is hoped that it will assist the believer in
coming to a greater appreciation of the riches that are his in Christ.1IntroductionBaptist
Covenantal TheologyI don’t think any would question that the church, particularly in the Western
world, is going through difficult times. Times in which, to quote Ken Ham, “we are seeing before



our very eyes the collapse of Christianity across Europe and North America.”1 There is, in the
words of David Wells, “a yawning chasm between what evangelical faith was in the past and
what it frequently is today, between the former spirituality and the contemporary emptiness and
accommodation.”2 In many churches the great doctrines of the faith are not only neglected but
are being substituted with a superficial hotchpotch of homemade theology. Don Haddleton, in a
2006 article entitled “Evangelical Superficiality,” stated that in “Evangelicalism there is a growing
trend toward frivolity and superficiality, affecting Christian life, prayer, witness, evangelism and
worship. ‘Easy-believism’, ‘user friendly-ism’ and ‘feel-goodism’ are taking over the church’s life
and witness.”3 Increasingly, even in Reformed circles, Christians do not read in any depth the
theology of their faith, and, unfortunately, one can but agree with Mohler that “the abdication of
biblical faith is one of the hallmarks of our age.”4Affected, or should one say, infected, by this
age’s consumer culture, many Christians appear more concerned about where the next
experience, or quick fix is to be found than about understanding the theology that undergirds
their faith. The Jewish writer Dennis Prager made a telling observation about today’s
evangelicalism, “One thing I notice about Evangelicals is that they do not read. They do not read
the Bible, they do not read the great Christian thinkers, they have never heard of Aquinas . . . I do
not understand. I have bookcases of Christian books and I am a Jew. Why do I have more
Christian books than 98 percent of Christians in America?”5 One could argue that this is due to
all the distractions of our modern age. Information is now available at one’s fingertips. This has
resulted in potential knowledge replacing actual knowledge. Whereas in times past Christians
delved deep into God’s word to glean truths applicable to themselves, now, this is believed to be
the task of the minister or academic. According to Wells:Evangelicals today only have to believe
that God can work dramatically within a narrow fissure of internal experience; they have lost
interest (or perhaps they can no longer sustain in interest) in what the doctrines of creation,
common grace, and providence once meant for Christian believers, and even those doctrines
that articulate Christ’s death, such as justification, redemption, propitiation and reconciliation. It
is now enough for them to know that somehow Christ died for them.6These comments, though
harsh, appear to be a true representation of a growing number within the Western evangelical
church.Evangelical churches have been, to a greater or lesser degree, infected by our age’s
secular ethos, and one finds oneself having to agree with Blamires that, “the Christian mind has
succumbed to the secular drift with a degree of weakness and nervousness unmatched in
Christian history.”7 Evangelicalism has deteriorated to the point, to quote Carl Trueman, “where
one can deny that God knows the future, one can deny that the Bible is inspired, one can deny
that justification is by grace through faith, one can deny that Christ is the only way of salvation-
one can do all these things and still remain a member in good standing of certain high-profile
evangelical bodies.”8 Many evangelicals are more likely to listen to the unbiblical theology of
men like Benny Hinn and Kenneth Copeland than sit under a ministry where the Word is
systematically expounded. They proudly display a false theology with stickers saying, “smile
Jesus loves you,” or “give your heart to Jesus,” and all too many church ministers preach “peace,



peace, when there is no peace” (Jer 8:11).Theological illiteracy, coupled with an unmatched
subjectivism, has opened the door to the postmodern mindset, one where relativism9 has
replaced truth. Indeed, god can be whatever one wants him to be. The idea of an objective truth,
of a God who alone is God and who sustains and determines all things, in a world where right
and wrong exists, has become, to say the least, unfashionable. Evidence of the modern
contagion is reflected in a generalized spiritual malaise, and even in many Reformed churches,
where the gospel is evident in word, there nevertheless appears to be a deficiency in that
assurance and power in the Holy Spirit of which the New Testament speaks (1 Thess
1:5).Reformed Baptists have not been immune to the spirit of the age. We have moved away
from our theological roots. As well as the negative influence of the prevalent worldview, there are
a number of reasons that help to explain why a once thoroughly biblically grounded covenantal
Baptist Church ended up losing its way.In the nineteenth and for much of the twentieth century
the church had to contend with attacks from without, in the form of Darwinian evolution and
liberalism, and from within, with the rise of revivalism and dispensationalism. The revivalist
phenomenon resulted in many turning from “a thoughtful and theological faith to an experience
orientated belief.”10 This all too often led to feelings and experiences replacing intellectual rigor.
Dispensationalism, associated with men like John Nelson Darby, and popularized in the Scofield
Reference Bible, posited a view of Scripture that necessitated “discrete epochs in redemptive
history, units of time with different standards and requirements.”11 Suffice it to say, it is a position
diametrically opposed to the unity exhibited in Baptist covenantal theology. According to Richard
Barcellos, it was dispensationalism that was the “most important factor in the demise of Baptist
Covenantalism.”12The word “evangelical” has been denuded of its meaning, having undergone
a death by association. Even in some Reformed churches, perhaps not intentionally, scriptural
authority has been diluted by the zeitgeist of our modern culture. Writing about the twentieth, but,
nevertheless, equally relevant to our century, James Hunter stated:This much is clear, however:
Conservative Protestantism has changed in significant ways since the beginning of the century,
and from all appearances, it is continuing to change . . . The most important case in point is the
place of the Scriptures. When it is allowed, as it is increasingly so in Evangelicalism, to interpret
the Bible subjectively, and to see portions of the Scripture as symbolic or non-binding, the
Scriptures are divested of their authority to compel obedience. They may still inspire, but they
are substantially disarmed.13Baptist distinctiveness has come to be more associated with the
mode of baptism, with the immersion verses sprinkling debate, than with its covenantal
foundations. The old covenantalism has been neglected, with the resulting loss of our rightful
Baptist heritage, as Richard Barcellos put it: “the beautiful system of faith has been exchanged
for a novelty.”14 Reformed Baptists need to rediscover their rich heritage, one that will give them
a deeper understanding of God’s Word, and, hopefully, lead them into a closer walk with
God.Until relatively recently most of the books available were produced by paedobaptist
publishers, and Baptists were essentially guilty of taking Presbyterian works and adjusting them
to fit what they believed to be a Baptist framework. James Renihan goes so far as saying, “they



produced works that look a lot like Presbyterian works, works that pretend to be Baptist and they
are not.”15I was converted in 1978, and would describe myself as a conservative evangelical,
although, as mentioned above, it is becoming increasingly difficult to define “evangelical.” I have
always been a “Reformed Baptist.” Moreover, I am also an amillennialist, believing the thousand
years referred to by John in his Apocalypse (Rev 20:4) to be symbolic of a long period of time, a
time that the church is presently in.In my early attempts to understand God’s covenants, a large
proportion of the books I read were written by paedobaptists. Try as I might, I could not come to
terms with their understanding of the relationship between the covenants, especially the old and
new covenants. Things just did not seem to fit. How is one to understand the references to the
new covenant, for example, in Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36? I was vexed by the paedobaptist
contention that the new covenant only applied to God’s people after Christ had completed his
work; being just another administration of the covenant of grace. In Jeremiah God promises that
he will put his law “within them, and will write it on their hearts” (Jere 31:33), and in Ezekiel, he
speaks of the heart of stone being replaced with one of flesh (Ezek 36:27). When did these
blessings occur? Paedobaptists, on the one hand, tell us that the new covenant came into force
in regard to the application of its blessings only after Christ’s work, whilst, on the other hand,
they speak of believers under the old covenant being in possession of these blessings. This for
me made no sense because the Scriptures only associate these blessings with the new
covenant.Again, I could not accept the idea that the new covenant was simply another
administration of the covenant of grace. From my understanding of Jeremiah, the new covenant
seemed too radical to be just a fuller, broader manifestation of what was there before. It makes
no sense to hold with the all too prevalent view that Old Testament saints were somehow
excluded from these blessings. It is my understanding that whilst the new covenant was
consummated or ratified in the death of Christ, the blessings secured by his redemptive work
have been communicated to believers from the very beginning. In other words, all of God’s
people, from the first promise (Gen 3:3) have been in the new covenant in Christ and recipients
of its blessings.Understanding God’s covenants, and how they relate to one another is essential
for a correct understanding of the Scriptures, as Walter Chantry put it, “the doctrine of covenants
is at the core of theology, and the health of any theological system depends on its understanding
of this truth. It would be nearly impossible to overstate the central importance of the biblical
teachings on covenants. Covenant theology is at the heart of biblical truth.”16 According to
Rodney Petersen, “the first question in the interpretation of Scripture for the Christian after
acknowledging the Lordship of Jesus Christ is how to relate the Hebrew Scriptures to the New
Testament.”17 To misunderstand the relationship between the old and new covenants is not a
minor issue. As we shall see, the Presbyterian/paedobaptist position not only misconstrues our
Lord’s command and instruction to the church, but results in a misunderstanding of elements of
the gospel, particularly in regard to the beneficiaries of the new covenant and the nature of the
church..This work presents my understanding of this relationship. Those who grasp this
important teaching can be compared to an explorer who, instead of having to find his bearings



from a point on the ground, deep inside the jungle, has taken to a plane, having the entire
landscape before his eyes. Understanding God’s covenants will help one avoid getting lost in the
detail, and will enable one to have a unified overview of God’s redemptive schema.The essential
structure of the Scriptures is built around a covenantal scaffolding, which, to quote Michael
Horton, provides “a matrix of beams and pillars that hold together the structure of biblical faith
and practice. . . . It is not simply the concept of the covenant, but the concrete existence of God’s
covenantal dealings in our history that provides the context within which we recognize the unity
of Scripture amid its remarkable variety.”18 As the skeleton gives the body form, so covenant
theology gives form to the Scriptures.Below is an example of some of the questions that
particularly vexed me in my efforts to understand covenant theology:• How were people saved
before Christ came?• Can Old Testament believers be said to be in the new covenant?• Was the
Abrahamic covenant one of grace or works?• What is the role played by the covenant made with
Moses?• What has happened to all the promises made by the prophets regarding earthly
blessings?• What exactly is the new covenant, and how is it different from the old covenant?•
Should the children of Christian parents be baptized?In what follows I hope to demonstrate that
it is only Reformed Baptist covenant theology that is consistent in its understanding of Scripture,
and that, to quote Barcellos, “a consistent adherence to covenant theology actually refutes all
forms of infant baptism and upholds, even demands, the baptism of believers only.”19 It is
important to point out that within the Reformed tradition, while there are significant differences
regarding covenant theology, it is one of those issues on which, whilst being extremely
important, after all is said and done, we can agree to disagree. I was converted under the
ministry of the late Dr. Peter Trumper who was a Presbyterian. I still remember one occasion
back in 1981 when I turned up at his home, armed with a number of Baptist arguments in the
hope of turning him into a Baptist. Over cups of tea, we talked for a number of hours before we
finally agreed to disagree. We did not fall out or take offense because we knew that first and
foremost we were brothers in Christ. It is not my intention in this book to hurt or insult
paedobaptists, but to, in grace, encourage them to, at the very least, rethink their position, and,
maybe, even adopt the Reformed Baptist position. Of course, I may be wrong about some
issues, but the purpose of this short book is to examine what is often considered to be a difficult
topic and provide something that will encourage Christians to think about their faith. In an earlier
edition of this work one reviewer criticized me because of my many allusions to the Reformed
paedobaptist position. However, this made very little sense to me. One must bear in mind that
the 1689 Baptist Confession is largely taken from the Westminster Confession of 1647, differing
only in regard to covenant theology, baptism, and church government. Yes, I do make many
allusions to those paedobaptist doctrines where there is disagreement. This needs to be done in
order to show what the differences between us are, and to put across as unambiguously as
possible exactly what Reformed Baptists believe. I have also sought to quote paedobaptist
sources on some of the many points of agreement. I certainly do not, to use the old saying, want
to throw the proverbial baby out with the bathwater.One thing needs saying before we start. I



have always been at a loss to understand why some of our paedobaptist brethren would view
the title “Reformed Covenant Baptist” as being something of a misnomer, a contradiction-in-
terms. We use the term “Reformed” because we accept the five solas of the Protestant
Reformation, namely, sola Scriptura, sola Gratia, sola fide, sola Christus and sola Deo Gloria.
We employ the word “Covenant” because we adhere to covenant theology. If this does not make
us Reformed and covenantal I don’t know what does. This work will hopefully, in the words of
Ronald Miller, clearly demonstrate that we are “full blown adherents to covenant theology.”20
There are, of course, those who believe that to be Reformed one must accept everything Calvin
said. In this sense I am certainly not Reformed, and then again, neither are so many of the giants
from church history, men like John Owen, Charles Spurgeon, etc.Although I am wholeheartedly
of the opinion that the position put forward here is correct, I am not so naive as to think that
perhaps the majority of readers will beg to differ with what I have to say. I am also aware that
even among the ranks of Reformed Baptists there are significant differences regarding this
doctrine. This is why I chose to call this book A Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology, and not
The Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology. Any theological gaffs, and no doubt there are many,
are mine, and mine alone.1. Ham, Understanding the Times, 2.2. Wells, No Place for Truth,
135.3. Haddleton, Evangelical Superficiality.4. Mohler, The Disappearance of God, 8.5. Prager,
Civilization that Believes in Nothing, 15.6. Wells, No Place for Truth, 131.7. Blamires, Recovery
the Christian Mind, 9.8. Trueman, Reformation, 15.9. Relativism is a position that rejects the idea
of an objective truth.10. Renihan, “Introduction,” 17.11. Ibid., 17.12. Ibid., 16.13. Hunter,
Evangelicalism, 187.14. Ibid., 17.15. Renihan, 1689 Federalism Compared.16. Chantry,
Covenants.17. Petersen, “Debate throughout Church History,” 18.18. Horton, Covenant
Theology, 13.19. Barcellos, Paedoism or Credoism, 2.20. Miller, Covenant Theology, 1–2.2What
is a Covenant?God’s relationship with humanity has always been based upon a covenant. Apart
from the covenant of redemption, there are only two, what might be called, primary covenants,
namely, that made with the first Adam, and that made with Christ, the second Adam. All other
covenants—for example, those made with Noah, Abraham and David etc.,—are subsidiary and
are concerned with the application of the blessings that Christ secured in the second, or new,
covenant.A covenant is a relationship between two or more parties. It is usually entered into
freely, with each party voluntarily working out and agreeing to abide by certain conditions.
Examples of such covenants abound in everyday life, for example, between the husband and
wife, employee and employer, etc. In this sense, a covenant is simply an agreement between
two equal parties with each accepting that there will be in the terms of the agreement both duties
and privileges attached. The covenant made between Abraham and Abimelech illustrates this
kind of covenant (Gen 21:22–27, 31,32). Here each party agrees to the terms and conditions of
the covenant; there is mutual agreement and consent, or what might be called “covenantal
parity.”There is, however, a marked difference between the covenants made by sinful men and
those covenants that God has condescended to enter into with man. Such covenants are not
made between equal parties. God’s covenants are imposed on an infinitely inferior party, where



God has determined the covenantal conditions. In the Scriptures a covenant is essentially a
conditional promise. It is a relatively simple concept. The essential meaning of a covenant was
aptly put in the words of A.A. Hodge: “What is the essential nature of a covenant formed
between a superior and an inferior but this—a conditional promise? The promise is a reward on
the condition of obedience, associated with threatening of punishment on the condition of
disobedience.”21According to the great puritan, John Owen:A covenant properly is a compact or
agreement on certain terms mutually stipulated by two or more parties. As promises are the
foundation and rise of it, as it is between God and man, so it comprises also of precepts, or laws
of obedience, which are prescribed to man on his part to be observed.22One could, however,
argue that the covenant with Adam was not a mutual arrangement. Adam appears to have had
no say in the covenant’s nature. He simply had to accept the condition. Neither the covenant with
Adam nor the revival of it under Abraham and its further elaboration under Moses, were, as
Owen stated, “mutually stipulated.” Peter Golding is perhaps more correct: “the covenant of
grace is more like a one-sided grant than a two-sided pact, because it emanates entirely from
God’s side.”23 To again quote Golding, “there is not so much as a hint of bargaining involved.
Rather, it is consistently characterized by unilateralism (on the part of God).”24 In Exod 24:7 and
Deut 5:1–3, the people of Israel had conditions imposed on them by God, their side of the
covenant was the acceptance of these conditions. God’s “law sprung from the divine sovereignty
of God, who had a right to impose upon him whatsoever he thought fit; as it was a covenant, it
was an act of condescension and goodness in God, to enter into it with man, his creature.”25The
original covenant of works made with the first man differed from later covenants, not only in
terms of blessings and curses but in the manner in which it was made. Whilst the consequences
of being a covenant-breaker were plainly made known (Gen 3:3) in the making of it, there was no
animal death symbolizing the consequences for breaking the covenant. This was simply
because sin had not entered and, hence, there was no death.In later covenants, both blood and
death were always present in the covenant because they warned of possible consequences
should the covenant be broken. For example, in God’s covenant with Abraham in Genesis 15,
Abraham was told to collect certain animals, kill and dismember them and then lay each half
over the other. We then read that when the “sun had gone down, and it was dark, behold, a
smoking fire pot and a flaming torch passed between the pieces. On that day the Lord made a
covenant with Abram saying: ‘To your offspring I will give this land, from the river of Egypt to the
river Euphrates . . . ’”(Gen 15:17–18). This was to cut the covenant. The animal-division
symbolized, to quote O. Palmer Robinson, a “pledge to the death made at the point of covenant
commitment. The dismembered animals represents the curse that the covenant-maker calls
down on himself if he should violate the commitment which he has made.”26 For example, when
Judah broke its covenant obligations, the prophet Jeremiah was called upon to inform the
people, the covenant-breakers, about the consequences of their transgressions, “And the men
who transgressed my covenant, and did not keep the terms of the covenant that they made
before me. I will cut them like the calf that they cut in two and passed between the parts.” (Jer



34:18).In understanding the nature of the new covenant, it is important that one is aware of the
difference that exists between a covenant and a testament. Confusion sometimes occurs
between these two words because, to quote Robinson, “both a ‘covenant’ and a ‘testament’
relate to death.”27A testament is not synonymous with a covenant. In the case of a covenant,
death is used symbolically, highlighting the fact that blood would be shed, that death would
occur, should one party become a covenant-breaker, failing to abide by the covenant’s
conditions. This outcome, however, is not inevitable. The slain animal(s) served as a warning. If,
however, one of the parties involved in the covenant had not broken one of its conditions, if there
had been no violation, then there would be no necessity for blood to be shed.This is not the
case in regard to a testament, here death is inevitable for the testament or will to come into force.
If I make a will that is to come into effect in the event of my death, then, unless I die, the will is to
all intentions meaningless, as O. Palmer Robinson puts it, a death is necessary for “actualizing
an inheritance.”28 Or as the writer to the Hebrews puts it, “for where a will is involved, the death
of the one who made it, must be established” (Heb 9:16).In the covenant of redemption, Christ
agreed to become the testator for all those his Father had given to him. His legacy, that which is
left in the testator’s will, was to become the possession of his people as a result of the testator’s
death. Without the testator’s death, all the blessings would be unavailable. Christ’s death can
then be viewed in two senses, he died in the place of another, the covenant-breaker, and he
died so that his legacy as testator might become the possession of his people. As Robinson
puts it, “Christ dies as a substitute for the covenant-breaker . . . Yet death in substitution for
another has no place whatsoever in the making of a last will and testament. The testator dies in
his own place, not in the place of another. No other death may substitute for the death of the
testator himself.”29 Jesus kept all of the conditions of the covenant, attaining a righteousness
and taking his people’s punishment by subjecting himself to his Father’s wrath. Being the
testator, his death has made it possible for his infinitely rich legacy to become theirs.A question
that naturally comes to mind is: if a testator’s legacy can only be realized after the death of the
testator, how then did those who lived before Jesus’ death benefit from his legacy? Perhaps the
best way to answer this is to quote John Gill:All the promises in covenant were on condition of
Christ’s making his soul as offering for sin, and of the pouring out of his soul unto death . . . all the
blessings of grace bestowed on Old Testament saints, as they were legacies in this testament,
so they were given forth in virtue of the blood of the covenant, which had a virtue that reached
backward. . . . 30For the first thoughts of God always remain, and that to all generations; his mind
is never turned, his counsel is immutable, and so his covenant and testament founded thereon is
unalterable; nor that the inheritance bequeathed in this will could not be enjoyed before the
death of Christ; this indeed is the case with respect to the wills of men, the legacies are not
payable, nor estates bequeathed enjoyed, until the testator dies; but such is not only the
certainty of Christ’s death, and which with God was as if it was, before it really was, but such is
the virtue and efficacy of it, that it reaches backward to the beginning of the world.31Although
the legacy of Jesus, the testator, was enjoyed by the saints before his death, his death was



necessary to confirm the testament, that the legatees might appear to have a legal right to what
was bequeathed to them. This backward reaching efficacy of the new covenant, as we will see,
lies at the heart of Baptist covenant theology.The question has been raised as to whether what
took place between God and Adam was a covenant of works. Attempts have been made to use
Hosea 6:7 as evidence for the usage of the word in this context, but there are insurmountable
problems with this. The New International Version translates the verse: “Like Adam, they have
broken the covenant-they were unfaithful to me there.” On the face of it, this appears clear-cut.
The Revised Standard Version, however, translates it thus: “But at Adam they transgressed the
covenant; there they dealt faithlessly with me.” It should also be borne in mind that Joshua refers
to a place called “Adam” (Joshua 3:16). We can see then that the name Adam can be
understood in two ways. It can either be taken to refer to the first man or a particular place.
Because of the ambiguity, it is impossible to know exactly.John Reisinger, an advocate of what
has become known as New Covenant Theology, in his work Abraham’s Four Seeds, commented
that “covenant theology literally builds its whole system on two deliberate mistakes. It puts two
covenants into Genesis 2 and 3, even though those chapters never mention either of the two
covenants. The two unproven covenants then become the foundation of the whole system of
covenant theology.”32One should, however, also consider those other portions of Scripture
where the word covenant is initially absent, but later applied. For example, in God’s dealings with
David, it is only later that the word covenant is used (2 Sam 23:5, Ps 89:3). As Fesko informs us,
“the absence of a particular term does not entail the absence of a particular concept.”33 We all
know that the word trinity is found nowhere in Scripture, yet no true believer would doubt the
presence of the concept. The question to ask, at least as far as this work is concerned is: does
the covenant made with Adam exhibit the characteristics of a conditional arrangement? The
answer must surely be yes. It was nothing less than a conditional promise made by a superior to
an inferior. As John Owen put it:There was an original covenant made with Adam, and all
mankind in him. The rule of obedience and reward that was between God and him was not
expressly called a covenant, but it contained the express nature of a covenant; for it was the
agreement of God and man, concerning obedience and disobedience, rewards and
punishments.34God pronounced the condition, Adam could only agree and accept it. This is
essentially all one needs to bear in mind. And, ultimately, it matters not to me what it is called,
the essential point is that it had the characteristics of a covenant, although not mutually agreed,
God did impose a condition that Adam was to keep.21. Hodge, Evangelical Theology, 166.22.
Owen, Works, 22, 135.23. Golding, Covenant Theology, 89.24. Ibid., 79.25. Gill, Body of Divinity,
445.26. O Palmer Robertson, Christ of the Covenants, 10.27. Ibid., 11.28. Ibid., 11.29. Ibid.,
12.30. Gill, Body of Divinity, 348. Italics added for emphasis.31. Ibid., 349. Italics added for
emphasis.32. Reisinger, Abraham’s Four Seeds, 135.33. Fesko, “Calvin and Witsius on the
Mosaic Covenant,” 30.34. Italics added for emphasis. Owen, Works, 6, 60.3Covenant of
RedemptionThe new covenant is essentially the outworking, or the putting into operation of that
arrangement or covenant that was made between the three persons of the Godhead before the



foundation of the world. Theologians have chosen to call this the covenant of redemption
because it concerns decisions that took place between the persons of the Trinity for the
accomplishment of man’s redemption. Although Scripture does not specifically speak of the
covenant one can, however, glean from what it does speak about that before this world was
created, God decided to redeem a people and to do so in Trinity. The source of all redemptive
history is to be found in the decisions made in this covenant, as Sinclair Ferguson put it, “the
covenant of grace thus depends upon the covenant of redemption as its foundation, and for its
saving power.”35Before the world was, the Son agreed to become man and perform all that was
necessary to redeem those given to him by his Father. The 1689 Baptist Confession states
that:It pleased God, in His eternal Purpose, to choose and ordain the Lord Jesus, His only
begotten Son, in accordance with the covenant made between them both, to be the Mediator
between God and man; to be Prophet, Priest and King, the Head and Savior of His Church, the
Heir of all things, and the judge of all the world.36In Christ, the second person of the Trinity
would come to earth in a body prepared for him (Heb 10:5). In him, the whole fullness of deity
would, and, indeed, still does, dwell bodily (Col 2:9). In becoming man he voluntarily placed
himself under the original covenant of works, that he might be successful where the first Adam
had failed. His redemptive work was two dimensional, consisting of both preceptive and penal
obedience.Not only did he through his obedience secure a righteousness for his people (2 Cor
5:21), but he also took sin’s penalty upon himself, “becoming obedient to the point of death,
even death on a cross” (Phil 2:8). It was in this covenant that all the elect of God were given to
the Son, as John Owen put it: “All the elect of God were, in his eternal purpose and design, and
in the everlasting covenant between the Father and the Son, committed unto him, to be
delivered from sin, the law, and death, and to be brought into the enjoyment of God”37In the
economy of salvation, Jesus, the Son, although co-equal and co-eternal, became subordinate to
his Father. He came down from heaven not to do his own will but the will of his Father who sent
him (John 6:38). It was because of his subordinate position, as the one who became flesh and
dwelt amongst us (John 1:14), he could say that by himself he could do nothing (John 5:30), and
say that “My Father is greater than I” (John 14:28). On earth Jesus, in his redemptive work,
glorified his Father and accomplished all the work his Father had given him to do (John 17:4).All
too often we tend to read these texts without stopping to reflect on the incomprehensible
condescension of the Son, who having all, agreed to set his glory aside for our salvation (Phil
2:6–7). One can do no better than quote the words of Thomas Boston:The eternal Word
consented to be made flesh, that all flesh might not perish: he consented to become man, to
take into a personal union with himself, a human nature, to wit, a true body and reasonable soul,
according to the eternal destination of his Father. This was an instance of amazing
condescension. The highest monarch’s consent to lay aside his robes of majesty, to clothe
himself with rags, and become a beggar, is not to be compared with. Nay, the highest angel’s
consent to become a worm, is not to be named in one day, with the eternal Son of God, the
Father’s equal, his consenting to become man: for the distance between the divine nature and



the human is infinite; whereas the distance between the angelic nature, and the nature of worms
of the earth, is but finite.38It is the Father who chose a people and gave them to the Son to be
redeemed. Paul tells us that “we were chosen in him before the foundation of the world” (Eph
1:4), and in John, we read that all those whom the Father has given to the Son will go unto him
and be saved (John 6:37). The Father does the initial choosing, and he gives the people thus
chosen to the Son, and it is the Father who sends the Son (John 3:16).The Holy Spirit’s role
consists of applying Christ’s redemptive work to sinners. He is the one who convicts the world of
sin, righteousness, and judgment (John16:8). In other words, it is the Spirit’s job to make the
world aware of its need for a savior, to reveal the righteousness of Christ, and to point to the
impending judgment for those who refuse it. It is the Spirit who gives life through the new birth
(John 3:6), and it is the Spirit who guides the church and reveals to her the will of God, “When
the Spirit of truth comes he will guide you into all truth, for he will not speak on his own authority,
but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will declare to you the things that are to
come” (John 16:13–14). All that Christ’s work achieved becomes the believer’s through the work
of the Spirit. He places us into Christ, where we are forensically justified, and adopted into God’s
family, and, through his indwelling, he continues to apply Christ’s redemptive blessings in our
progressive sanctification. When Christ returns it will be the Spirit who will change our mortal
bodies through the resurrection, so that they will resemble Christ’s own glorified body.35.
Ferguson, John Owen On The Christian Life, 27.36. Baptist Confession of Faith 1889, 8:1.37.
Owen, Works, 5, 180.38. Boston, Beauties of Boston, 489.4The Plight of Man Under the First
AdamWhen God first created Adam, he made him in his own image and after his own likeness
(Gen 1:26). Adam was in possession of a will that was free, and the very laws of God were
written upon his heart:The law given to him was both of a natural and positive kind. God who is
the creator of all, Judge of all the earth, and King of the whole world, has the right to give what
laws He likes to his creatures, and they are bound as creatures, and by ties of gratitude, to
observe them. The natural law, or law of nature, given to Adam, was concreated with him, written
on his heart, and engraved and imprinted in his nature from the beginning of his existence, by
which he was acquainted with the will of his maker, and directed to observe it.39In his state of
original innocence God chose to test Adam’s obedience by the imposition of a single precept.
Why God chose this particular method lies outside of his revelation to us. The important point to
grasp is that God was testing Adam’s faithfulness and presenting him with the possibility of
eternal life for both himself and his posterity on the condition of his obedience.In his original
righteousness, the law of God written upon Adam’s heart assured him that all was well. It was a
law unto life. This law was “the reflection of God’s own moral character, which he was
determined to share analogically with his human partner.”40 The law served to vouchsafe to
Adam that all was well in his relationship with God. Should he, however, fall short of the law’s
requirements by failing to abide by God’s condition, he would find that the law which pronounced
life would become an agent of condemnation. To quote Buchanan, “The law provided for the
justification of the righteous only. It was evidently adapted to the case of man while he was yet,



not only innocent and sinless, but possessed of original righteousness, enjoying the favour of
God, which is life, and retaining the divine image in which he was created.”41Adam was
essentially on probation under the terms of the covenant of works. Life was promised to Adam
and all of his posterity, should he but fulfill the condition. This was the basis of the covenant. God
commanded Adam saying, “You are free to eat from any tree in the garden; but you must not eat
from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, for when you eat of it you will surely die” (Gen
2:16,17). Adam failed to abide by the condition, and subsequently, he incurred the wrath of God,
dying spiritually, and, eventually, physically. The righteousness in which he was created was
forfeited, and the law became, not a law unto righteousness for the righteous, but, rather, a law
unto death for the guilty. The law that was written upon Adam’s heart now served only to
condemned him.In his failure to keep the condition Adam did not only bring spiritual death, that
death which entails separation from God, upon himself alone, but also upon his posterity. In his
sinful partaking of the forbidden fruit Adam committed an act in which we all shared, “The law
was Adam’s lease when God made him tenant; the conditions of which bond he kept not, he
forfeited himself and all of us.”42Man now had to live with the consequences of sin. One should
bear in mind that “Original sin does not refer to the first sin but, rather, to its consequences.
Original sin describes our fallen sinful condition, out of which actual sins occur.”43 It may be
asked in what sense was Adam the head of humanity? What was the peculiar relationship that
existed between the first man and woman and their posterity? The 1689 Baptist Confession tells
us that:They being the root, and by God’s appointment, standing in the room and stead of all
mankind, the guilt of sin was imputed, and their corrupted natures conveyed, to all their posterity
descending from them by ordinary generation. Their descendents are therefore conceived in sin,
and are by nature the children of wrath and all other miseries, spiritual, temporal, and eternal,
unless the Lord Jesus sets them free.44Here we see two effects, not only is Adam’s posterity
polluted by sin, having “corrupted natures,” but the “guilt of sin” is imputed to them. The first
might be called the “realistic union” with the second, the imputation of sin, often referred to as
the “federal” or “representational union.”Regarding the realistic union, to quote Martyn Lloyd-
Jones: “Adam was the totality of human nature. In that one Adam was the whole of human
nature. He was the father of all mankind. In him, therefore, according to this view, resided the
whole of human nature and, the human nature of every person who has been born.”45 Perhaps
the best way of explaining this is to make reference to an incident that occurs in Hebrews 7:9–
10. In this text the writer is referring to an event that occurred in the fourteenth chapter of
Genesis where Abraham paid a tenth of his spoils to the mysterious Melchizedek. Although the
writer’s purpose here is to prove the superiority of the Melchizedek priesthood, and hence
Christ’s superiority because he was a priest after the order of Melchizedek, this concept can be
applied to the “realistic union” of humanity’s relationship with Adam. Melchizedek met Abraham
“returning from the slaughter of the kings and blessed him” (Heb 7:1). Abraham paid a tenth of
his spoils to him. The lesser is giving to the greater (v7). Then the writer comes to the heart of
the matter by stating that Levi, the one from whom the Levites came, gave a tenth of the spoils to



Melchizedek, “for he was still in the loins of his ancestor when Melchizedek met him” (v10). The
point here is that Levi, although he was the grandson of Abraham, is said to have paid a tenth in
virtue of his being in the body or loins of his grandfather. The same principle can be applied to
humanity’s position in Adam. When Adam sinned, we sinned in him in the same way that Levi
paid tithes through Abraham. As Sproul put it, we can say, “from a genetic standpoint that our
great-grandchildren are already present in our bodies, but we do not mean that those actual
children are present in us.”46 Whichever way it is communicated, something of the
consequences of the first sin can be found in our genetic makeup. Our genes became
reprogrammed. We are often told that death is as natural as being born, this, however, is not the
case. Our genes have been programmed for us to die, with death being the result of God’s
curse.The “realistic union” concerns our being made sinners intrinsically, with the pollution of our
natures, whereas the federal or representational union is extrinsic and concerns the imputation
of Adam’s sin to all of humanity. This was the “only time, apart from the cross, in all human
history when we were perfectly represented.”47 Because Adam was “the federal representative
of the race, his disobedience affected all of his descendants, as Paul tells us, ‘by one man’s
disobedience many were made sinners” (Rom 5:19). In his righteous judgment God imputed the
guilt of the first sin committed by the head of the covenant to all those that are federally related to
him.”48 Having made Adam, to quote Lloyd-Jones, God:said to him in effect: “Adam, I regard
you as not only the first of a series, not merely in the natural sense of all who are going to come
out of you, I constitute you the representative head, the federal head of all humanity; I am going
to make a covenant with you, and I am going to deal with you as the representative head of the
entire human race of which you will be the progenitor. I intend to make a covenant with you to
this effect that every benefit you enjoy will pass upon your progeny.”49When Adam sinned we all
became guilty because he was our federal head before God. His sin became our sin because of
our relationship with him. It is a guilt by association. We will see later that the same applies to
Christ, the second Adam, in regard to his righteousness.About Adam’s fall Arthur Pink
comments:Man’s defection from his primordial state was purely voluntary and from the
unconstrained choice of his own mutable and self-determining will. Adam was “without excuse.”
By eating of the forbidden fruit, he broke, first, the law of his very being, violating his own nature,
which bound him unto lowing allegiance to his maker: self now took the place of God. Second,
he flouted the law of God, which requires perfect and unremitting obedience to the moral
Governor of the world: self had now usurped the throne of God in his heart. Third, in trampling
upon the positive ordinance under which he was placed he broke the covenant, preferring to
take his stance alongside his fallen wife.50God’s holiness is such that he cannot so much as
look upon sin (Hab 1:13). It is a holiness which, because of its nature, demands that all sin be
punished. Setting his wrath against sin, in the words of Hugh Martin, is “the necessary aspect or
expression of the Divine nature and perfections . . . It originates not in the will of God; for in that
case, the same will of God might set it aside or depart from it without satisfaction or pacification
—without appeasement or atonement at all. But it originates from the Divine nature, and that



necessarily.”51This punishment is essentially separation from God. It is seen in the way God has
barred the way back to him. Following Adam’s expulsion from the garden God placed a
“cherubim and a flaming sword that turned every way to guard the way to the tree of
life” (Gen.3:24). Because of humanity’s relationship with Adam we are all, from birth, estranged
and alienated from God. Without the intervention of another party, there can be no hope of a
reconciliation.The apostle, writing under divine inspiration, states that “Sin entered the world
through one man, and death through sin, and in this way, death came to all men, because all
sinned” (Rom 5:12). We are all by nature “children of wrath” (Eph 2:3). “The very truth is, Adam
by his fall threw down our whole nature headlong into the same destruction, and drowned his
whole offspring in the same gulf of misery.”52Nehemiah Coxe gives a graphic description of
man’s sinful condition:He sinned and fell short of the glory of God (Rom.3:23). And now instead
of that original righteousness with which he was first beatified, there was nothing to be found in
him but abominable filthiness and horrid deformity. His mind was covered over, even possessed
with hellish darkness. Hatred of God reigned in his heart and his affections were no longer
subject to right reason but became vile and rebellious.53Or as Walter Chantry put it, “From our
mother’s womb we have been corrupted, from the time of our conception, death stalks us with
the awful assurance that we are his, and all because of that one act of the one man.”54In regard
to doing anything good i.e., acceptable to God, man is now like the Ethiopian, unable to change
his skin, or the leopard his spots (Jer.13:33). He is “dead in sins and transgressions” (Eph.2:1).
The awful thing is that not only can man of his own do absolutely nothing to rectify matters, in his
sinful state he does not want to do anything, as Thomas Watson put it: “When Adam lost his
righteousness, he lost his anchor of hope and his crown, there was no way for relief, unless God
would find out such a way as neither man not angel could devise.”55Covenant TheologyA
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two sons, Benjamin and Joseph.For the Law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by
Jesus Christ(John 1:17)For the Law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus
Christ(John 1:17)PrefaceWhy am I a Baptist? This is a question Baptists need to ask
themselves. All too often, when they do, the answer many come up with appears to be
something akin to a tinkered version of Presbyterianism; a reworked paedobaptist paradigm in
which the various covenants are believed to be different administrations of the one covenant of
grace.This work completely rejects the paedobaptist paradigm. I have tried to explain the
Reformed Baptist position in a manner that will make it easily accessible. In places I have
repeated the essential elements. I make no apology for this because I believe repetition to be
essential in enabling the reader to grasp the central principle, namely, that the only covenant of
grace is the new covenant, and that none have been saved but by virtue of this covenant. One of



the things I do, which may not be to everyone’s liking, is to criticize the Reformed paedobaptist
position. I do this because by understanding what something is not one can come to a better
understanding of what it is. Wrong teaching acts as a foil that makes the truth explicit.I hope by
the end of the book the reader will come to see that this is the only covenant theology that is
faithful to the teaching of Scripture. Understanding this will enable the reader to see how the Old
and New Testaments relate to each other. Ultimately, it is hoped that it will assist the believer in
coming to a greater appreciation of the riches that are his in Christ.PrefaceWhy am I a Baptist?
This is a question Baptists need to ask themselves. All too often, when they do, the answer
many come up with appears to be something akin to a tinkered version of Presbyterianism; a
reworked paedobaptist paradigm in which the various covenants are believed to be different
administrations of the one covenant of grace.This work completely rejects the paedobaptist
paradigm. I have tried to explain the Reformed Baptist position in a manner that will make it
easily accessible. In places I have repeated the essential elements. I make no apology for this
because I believe repetition to be essential in enabling the reader to grasp the central principle,
namely, that the only covenant of grace is the new covenant, and that none have been saved but
by virtue of this covenant. One of the things I do, which may not be to everyone’s liking, is to
criticize the Reformed paedobaptist position. I do this because by understanding what
something is not one can come to a better understanding of what it is. Wrong teaching acts as a
foil that makes the truth explicit.I hope by the end of the book the reader will come to see that
this is the only covenant theology that is faithful to the teaching of Scripture. Understanding this
will enable the reader to see how the Old and New Testaments relate to each other. Ultimately, it
is hoped that it will assist the believer in coming to a greater appreciation of the riches that are
his in Christ.1IntroductionBaptist Covenantal TheologyI don’t think any would question that the
church, particularly in the Western world, is going through difficult times. Times in which, to
quote Ken Ham, “we are seeing before our very eyes the collapse of Christianity across Europe
and North America.”1 There is, in the words of David Wells, “a yawning chasm between what
evangelical faith was in the past and what it frequently is today, between the former spirituality
and the contemporary emptiness and accommodation.”2 In many churches the great doctrines
of the faith are not only neglected but are being substituted with a superficial hotchpotch of
homemade theology. Don Haddleton, in a 2006 article entitled “Evangelical Superficiality,” stated
that in “Evangelicalism there is a growing trend toward frivolity and superficiality, affecting
Christian life, prayer, witness, evangelism and worship. ‘Easy-believism’, ‘user friendly-ism’ and
‘feel-goodism’ are taking over the church’s life and witness.”3 Increasingly, even in Reformed
circles, Christians do not read in any depth the theology of their faith, and, unfortunately, one can
but agree with Mohler that “the abdication of biblical faith is one of the hallmarks of our
age.”4Affected, or should one say, infected, by this age’s consumer culture, many Christians
appear more concerned about where the next experience, or quick fix is to be found than about
understanding the theology that undergirds their faith. The Jewish writer Dennis Prager made a
telling observation about today’s evangelicalism, “One thing I notice about Evangelicals is that



they do not read. They do not read the Bible, they do not read the great Christian thinkers, they
have never heard of Aquinas . . . I do not understand. I have bookcases of Christian books and I
am a Jew. Why do I have more Christian books than 98 percent of Christians in America?”5 One
could argue that this is due to all the distractions of our modern age. Information is now available
at one’s fingertips. This has resulted in potential knowledge replacing actual knowledge.
Whereas in times past Christians delved deep into God’s word to glean truths applicable to
themselves, now, this is believed to be the task of the minister or academic. According to
Wells:Evangelicals today only have to believe that God can work dramatically within a narrow
fissure of internal experience; they have lost interest (or perhaps they can no longer sustain in
interest) in what the doctrines of creation, common grace, and providence once meant for
Christian believers, and even those doctrines that articulate Christ’s death, such as justification,
redemption, propitiation and reconciliation. It is now enough for them to know that somehow
Christ died for them.6These comments, though harsh, appear to be a true representation of a
growing number within the Western evangelical church.Evangelical churches have been, to a
greater or lesser degree, infected by our age’s secular ethos, and one finds oneself having to
agree with Blamires that, “the Christian mind has succumbed to the secular drift with a degree of
weakness and nervousness unmatched in Christian history.”7 Evangelicalism has deteriorated
to the point, to quote Carl Trueman, “where one can deny that God knows the future, one can
deny that the Bible is inspired, one can deny that justification is by grace through faith, one can
deny that Christ is the only way of salvation-one can do all these things and still remain a
member in good standing of certain high-profile evangelical bodies.”8 Many evangelicals are
more likely to listen to the unbiblical theology of men like Benny Hinn and Kenneth Copeland
than sit under a ministry where the Word is systematically expounded. They proudly display a
false theology with stickers saying, “smile Jesus loves you,” or “give your heart to Jesus,” and all
too many church ministers preach “peace, peace, when there is no peace” (Jer
8:11).Theological illiteracy, coupled with an unmatched subjectivism, has opened the door to the
postmodern mindset, one where relativism9 has replaced truth. Indeed, god can be whatever
one wants him to be. The idea of an objective truth, of a God who alone is God and who sustains
and determines all things, in a world where right and wrong exists, has become, to say the least,
unfashionable. Evidence of the modern contagion is reflected in a generalized spiritual malaise,
and even in many Reformed churches, where the gospel is evident in word, there nevertheless
appears to be a deficiency in that assurance and power in the Holy Spirit of which the New
Testament speaks (1 Thess 1:5).Reformed Baptists have not been immune to the spirit of the
age. We have moved away from our theological roots. As well as the negative influence of the
prevalent worldview, there are a number of reasons that help to explain why a once thoroughly
biblically grounded covenantal Baptist Church ended up losing its way.In the nineteenth and for
much of the twentieth century the church had to contend with attacks from without, in the form of
Darwinian evolution and liberalism, and from within, with the rise of revivalism and
dispensationalism. The revivalist phenomenon resulted in many turning from “a thoughtful and



theological faith to an experience orientated belief.”10 This all too often led to feelings and
experiences replacing intellectual rigor. Dispensationalism, associated with men like John
Nelson Darby, and popularized in the Scofield Reference Bible, posited a view of Scripture that
necessitated “discrete epochs in redemptive history, units of time with different standards and
requirements.”11 Suffice it to say, it is a position diametrically opposed to the unity exhibited in
Baptist covenantal theology. According to Richard Barcellos, it was dispensationalism that was
the “most important factor in the demise of Baptist Covenantalism.”12The word “evangelical” has
been denuded of its meaning, having undergone a death by association. Even in some
Reformed churches, perhaps not intentionally, scriptural authority has been diluted by the
zeitgeist of our modern culture. Writing about the twentieth, but, nevertheless, equally relevant to
our century, James Hunter stated:This much is clear, however: Conservative Protestantism has
changed in significant ways since the beginning of the century, and from all appearances, it is
continuing to change . . . The most important case in point is the place of the Scriptures. When it
is allowed, as it is increasingly so in Evangelicalism, to interpret the Bible subjectively, and to see
portions of the Scripture as symbolic or non-binding, the Scriptures are divested of their
authority to compel obedience. They may still inspire, but they are substantially
disarmed.13Baptist distinctiveness has come to be more associated with the mode of baptism,
with the immersion verses sprinkling debate, than with its covenantal foundations. The old
covenantalism has been neglected, with the resulting loss of our rightful Baptist heritage, as
Richard Barcellos put it: “the beautiful system of faith has been exchanged for a novelty.”14
Reformed Baptists need to rediscover their rich heritage, one that will give them a deeper
understanding of God’s Word, and, hopefully, lead them into a closer walk with God.Until
relatively recently most of the books available were produced by paedobaptist publishers, and
Baptists were essentially guilty of taking Presbyterian works and adjusting them to fit what they
believed to be a Baptist framework. James Renihan goes so far as saying, “they produced works
that look a lot like Presbyterian works, works that pretend to be Baptist and they are not.”15I was
converted in 1978, and would describe myself as a conservative evangelical, although, as
mentioned above, it is becoming increasingly difficult to define “evangelical.” I have always been
a “Reformed Baptist.” Moreover, I am also an amillennialist, believing the thousand years
referred to by John in his Apocalypse (Rev 20:4) to be symbolic of a long period of time, a time
that the church is presently in.In my early attempts to understand God’s covenants, a large
proportion of the books I read were written by paedobaptists. Try as I might, I could not come to
terms with their understanding of the relationship between the covenants, especially the old and
new covenants. Things just did not seem to fit. How is one to understand the references to the
new covenant, for example, in Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36? I was vexed by the paedobaptist
contention that the new covenant only applied to God’s people after Christ had completed his
work; being just another administration of the covenant of grace. In Jeremiah God promises that
he will put his law “within them, and will write it on their hearts” (Jere 31:33), and in Ezekiel, he
speaks of the heart of stone being replaced with one of flesh (Ezek 36:27). When did these



blessings occur? Paedobaptists, on the one hand, tell us that the new covenant came into force
in regard to the application of its blessings only after Christ’s work, whilst, on the other hand,
they speak of believers under the old covenant being in possession of these blessings. This for
me made no sense because the Scriptures only associate these blessings with the new
covenant.Again, I could not accept the idea that the new covenant was simply another
administration of the covenant of grace. From my understanding of Jeremiah, the new covenant
seemed too radical to be just a fuller, broader manifestation of what was there before. It makes
no sense to hold with the all too prevalent view that Old Testament saints were somehow
excluded from these blessings. It is my understanding that whilst the new covenant was
consummated or ratified in the death of Christ, the blessings secured by his redemptive work
have been communicated to believers from the very beginning. In other words, all of God’s
people, from the first promise (Gen 3:3) have been in the new covenant in Christ and recipients
of its blessings.Understanding God’s covenants, and how they relate to one another is essential
for a correct understanding of the Scriptures, as Walter Chantry put it, “the doctrine of covenants
is at the core of theology, and the health of any theological system depends on its understanding
of this truth. It would be nearly impossible to overstate the central importance of the biblical
teachings on covenants. Covenant theology is at the heart of biblical truth.”16 According to
Rodney Petersen, “the first question in the interpretation of Scripture for the Christian after
acknowledging the Lordship of Jesus Christ is how to relate the Hebrew Scriptures to the New
Testament.”17 To misunderstand the relationship between the old and new covenants is not a
minor issue. As we shall see, the Presbyterian/paedobaptist position not only misconstrues our
Lord’s command and instruction to the church, but results in a misunderstanding of elements of
the gospel, particularly in regard to the beneficiaries of the new covenant and the nature of the
church..This work presents my understanding of this relationship. Those who grasp this
important teaching can be compared to an explorer who, instead of having to find his bearings
from a point on the ground, deep inside the jungle, has taken to a plane, having the entire
landscape before his eyes. Understanding God’s covenants will help one avoid getting lost in the
detail, and will enable one to have a unified overview of God’s redemptive schema.The essential
structure of the Scriptures is built around a covenantal scaffolding, which, to quote Michael
Horton, provides “a matrix of beams and pillars that hold together the structure of biblical faith
and practice. . . . It is not simply the concept of the covenant, but the concrete existence of God’s
covenantal dealings in our history that provides the context within which we recognize the unity
of Scripture amid its remarkable variety.”18 As the skeleton gives the body form, so covenant
theology gives form to the Scriptures.Below is an example of some of the questions that
particularly vexed me in my efforts to understand covenant theology:• How were people saved
before Christ came?• Can Old Testament believers be said to be in the new covenant?• Was the
Abrahamic covenant one of grace or works?• What is the role played by the covenant made with
Moses?• What has happened to all the promises made by the prophets regarding earthly
blessings?• What exactly is the new covenant, and how is it different from the old covenant?•



Should the children of Christian parents be baptized?In what follows I hope to demonstrate that
it is only Reformed Baptist covenant theology that is consistent in its understanding of Scripture,
and that, to quote Barcellos, “a consistent adherence to covenant theology actually refutes all
forms of infant baptism and upholds, even demands, the baptism of believers only.”19 It is
important to point out that within the Reformed tradition, while there are significant differences
regarding covenant theology, it is one of those issues on which, whilst being extremely
important, after all is said and done, we can agree to disagree. I was converted under the
ministry of the late Dr. Peter Trumper who was a Presbyterian. I still remember one occasion
back in 1981 when I turned up at his home, armed with a number of Baptist arguments in the
hope of turning him into a Baptist. Over cups of tea, we talked for a number of hours before we
finally agreed to disagree. We did not fall out or take offense because we knew that first and
foremost we were brothers in Christ. It is not my intention in this book to hurt or insult
paedobaptists, but to, in grace, encourage them to, at the very least, rethink their position, and,
maybe, even adopt the Reformed Baptist position. Of course, I may be wrong about some
issues, but the purpose of this short book is to examine what is often considered to be a difficult
topic and provide something that will encourage Christians to think about their faith. In an earlier
edition of this work one reviewer criticized me because of my many allusions to the Reformed
paedobaptist position. However, this made very little sense to me. One must bear in mind that
the 1689 Baptist Confession is largely taken from the Westminster Confession of 1647, differing
only in regard to covenant theology, baptism, and church government. Yes, I do make many
allusions to those paedobaptist doctrines where there is disagreement. This needs to be done in
order to show what the differences between us are, and to put across as unambiguously as
possible exactly what Reformed Baptists believe. I have also sought to quote paedobaptist
sources on some of the many points of agreement. I certainly do not, to use the old saying, want
to throw the proverbial baby out with the bathwater.One thing needs saying before we start. I
have always been at a loss to understand why some of our paedobaptist brethren would view
the title “Reformed Covenant Baptist” as being something of a misnomer, a contradiction-in-
terms. We use the term “Reformed” because we accept the five solas of the Protestant
Reformation, namely, sola Scriptura, sola Gratia, sola fide, sola Christus and sola Deo Gloria.
We employ the word “Covenant” because we adhere to covenant theology. If this does not make
us Reformed and covenantal I don’t know what does. This work will hopefully, in the words of
Ronald Miller, clearly demonstrate that we are “full blown adherents to covenant theology.”20
There are, of course, those who believe that to be Reformed one must accept everything Calvin
said. In this sense I am certainly not Reformed, and then again, neither are so many of the giants
from church history, men like John Owen, Charles Spurgeon, etc.Although I am wholeheartedly
of the opinion that the position put forward here is correct, I am not so naive as to think that
perhaps the majority of readers will beg to differ with what I have to say. I am also aware that
even among the ranks of Reformed Baptists there are significant differences regarding this
doctrine. This is why I chose to call this book A Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology, and not



The Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology. Any theological gaffs, and no doubt there are many,
are mine, and mine alone.1. Ham, Understanding the Times, 2.2. Wells, No Place for Truth,
135.3. Haddleton, Evangelical Superficiality.4. Mohler, The Disappearance of God, 8.5. Prager,
Civilization that Believes in Nothing, 15.6. Wells, No Place for Truth, 131.7. Blamires, Recovery
the Christian Mind, 9.8. Trueman, Reformation, 15.9. Relativism is a position that rejects the idea
of an objective truth.10. Renihan, “Introduction,” 17.11. Ibid., 17.12. Ibid., 16.13. Hunter,
Evangelicalism, 187.14. Ibid., 17.15. Renihan, 1689 Federalism Compared.16. Chantry,
Covenants.17. Petersen, “Debate throughout Church History,” 18.18. Horton, Covenant
Theology, 13.19. Barcellos, Paedoism or Credoism, 2.20. Miller, Covenant Theology, 1–
2.1IntroductionBaptist Covenantal TheologyI don’t think any would question that the church,
particularly in the Western world, is going through difficult times. Times in which, to quote Ken
Ham, “we are seeing before our very eyes the collapse of Christianity across Europe and North
America.”1 There is, in the words of David Wells, “a yawning chasm between what evangelical
faith was in the past and what it frequently is today, between the former spirituality and the
contemporary emptiness and accommodation.”2 In many churches the great doctrines of the
faith are not only neglected but are being substituted with a superficial hotchpotch of homemade
theology. Don Haddleton, in a 2006 article entitled “Evangelical Superficiality,” stated that in
“Evangelicalism there is a growing trend toward frivolity and superficiality, affecting Christian life,
prayer, witness, evangelism and worship. ‘Easy-believism’, ‘user friendly-ism’ and ‘feel-goodism’
are taking over the church’s life and witness.”3 Increasingly, even in Reformed circles, Christians
do not read in any depth the theology of their faith, and, unfortunately, one can but agree with
Mohler that “the abdication of biblical faith is one of the hallmarks of our age.”4Affected, or
should one say, infected, by this age’s consumer culture, many Christians appear more
concerned about where the next experience, or quick fix is to be found than about
understanding the theology that undergirds their faith. The Jewish writer Dennis Prager made a
telling observation about today’s evangelicalism, “One thing I notice about Evangelicals is that
they do not read. They do not read the Bible, they do not read the great Christian thinkers, they
have never heard of Aquinas . . . I do not understand. I have bookcases of Christian books and I
am a Jew. Why do I have more Christian books than 98 percent of Christians in America?”5 One
could argue that this is due to all the distractions of our modern age. Information is now available
at one’s fingertips. This has resulted in potential knowledge replacing actual knowledge.
Whereas in times past Christians delved deep into God’s word to glean truths applicable to
themselves, now, this is believed to be the task of the minister or academic. According to
Wells:Evangelicals today only have to believe that God can work dramatically within a narrow
fissure of internal experience; they have lost interest (or perhaps they can no longer sustain in
interest) in what the doctrines of creation, common grace, and providence once meant for
Christian believers, and even those doctrines that articulate Christ’s death, such as justification,
redemption, propitiation and reconciliation. It is now enough for them to know that somehow
Christ died for them.6These comments, though harsh, appear to be a true representation of a



growing number within the Western evangelical church.Evangelical churches have been, to a
greater or lesser degree, infected by our age’s secular ethos, and one finds oneself having to
agree with Blamires that, “the Christian mind has succumbed to the secular drift with a degree of
weakness and nervousness unmatched in Christian history.”7 Evangelicalism has deteriorated
to the point, to quote Carl Trueman, “where one can deny that God knows the future, one can
deny that the Bible is inspired, one can deny that justification is by grace through faith, one can
deny that Christ is the only way of salvation-one can do all these things and still remain a
member in good standing of certain high-profile evangelical bodies.”8 Many evangelicals are
more likely to listen to the unbiblical theology of men like Benny Hinn and Kenneth Copeland
than sit under a ministry where the Word is systematically expounded. They proudly display a
false theology with stickers saying, “smile Jesus loves you,” or “give your heart to Jesus,” and all
too many church ministers preach “peace, peace, when there is no peace” (Jer
8:11).Theological illiteracy, coupled with an unmatched subjectivism, has opened the door to the
postmodern mindset, one where relativism9 has replaced truth. Indeed, god can be whatever
one wants him to be. The idea of an objective truth, of a God who alone is God and who sustains
and determines all things, in a world where right and wrong exists, has become, to say the least,
unfashionable. Evidence of the modern contagion is reflected in a generalized spiritual malaise,
and even in many Reformed churches, where the gospel is evident in word, there nevertheless
appears to be a deficiency in that assurance and power in the Holy Spirit of which the New
Testament speaks (1 Thess 1:5).Reformed Baptists have not been immune to the spirit of the
age. We have moved away from our theological roots. As well as the negative influence of the
prevalent worldview, there are a number of reasons that help to explain why a once thoroughly
biblically grounded covenantal Baptist Church ended up losing its way.In the nineteenth and for
much of the twentieth century the church had to contend with attacks from without, in the form of
Darwinian evolution and liberalism, and from within, with the rise of revivalism and
dispensationalism. The revivalist phenomenon resulted in many turning from “a thoughtful and
theological faith to an experience orientated belief.”10 This all too often led to feelings and
experiences replacing intellectual rigor. Dispensationalism, associated with men like John
Nelson Darby, and popularized in the Scofield Reference Bible, posited a view of Scripture that
necessitated “discrete epochs in redemptive history, units of time with different standards and
requirements.”11 Suffice it to say, it is a position diametrically opposed to the unity exhibited in
Baptist covenantal theology. According to Richard Barcellos, it was dispensationalism that was
the “most important factor in the demise of Baptist Covenantalism.”12The word “evangelical” has
been denuded of its meaning, having undergone a death by association. Even in some
Reformed churches, perhaps not intentionally, scriptural authority has been diluted by the
zeitgeist of our modern culture. Writing about the twentieth, but, nevertheless, equally relevant to
our century, James Hunter stated:This much is clear, however: Conservative Protestantism has
changed in significant ways since the beginning of the century, and from all appearances, it is
continuing to change . . . The most important case in point is the place of the Scriptures. When it



is allowed, as it is increasingly so in Evangelicalism, to interpret the Bible subjectively, and to see
portions of the Scripture as symbolic or non-binding, the Scriptures are divested of their
authority to compel obedience. They may still inspire, but they are substantially
disarmed.13Baptist distinctiveness has come to be more associated with the mode of baptism,
with the immersion verses sprinkling debate, than with its covenantal foundations. The old
covenantalism has been neglected, with the resulting loss of our rightful Baptist heritage, as
Richard Barcellos put it: “the beautiful system of faith has been exchanged for a novelty.”14
Reformed Baptists need to rediscover their rich heritage, one that will give them a deeper
understanding of God’s Word, and, hopefully, lead them into a closer walk with God.Until
relatively recently most of the books available were produced by paedobaptist publishers, and
Baptists were essentially guilty of taking Presbyterian works and adjusting them to fit what they
believed to be a Baptist framework. James Renihan goes so far as saying, “they produced works
that look a lot like Presbyterian works, works that pretend to be Baptist and they are not.”15I was
converted in 1978, and would describe myself as a conservative evangelical, although, as
mentioned above, it is becoming increasingly difficult to define “evangelical.” I have always been
a “Reformed Baptist.” Moreover, I am also an amillennialist, believing the thousand years
referred to by John in his Apocalypse (Rev 20:4) to be symbolic of a long period of time, a time
that the church is presently in.In my early attempts to understand God’s covenants, a large
proportion of the books I read were written by paedobaptists. Try as I might, I could not come to
terms with their understanding of the relationship between the covenants, especially the old and
new covenants. Things just did not seem to fit. How is one to understand the references to the
new covenant, for example, in Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36? I was vexed by the paedobaptist
contention that the new covenant only applied to God’s people after Christ had completed his
work; being just another administration of the covenant of grace. In Jeremiah God promises that
he will put his law “within them, and will write it on their hearts” (Jere 31:33), and in Ezekiel, he
speaks of the heart of stone being replaced with one of flesh (Ezek 36:27). When did these
blessings occur? Paedobaptists, on the one hand, tell us that the new covenant came into force
in regard to the application of its blessings only after Christ’s work, whilst, on the other hand,
they speak of believers under the old covenant being in possession of these blessings. This for
me made no sense because the Scriptures only associate these blessings with the new
covenant.Again, I could not accept the idea that the new covenant was simply another
administration of the covenant of grace. From my understanding of Jeremiah, the new covenant
seemed too radical to be just a fuller, broader manifestation of what was there before. It makes
no sense to hold with the all too prevalent view that Old Testament saints were somehow
excluded from these blessings. It is my understanding that whilst the new covenant was
consummated or ratified in the death of Christ, the blessings secured by his redemptive work
have been communicated to believers from the very beginning. In other words, all of God’s
people, from the first promise (Gen 3:3) have been in the new covenant in Christ and recipients
of its blessings.Understanding God’s covenants, and how they relate to one another is essential



for a correct understanding of the Scriptures, as Walter Chantry put it, “the doctrine of covenants
is at the core of theology, and the health of any theological system depends on its understanding
of this truth. It would be nearly impossible to overstate the central importance of the biblical
teachings on covenants. Covenant theology is at the heart of biblical truth.”16 According to
Rodney Petersen, “the first question in the interpretation of Scripture for the Christian after
acknowledging the Lordship of Jesus Christ is how to relate the Hebrew Scriptures to the New
Testament.”17 To misunderstand the relationship between the old and new covenants is not a
minor issue. As we shall see, the Presbyterian/paedobaptist position not only misconstrues our
Lord’s command and instruction to the church, but results in a misunderstanding of elements of
the gospel, particularly in regard to the beneficiaries of the new covenant and the nature of the
church..This work presents my understanding of this relationship. Those who grasp this
important teaching can be compared to an explorer who, instead of having to find his bearings
from a point on the ground, deep inside the jungle, has taken to a plane, having the entire
landscape before his eyes. Understanding God’s covenants will help one avoid getting lost in the
detail, and will enable one to have a unified overview of God’s redemptive schema.The essential
structure of the Scriptures is built around a covenantal scaffolding, which, to quote Michael
Horton, provides “a matrix of beams and pillars that hold together the structure of biblical faith
and practice. . . . It is not simply the concept of the covenant, but the concrete existence of God’s
covenantal dealings in our history that provides the context within which we recognize the unity
of Scripture amid its remarkable variety.”18 As the skeleton gives the body form, so covenant
theology gives form to the Scriptures.Below is an example of some of the questions that
particularly vexed me in my efforts to understand covenant theology:• How were people saved
before Christ came?• Can Old Testament believers be said to be in the new covenant?• Was the
Abrahamic covenant one of grace or works?• What is the role played by the covenant made with
Moses?• What has happened to all the promises made by the prophets regarding earthly
blessings?• What exactly is the new covenant, and how is it different from the old covenant?•
Should the children of Christian parents be baptized?In what follows I hope to demonstrate that
it is only Reformed Baptist covenant theology that is consistent in its understanding of Scripture,
and that, to quote Barcellos, “a consistent adherence to covenant theology actually refutes all
forms of infant baptism and upholds, even demands, the baptism of believers only.”19 It is
important to point out that within the Reformed tradition, while there are significant differences
regarding covenant theology, it is one of those issues on which, whilst being extremely
important, after all is said and done, we can agree to disagree. I was converted under the
ministry of the late Dr. Peter Trumper who was a Presbyterian. I still remember one occasion
back in 1981 when I turned up at his home, armed with a number of Baptist arguments in the
hope of turning him into a Baptist. Over cups of tea, we talked for a number of hours before we
finally agreed to disagree. We did not fall out or take offense because we knew that first and
foremost we were brothers in Christ. It is not my intention in this book to hurt or insult
paedobaptists, but to, in grace, encourage them to, at the very least, rethink their position, and,



maybe, even adopt the Reformed Baptist position. Of course, I may be wrong about some
issues, but the purpose of this short book is to examine what is often considered to be a difficult
topic and provide something that will encourage Christians to think about their faith. In an earlier
edition of this work one reviewer criticized me because of my many allusions to the Reformed
paedobaptist position. However, this made very little sense to me. One must bear in mind that
the 1689 Baptist Confession is largely taken from the Westminster Confession of 1647, differing
only in regard to covenant theology, baptism, and church government. Yes, I do make many
allusions to those paedobaptist doctrines where there is disagreement. This needs to be done in
order to show what the differences between us are, and to put across as unambiguously as
possible exactly what Reformed Baptists believe. I have also sought to quote paedobaptist
sources on some of the many points of agreement. I certainly do not, to use the old saying, want
to throw the proverbial baby out with the bathwater.One thing needs saying before we start. I
have always been at a loss to understand why some of our paedobaptist brethren would view
the title “Reformed Covenant Baptist” as being something of a misnomer, a contradiction-in-
terms. We use the term “Reformed” because we accept the five solas of the Protestant
Reformation, namely, sola Scriptura, sola Gratia, sola fide, sola Christus and sola Deo Gloria.
We employ the word “Covenant” because we adhere to covenant theology. If this does not make
us Reformed and covenantal I don’t know what does. This work will hopefully, in the words of
Ronald Miller, clearly demonstrate that we are “full blown adherents to covenant theology.”20
There are, of course, those who believe that to be Reformed one must accept everything Calvin
said. In this sense I am certainly not Reformed, and then again, neither are so many of the giants
from church history, men like John Owen, Charles Spurgeon, etc.Although I am wholeheartedly
of the opinion that the position put forward here is correct, I am not so naive as to think that
perhaps the majority of readers will beg to differ with what I have to say. I am also aware that
even among the ranks of Reformed Baptists there are significant differences regarding this
doctrine. This is why I chose to call this book A Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology, and not
The Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology. Any theological gaffs, and no doubt there are many,
are mine, and mine alone.1. Ham, Understanding the Times, 2.2. Wells, No Place for Truth,
135.3. Haddleton, Evangelical Superficiality.4. Mohler, The Disappearance of God, 8.5. Prager,
Civilization that Believes in Nothing, 15.6. Wells, No Place for Truth, 131.7. Blamires, Recovery
the Christian Mind, 9.8. Trueman, Reformation, 15.9. Relativism is a position that rejects the idea
of an objective truth.10. Renihan, “Introduction,” 17.11. Ibid., 17.12. Ibid., 16.13. Hunter,
Evangelicalism, 187.14. Ibid., 17.15. Renihan, 1689 Federalism Compared.16. Chantry,
Covenants.17. Petersen, “Debate throughout Church History,” 18.18. Horton, Covenant
Theology, 13.19. Barcellos, Paedoism or Credoism, 2.20. Miller, Covenant Theology, 1–2.1.
Ham, Understanding the Times, 2.2. Wells, No Place for Truth, 135.3. Haddleton, Evangelical
Superficiality.4. Mohler, The Disappearance of God, 8.5. Prager, Civilization that Believes in
Nothing, 15.6. Wells, No Place for Truth, 131.7. Blamires, Recovery the Christian Mind, 9.8.
Trueman, Reformation, 15.9. Relativism is a position that rejects the idea of an objective truth.10.



Renihan, “Introduction,” 17.11. Ibid., 17.12. Ibid., 16.13. Hunter, Evangelicalism, 187.14. Ibid.,
17.15. Renihan, 1689 Federalism Compared.16. Chantry, Covenants.17. Petersen, “Debate
throughout Church History,” 18.18. Horton, Covenant Theology, 13.19. Barcellos, Paedoism or
Credoism, 2.20. Miller, Covenant Theology, 1–2.2What is a Covenant?God’s relationship with
humanity has always been based upon a covenant. Apart from the covenant of redemption,
there are only two, what might be called, primary covenants, namely, that made with the first
Adam, and that made with Christ, the second Adam. All other covenants—for example, those
made with Noah, Abraham and David etc.,—are subsidiary and are concerned with the
application of the blessings that Christ secured in the second, or new, covenant.A covenant is a
relationship between two or more parties. It is usually entered into freely, with each party
voluntarily working out and agreeing to abide by certain conditions. Examples of such covenants
abound in everyday life, for example, between the husband and wife, employee and employer,
etc. In this sense, a covenant is simply an agreement between two equal parties with each
accepting that there will be in the terms of the agreement both duties and privileges attached.
The covenant made between Abraham and Abimelech illustrates this kind of covenant (Gen
21:22–27, 31,32). Here each party agrees to the terms and conditions of the covenant; there is
mutual agreement and consent, or what might be called “covenantal parity.”There is, however, a
marked difference between the covenants made by sinful men and those covenants that God
has condescended to enter into with man. Such covenants are not made between equal parties.
God’s covenants are imposed on an infinitely inferior party, where God has determined the
covenantal conditions. In the Scriptures a covenant is essentially a conditional promise. It is a
relatively simple concept. The essential meaning of a covenant was aptly put in the words of A.A.
Hodge: “What is the essential nature of a covenant formed between a superior and an inferior
but this—a conditional promise? The promise is a reward on the condition of obedience,
associated with threatening of punishment on the condition of disobedience.”21According to the
great puritan, John Owen:A covenant properly is a compact or agreement on certain terms
mutually stipulated by two or more parties. As promises are the foundation and rise of it, as it is
between God and man, so it comprises also of precepts, or laws of obedience, which are
prescribed to man on his part to be observed.22One could, however, argue that the covenant
with Adam was not a mutual arrangement. Adam appears to have had no say in the covenant’s
nature. He simply had to accept the condition. Neither the covenant with Adam nor the revival of
it under Abraham and its further elaboration under Moses, were, as Owen stated, “mutually
stipulated.” Peter Golding is perhaps more correct: “the covenant of grace is more like a one-
sided grant than a two-sided pact, because it emanates entirely from God’s side.”23 To again
quote Golding, “there is not so much as a hint of bargaining involved. Rather, it is consistently
characterized by unilateralism (on the part of God).”24 In Exod 24:7 and Deut 5:1–3, the people
of Israel had conditions imposed on them by God, their side of the covenant was the acceptance
of these conditions. God’s “law sprung from the divine sovereignty of God, who had a right to
impose upon him whatsoever he thought fit; as it was a covenant, it was an act of



condescension and goodness in God, to enter into it with man, his creature.”25The original
covenant of works made with the first man differed from later covenants, not only in terms of
blessings and curses but in the manner in which it was made. Whilst the consequences of being
a covenant-breaker were plainly made known (Gen 3:3) in the making of it, there was no animal
death symbolizing the consequences for breaking the covenant. This was simply because sin
had not entered and, hence, there was no death.In later covenants, both blood and death were
always present in the covenant because they warned of possible consequences should the
covenant be broken. For example, in God’s covenant with Abraham in Genesis 15, Abraham was
told to collect certain animals, kill and dismember them and then lay each half over the other. We
then read that when the “sun had gone down, and it was dark, behold, a smoking fire pot and a
flaming torch passed between the pieces. On that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram
saying: ‘To your offspring I will give this land, from the river of Egypt to the river Euphrates . . .
’”(Gen 15:17–18). This was to cut the covenant. The animal-division symbolized, to quote O.
Palmer Robinson, a “pledge to the death made at the point of covenant commitment. The
dismembered animals represents the curse that the covenant-maker calls down on himself if he
should violate the commitment which he has made.”26 For example, when Judah broke its
covenant obligations, the prophet Jeremiah was called upon to inform the people, the covenant-
breakers, about the consequences of their transgressions, “And the men who transgressed my
covenant, and did not keep the terms of the covenant that they made before me. I will cut them
like the calf that they cut in two and passed between the parts.” (Jer 34:18).In understanding the
nature of the new covenant, it is important that one is aware of the difference that exists between
a covenant and a testament. Confusion sometimes occurs between these two words because,
to quote Robinson, “both a ‘covenant’ and a ‘testament’ relate to death.”27A testament is not
synonymous with a covenant. In the case of a covenant, death is used symbolically, highlighting
the fact that blood would be shed, that death would occur, should one party become a covenant-
breaker, failing to abide by the covenant’s conditions. This outcome, however, is not inevitable.
The slain animal(s) served as a warning. If, however, one of the parties involved in the covenant
had not broken one of its conditions, if there had been no violation, then there would be no
necessity for blood to be shed.This is not the case in regard to a testament, here death is
inevitable for the testament or will to come into force. If I make a will that is to come into effect in
the event of my death, then, unless I die, the will is to all intentions meaningless, as O. Palmer
Robinson puts it, a death is necessary for “actualizing an inheritance.”28 Or as the writer to the
Hebrews puts it, “for where a will is involved, the death of the one who made it, must be
established” (Heb 9:16).In the covenant of redemption, Christ agreed to become the testator for
all those his Father had given to him. His legacy, that which is left in the testator’s will, was to
become the possession of his people as a result of the testator’s death. Without the testator’s
death, all the blessings would be unavailable. Christ’s death can then be viewed in two senses,
he died in the place of another, the covenant-breaker, and he died so that his legacy as testator
might become the possession of his people. As Robinson puts it, “Christ dies as a substitute for



the covenant-breaker . . . Yet death in substitution for another has no place whatsoever in the
making of a last will and testament. The testator dies in his own place, not in the place of
another. No other death may substitute for the death of the testator himself.”29 Jesus kept all of
the conditions of the covenant, attaining a righteousness and taking his people’s punishment by
subjecting himself to his Father’s wrath. Being the testator, his death has made it possible for his
infinitely rich legacy to become theirs.A question that naturally comes to mind is: if a testator’s
legacy can only be realized after the death of the testator, how then did those who lived before
Jesus’ death benefit from his legacy? Perhaps the best way to answer this is to quote John
Gill:All the promises in covenant were on condition of Christ’s making his soul as offering for sin,
and of the pouring out of his soul unto death . . . all the blessings of grace bestowed on Old
Testament saints, as they were legacies in this testament, so they were given forth in virtue of
the blood of the covenant, which had a virtue that reached backward. . . . 30For the first thoughts
of God always remain, and that to all generations; his mind is never turned, his counsel is
immutable, and so his covenant and testament founded thereon is unalterable; nor that the
inheritance bequeathed in this will could not be enjoyed before the death of Christ; this indeed is
the case with respect to the wills of men, the legacies are not payable, nor estates bequeathed
enjoyed, until the testator dies; but such is not only the certainty of Christ’s death, and which with
God was as if it was, before it really was, but such is the virtue and efficacy of it, that it reaches
backward to the beginning of the world.31Although the legacy of Jesus, the testator, was
enjoyed by the saints before his death, his death was necessary to confirm the testament, that
the legatees might appear to have a legal right to what was bequeathed to them. This backward
reaching efficacy of the new covenant, as we will see, lies at the heart of Baptist covenant
theology.The question has been raised as to whether what took place between God and Adam
was a covenant of works. Attempts have been made to use Hosea 6:7 as evidence for the usage
of the word in this context, but there are insurmountable problems with this. The New
International Version translates the verse: “Like Adam, they have broken the covenant-they were
unfaithful to me there.” On the face of it, this appears clear-cut. The Revised Standard Version,
however, translates it thus: “But at Adam they transgressed the covenant; there they dealt
faithlessly with me.” It should also be borne in mind that Joshua refers to a place called
“Adam” (Joshua 3:16). We can see then that the name Adam can be understood in two ways. It
can either be taken to refer to the first man or a particular place. Because of the ambiguity, it is
impossible to know exactly.John Reisinger, an advocate of what has become known as New
Covenant Theology, in his work Abraham’s Four Seeds, commented that “covenant theology
literally builds its whole system on two deliberate mistakes. It puts two covenants into Genesis 2
and 3, even though those chapters never mention either of the two covenants. The two unproven
covenants then become the foundation of the whole system of covenant theology.”32One
should, however, also consider those other portions of Scripture where the word covenant is
initially absent, but later applied. For example, in God’s dealings with David, it is only later that
the word covenant is used (2 Sam 23:5, Ps 89:3). As Fesko informs us, “the absence of a



particular term does not entail the absence of a particular concept.”33 We all know that the word
trinity is found nowhere in Scripture, yet no true believer would doubt the presence of the
concept. The question to ask, at least as far as this work is concerned is: does the covenant
made with Adam exhibit the characteristics of a conditional arrangement? The answer must
surely be yes. It was nothing less than a conditional promise made by a superior to an inferior. As
John Owen put it:There was an original covenant made with Adam, and all mankind in him. The
rule of obedience and reward that was between God and him was not expressly called a
covenant, but it contained the express nature of a covenant; for it was the agreement of God and
man, concerning obedience and disobedience, rewards and punishments.34God pronounced
the condition, Adam could only agree and accept it. This is essentially all one needs to bear in
mind. And, ultimately, it matters not to me what it is called, the essential point is that it had the
characteristics of a covenant, although not mutually agreed, God did impose a condition that
Adam was to keep.21. Hodge, Evangelical Theology, 166.22. Owen, Works, 22, 135.23. Golding,
Covenant Theology, 89.24. Ibid., 79.25. Gill, Body of Divinity, 445.26. O Palmer Robertson,
Christ of the Covenants, 10.27. Ibid., 11.28. Ibid., 11.29. Ibid., 12.30. Gill, Body of Divinity, 348.
Italics added for emphasis.31. Ibid., 349. Italics added for emphasis.32. Reisinger, Abraham’s
Four Seeds, 135.33. Fesko, “Calvin and Witsius on the Mosaic Covenant,” 30.34. Italics added
for emphasis. Owen, Works, 6, 60.2What is a Covenant?God’s relationship with humanity has
always been based upon a covenant. Apart from the covenant of redemption, there are only two,
what might be called, primary covenants, namely, that made with the first Adam, and that made
with Christ, the second Adam. All other covenants—for example, those made with Noah,
Abraham and David etc.,—are subsidiary and are concerned with the application of the
blessings that Christ secured in the second, or new, covenant.A covenant is a relationship
between two or more parties. It is usually entered into freely, with each party voluntarily working
out and agreeing to abide by certain conditions. Examples of such covenants abound in
everyday life, for example, between the husband and wife, employee and employer, etc. In this
sense, a covenant is simply an agreement between two equal parties with each accepting that
there will be in the terms of the agreement both duties and privileges attached. The covenant
made between Abraham and Abimelech illustrates this kind of covenant (Gen 21:22–27, 31,32).
Here each party agrees to the terms and conditions of the covenant; there is mutual agreement
and consent, or what might be called “covenantal parity.”There is, however, a marked difference
between the covenants made by sinful men and those covenants that God has condescended
to enter into with man. Such covenants are not made between equal parties. God’s covenants
are imposed on an infinitely inferior party, where God has determined the covenantal conditions.
In the Scriptures a covenant is essentially a conditional promise. It is a relatively simple concept.
The essential meaning of a covenant was aptly put in the words of A.A. Hodge: “What is the
essential nature of a covenant formed between a superior and an inferior but this—a conditional
promise? The promise is a reward on the condition of obedience, associated with threatening of
punishment on the condition of disobedience.”21According to the great puritan, John Owen:A



covenant properly is a compact or agreement on certain terms mutually stipulated by two or
more parties. As promises are the foundation and rise of it, as it is between God and man, so it
comprises also of precepts, or laws of obedience, which are prescribed to man on his part to be
observed.22One could, however, argue that the covenant with Adam was not a mutual
arrangement. Adam appears to have had no say in the covenant’s nature. He simply had to
accept the condition. Neither the covenant with Adam nor the revival of it under Abraham and its
further elaboration under Moses, were, as Owen stated, “mutually stipulated.” Peter Golding is
perhaps more correct: “the covenant of grace is more like a one-sided grant than a two-sided
pact, because it emanates entirely from God’s side.”23 To again quote Golding, “there is not so
much as a hint of bargaining involved. Rather, it is consistently characterized by unilateralism (on
the part of God).”24 In Exod 24:7 and Deut 5:1–3, the people of Israel had conditions imposed
on them by God, their side of the covenant was the acceptance of these conditions. God’s “law
sprung from the divine sovereignty of God, who had a right to impose upon him whatsoever he
thought fit; as it was a covenant, it was an act of condescension and goodness in God, to enter
into it with man, his creature.”25The original covenant of works made with the first man differed
from later covenants, not only in terms of blessings and curses but in the manner in which it was
made. Whilst the consequences of being a covenant-breaker were plainly made known (Gen
3:3) in the making of it, there was no animal death symbolizing the consequences for breaking
the covenant. This was simply because sin had not entered and, hence, there was no death.In
later covenants, both blood and death were always present in the covenant because they
warned of possible consequences should the covenant be broken. For example, in God’s
covenant with Abraham in Genesis 15, Abraham was told to collect certain animals, kill and
dismember them and then lay each half over the other. We then read that when the “sun had
gone down, and it was dark, behold, a smoking fire pot and a flaming torch passed between the
pieces. On that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram saying: ‘To your offspring I will give
this land, from the river of Egypt to the river Euphrates . . . ’”(Gen 15:17–18). This was to cut the
covenant. The animal-division symbolized, to quote O. Palmer Robinson, a “pledge to the death
made at the point of covenant commitment. The dismembered animals represents the curse that
the covenant-maker calls down on himself if he should violate the commitment which he has
made.”26 For example, when Judah broke its covenant obligations, the prophet Jeremiah was
called upon to inform the people, the covenant-breakers, about the consequences of their
transgressions, “And the men who transgressed my covenant, and did not keep the terms of the
covenant that they made before me. I will cut them like the calf that they cut in two and passed
between the parts.” (Jer 34:18).In understanding the nature of the new covenant, it is important
that one is aware of the difference that exists between a covenant and a testament. Confusion
sometimes occurs between these two words because, to quote Robinson, “both a ‘covenant’
and a ‘testament’ relate to death.”27A testament is not synonymous with a covenant. In the case
of a covenant, death is used symbolically, highlighting the fact that blood would be shed, that
death would occur, should one party become a covenant-breaker, failing to abide by the



covenant’s conditions. This outcome, however, is not inevitable. The slain animal(s) served as a
warning. If, however, one of the parties involved in the covenant had not broken one of its
conditions, if there had been no violation, then there would be no necessity for blood to be
shed.This is not the case in regard to a testament, here death is inevitable for the testament or
will to come into force. If I make a will that is to come into effect in the event of my death, then,
unless I die, the will is to all intentions meaningless, as O. Palmer Robinson puts it, a death is
necessary for “actualizing an inheritance.”28 Or as the writer to the Hebrews puts it, “for where a
will is involved, the death of the one who made it, must be established” (Heb 9:16).In the
covenant of redemption, Christ agreed to become the testator for all those his Father had given
to him. His legacy, that which is left in the testator’s will, was to become the possession of his
people as a result of the testator’s death. Without the testator’s death, all the blessings would be
unavailable. Christ’s death can then be viewed in two senses, he died in the place of another, the
covenant-breaker, and he died so that his legacy as testator might become the possession of his
people. As Robinson puts it, “Christ dies as a substitute for the covenant-breaker . . . Yet death in
substitution for another has no place whatsoever in the making of a last will and testament. The
testator dies in his own place, not in the place of another. No other death may substitute for the
death of the testator himself.”29 Jesus kept all of the conditions of the covenant, attaining a
righteousness and taking his people’s punishment by subjecting himself to his Father’s wrath.
Being the testator, his death has made it possible for his infinitely rich legacy to become theirs.A
question that naturally comes to mind is: if a testator’s legacy can only be realized after the
death of the testator, how then did those who lived before Jesus’ death benefit from his legacy?
Perhaps the best way to answer this is to quote John Gill:All the promises in covenant were on
condition of Christ’s making his soul as offering for sin, and of the pouring out of his soul unto
death . . . all the blessings of grace bestowed on Old Testament saints, as they were legacies in
this testament, so they were given forth in virtue of the blood of the covenant, which had a virtue
that reached backward. . . . 30For the first thoughts of God always remain, and that to all
generations; his mind is never turned, his counsel is immutable, and so his covenant and
testament founded thereon is unalterable; nor that the inheritance bequeathed in this will could
not be enjoyed before the death of Christ; this indeed is the case with respect to the wills of men,
the legacies are not payable, nor estates bequeathed enjoyed, until the testator dies; but such is
not only the certainty of Christ’s death, and which with God was as if it was, before it really was,
but such is the virtue and efficacy of it, that it reaches backward to the beginning of the
world.31Although the legacy of Jesus, the testator, was enjoyed by the saints before his death,
his death was necessary to confirm the testament, that the legatees might appear to have a
legal right to what was bequeathed to them. This backward reaching efficacy of the new
covenant, as we will see, lies at the heart of Baptist covenant theology.The question has been
raised as to whether what took place between God and Adam was a covenant of works.
Attempts have been made to use Hosea 6:7 as evidence for the usage of the word in this
context, but there are insurmountable problems with this. The New International Version



translates the verse: “Like Adam, they have broken the covenant-they were unfaithful to me
there.” On the face of it, this appears clear-cut. The Revised Standard Version, however,
translates it thus: “But at Adam they transgressed the covenant; there they dealt faithlessly with
me.” It should also be borne in mind that Joshua refers to a place called “Adam” (Joshua 3:16).
We can see then that the name Adam can be understood in two ways. It can either be taken to
refer to the first man or a particular place. Because of the ambiguity, it is impossible to know
exactly.John Reisinger, an advocate of what has become known as New Covenant Theology, in
his work Abraham’s Four Seeds, commented that “covenant theology literally builds its whole
system on two deliberate mistakes. It puts two covenants into Genesis 2 and 3, even though
those chapters never mention either of the two covenants. The two unproven covenants then
become the foundation of the whole system of covenant theology.”32One should, however, also
consider those other portions of Scripture where the word covenant is initially absent, but later
applied. For example, in God’s dealings with David, it is only later that the word covenant is used
(2 Sam 23:5, Ps 89:3). As Fesko informs us, “the absence of a particular term does not entail the
absence of a particular concept.”33 We all know that the word trinity is found nowhere in
Scripture, yet no true believer would doubt the presence of the concept. The question to ask, at
least as far as this work is concerned is: does the covenant made with Adam exhibit the
characteristics of a conditional arrangement? The answer must surely be yes. It was nothing less
than a conditional promise made by a superior to an inferior. As John Owen put it:There was an
original covenant made with Adam, and all mankind in him. The rule of obedience and reward
that was between God and him was not expressly called a covenant, but it contained the
express nature of a covenant; for it was the agreement of God and man, concerning obedience
and disobedience, rewards and punishments.34God pronounced the condition, Adam could
only agree and accept it. This is essentially all one needs to bear in mind. And, ultimately, it
matters not to me what it is called, the essential point is that it had the characteristics of a
covenant, although not mutually agreed, God did impose a condition that Adam was to keep.21.
Hodge, Evangelical Theology, 166.22. Owen, Works, 22, 135.23. Golding, Covenant Theology,
89.24. Ibid., 79.25. Gill, Body of Divinity, 445.26. O Palmer Robertson, Christ of the Covenants,
10.27. Ibid., 11.28. Ibid., 11.29. Ibid., 12.30. Gill, Body of Divinity, 348. Italics added for
emphasis.31. Ibid., 349. Italics added for emphasis.32. Reisinger, Abraham’s Four Seeds,
135.33. Fesko, “Calvin and Witsius on the Mosaic Covenant,” 30.34. Italics added for emphasis.
Owen, Works, 6, 60.21. Hodge, Evangelical Theology, 166.22. Owen, Works, 22, 135.23.
Golding, Covenant Theology, 89.24. Ibid., 79.25. Gill, Body of Divinity, 445.26. O Palmer
Robertson, Christ of the Covenants, 10.27. Ibid., 11.28. Ibid., 11.29. Ibid., 12.30. Gill, Body of
Divinity, 348. Italics added for emphasis.31. Ibid., 349. Italics added for emphasis.32. Reisinger,
Abraham’s Four Seeds, 135.33. Fesko, “Calvin and Witsius on the Mosaic Covenant,” 30.34.
Italics added for emphasis. Owen, Works, 6, 60.3Covenant of RedemptionThe new covenant is
essentially the outworking, or the putting into operation of that arrangement or covenant that was
made between the three persons of the Godhead before the foundation of the world.



Theologians have chosen to call this the covenant of redemption because it concerns decisions
that took place between the persons of the Trinity for the accomplishment of man’s redemption.
Although Scripture does not specifically speak of the covenant one can, however, glean from
what it does speak about that before this world was created, God decided to redeem a people
and to do so in Trinity. The source of all redemptive history is to be found in the decisions made
in this covenant, as Sinclair Ferguson put it, “the covenant of grace thus depends upon the
covenant of redemption as its foundation, and for its saving power.”35Before the world was, the
Son agreed to become man and perform all that was necessary to redeem those given to him by
his Father. The 1689 Baptist Confession states that:It pleased God, in His eternal Purpose, to
choose and ordain the Lord Jesus, His only begotten Son, in accordance with the covenant
made between them both, to be the Mediator between God and man; to be Prophet, Priest and
King, the Head and Savior of His Church, the Heir of all things, and the judge of all the
world.36In Christ, the second person of the Trinity would come to earth in a body prepared for
him (Heb 10:5). In him, the whole fullness of deity would, and, indeed, still does, dwell bodily
(Col 2:9). In becoming man he voluntarily placed himself under the original covenant of works,
that he might be successful where the first Adam had failed. His redemptive work was two
dimensional, consisting of both preceptive and penal obedience.Not only did he through his
obedience secure a righteousness for his people (2 Cor 5:21), but he also took sin’s penalty
upon himself, “becoming obedient to the point of death, even death on a cross” (Phil 2:8). It was
in this covenant that all the elect of God were given to the Son, as John Owen put it: “All the elect
of God were, in his eternal purpose and design, and in the everlasting covenant between the
Father and the Son, committed unto him, to be delivered from sin, the law, and death, and to be
brought into the enjoyment of God”37In the economy of salvation, Jesus, the Son, although co-
equal and co-eternal, became subordinate to his Father. He came down from heaven not to do
his own will but the will of his Father who sent him (John 6:38). It was because of his subordinate
position, as the one who became flesh and dwelt amongst us (John 1:14), he could say that by
himself he could do nothing (John 5:30), and say that “My Father is greater than I” (John 14:28).
On earth Jesus, in his redemptive work, glorified his Father and accomplished all the work his
Father had given him to do (John 17:4).All too often we tend to read these texts without stopping
to reflect on the incomprehensible condescension of the Son, who having all, agreed to set his
glory aside for our salvation (Phil 2:6–7). One can do no better than quote the words of Thomas
Boston:The eternal Word consented to be made flesh, that all flesh might not perish: he
consented to become man, to take into a personal union with himself, a human nature, to wit, a
true body and reasonable soul, according to the eternal destination of his Father. This was an
instance of amazing condescension. The highest monarch’s consent to lay aside his robes of
majesty, to clothe himself with rags, and become a beggar, is not to be compared with. Nay, the
highest angel’s consent to become a worm, is not to be named in one day, with the eternal Son
of God, the Father’s equal, his consenting to become man: for the distance between the divine
nature and the human is infinite; whereas the distance between the angelic nature, and the



nature of worms of the earth, is but finite.38It is the Father who chose a people and gave them to
the Son to be redeemed. Paul tells us that “we were chosen in him before the foundation of the
world” (Eph 1:4), and in John, we read that all those whom the Father has given to the Son will
go unto him and be saved (John 6:37). The Father does the initial choosing, and he gives the
people thus chosen to the Son, and it is the Father who sends the Son (John 3:16).The Holy
Spirit’s role consists of applying Christ’s redemptive work to sinners. He is the one who convicts
the world of sin, righteousness, and judgment (John16:8). In other words, it is the Spirit’s job to
make the world aware of its need for a savior, to reveal the righteousness of Christ, and to point
to the impending judgment for those who refuse it. It is the Spirit who gives life through the new
birth (John 3:6), and it is the Spirit who guides the church and reveals to her the will of God,
“When the Spirit of truth comes he will guide you into all truth, for he will not speak on his own
authority, but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will declare to you the things that are to
come” (John 16:13–14). All that Christ’s work achieved becomes the believer’s through the work
of the Spirit. He places us into Christ, where we are forensically justified, and adopted into God’s
family, and, through his indwelling, he continues to apply Christ’s redemptive blessings in our
progressive sanctification. When Christ returns it will be the Spirit who will change our mortal
bodies through the resurrection, so that they will resemble Christ’s own glorified body.35.
Ferguson, John Owen On The Christian Life, 27.36. Baptist Confession of Faith 1889, 8:1.37.
Owen, Works, 5, 180.38. Boston, Beauties of Boston, 489.3Covenant of RedemptionThe new
covenant is essentially the outworking, or the putting into operation of that arrangement or
covenant that was made between the three persons of the Godhead before the foundation of the
world. Theologians have chosen to call this the covenant of redemption because it concerns
decisions that took place between the persons of the Trinity for the accomplishment of man’s
redemption. Although Scripture does not specifically speak of the covenant one can, however,
glean from what it does speak about that before this world was created, God decided to redeem
a people and to do so in Trinity. The source of all redemptive history is to be found in the
decisions made in this covenant, as Sinclair Ferguson put it, “the covenant of grace thus
depends upon the covenant of redemption as its foundation, and for its saving power.”35Before
the world was, the Son agreed to become man and perform all that was necessary to redeem
those given to him by his Father. The 1689 Baptist Confession states that:It pleased God, in His
eternal Purpose, to choose and ordain the Lord Jesus, His only begotten Son, in accordance
with the covenant made between them both, to be the Mediator between God and man; to be
Prophet, Priest and King, the Head and Savior of His Church, the Heir of all things, and the
judge of all the world.36In Christ, the second person of the Trinity would come to earth in a body
prepared for him (Heb 10:5). In him, the whole fullness of deity would, and, indeed, still does,
dwell bodily (Col 2:9). In becoming man he voluntarily placed himself under the original covenant
of works, that he might be successful where the first Adam had failed. His redemptive work was
two dimensional, consisting of both preceptive and penal obedience.Not only did he through his
obedience secure a righteousness for his people (2 Cor 5:21), but he also took sin’s penalty



upon himself, “becoming obedient to the point of death, even death on a cross” (Phil 2:8). It was
in this covenant that all the elect of God were given to the Son, as John Owen put it: “All the elect
of God were, in his eternal purpose and design, and in the everlasting covenant between the
Father and the Son, committed unto him, to be delivered from sin, the law, and death, and to be
brought into the enjoyment of God”37In the economy of salvation, Jesus, the Son, although co-
equal and co-eternal, became subordinate to his Father. He came down from heaven not to do
his own will but the will of his Father who sent him (John 6:38). It was because of his subordinate
position, as the one who became flesh and dwelt amongst us (John 1:14), he could say that by
himself he could do nothing (John 5:30), and say that “My Father is greater than I” (John 14:28).
On earth Jesus, in his redemptive work, glorified his Father and accomplished all the work his
Father had given him to do (John 17:4).All too often we tend to read these texts without stopping
to reflect on the incomprehensible condescension of the Son, who having all, agreed to set his
glory aside for our salvation (Phil 2:6–7). One can do no better than quote the words of Thomas
Boston:The eternal Word consented to be made flesh, that all flesh might not perish: he
consented to become man, to take into a personal union with himself, a human nature, to wit, a
true body and reasonable soul, according to the eternal destination of his Father. This was an
instance of amazing condescension. The highest monarch’s consent to lay aside his robes of
majesty, to clothe himself with rags, and become a beggar, is not to be compared with. Nay, the
highest angel’s consent to become a worm, is not to be named in one day, with the eternal Son
of God, the Father’s equal, his consenting to become man: for the distance between the divine
nature and the human is infinite; whereas the distance between the angelic nature, and the
nature of worms of the earth, is but finite.38It is the Father who chose a people and gave them to
the Son to be redeemed. Paul tells us that “we were chosen in him before the foundation of the
world” (Eph 1:4), and in John, we read that all those whom the Father has given to the Son will
go unto him and be saved (John 6:37). The Father does the initial choosing, and he gives the
people thus chosen to the Son, and it is the Father who sends the Son (John 3:16).The Holy
Spirit’s role consists of applying Christ’s redemptive work to sinners. He is the one who convicts
the world of sin, righteousness, and judgment (John16:8). In other words, it is the Spirit’s job to
make the world aware of its need for a savior, to reveal the righteousness of Christ, and to point
to the impending judgment for those who refuse it. It is the Spirit who gives life through the new
birth (John 3:6), and it is the Spirit who guides the church and reveals to her the will of God,
“When the Spirit of truth comes he will guide you into all truth, for he will not speak on his own
authority, but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will declare to you the things that are to
come” (John 16:13–14). All that Christ’s work achieved becomes the believer’s through the work
of the Spirit. He places us into Christ, where we are forensically justified, and adopted into God’s
family, and, through his indwelling, he continues to apply Christ’s redemptive blessings in our
progressive sanctification. When Christ returns it will be the Spirit who will change our mortal
bodies through the resurrection, so that they will resemble Christ’s own glorified body.35.
Ferguson, John Owen On The Christian Life, 27.36. Baptist Confession of Faith 1889, 8:1.37.



Owen, Works, 5, 180.38. Boston, Beauties of Boston, 489.35. Ferguson, John Owen On The
Christian Life, 27.36. Baptist Confession of Faith 1889, 8:1.37. Owen, Works, 5, 180.38. Boston,
Beauties of Boston, 489.4The Plight of Man Under the First AdamWhen God first created Adam,
he made him in his own image and after his own likeness (Gen 1:26). Adam was in possession
of a will that was free, and the very laws of God were written upon his heart:The law given to him
was both of a natural and positive kind. God who is the creator of all, Judge of all the earth, and
King of the whole world, has the right to give what laws He likes to his creatures, and they are
bound as creatures, and by ties of gratitude, to observe them. The natural law, or law of nature,
given to Adam, was concreated with him, written on his heart, and engraved and imprinted in his
nature from the beginning of his existence, by which he was acquainted with the will of his
maker, and directed to observe it.39In his state of original innocence God chose to test Adam’s
obedience by the imposition of a single precept. Why God chose this particular method lies
outside of his revelation to us. The important point to grasp is that God was testing Adam’s
faithfulness and presenting him with the possibility of eternal life for both himself and his
posterity on the condition of his obedience.In his original righteousness, the law of God written
upon Adam’s heart assured him that all was well. It was a law unto life. This law was “the
reflection of God’s own moral character, which he was determined to share analogically with his
human partner.”40 The law served to vouchsafe to Adam that all was well in his relationship with
God. Should he, however, fall short of the law’s requirements by failing to abide by God’s
condition, he would find that the law which pronounced life would become an agent of
condemnation. To quote Buchanan, “The law provided for the justification of the righteous only. It
was evidently adapted to the case of man while he was yet, not only innocent and sinless, but
possessed of original righteousness, enjoying the favour of God, which is life, and retaining the
divine image in which he was created.”41Adam was essentially on probation under the terms of
the covenant of works. Life was promised to Adam and all of his posterity, should he but fulfill the
condition. This was the basis of the covenant. God commanded Adam saying, “You are free to
eat from any tree in the garden; but you must not eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil, for when you eat of it you will surely die” (Gen 2:16,17). Adam failed to abide by the
condition, and subsequently, he incurred the wrath of God, dying spiritually, and, eventually,
physically. The righteousness in which he was created was forfeited, and the law became, not a
law unto righteousness for the righteous, but, rather, a law unto death for the guilty. The law that
was written upon Adam’s heart now served only to condemned him.In his failure to keep the
condition Adam did not only bring spiritual death, that death which entails separation from God,
upon himself alone, but also upon his posterity. In his sinful partaking of the forbidden fruit Adam
committed an act in which we all shared, “The law was Adam’s lease when God made him
tenant; the conditions of which bond he kept not, he forfeited himself and all of us.”42Man now
had to live with the consequences of sin. One should bear in mind that “Original sin does not
refer to the first sin but, rather, to its consequences. Original sin describes our fallen sinful
condition, out of which actual sins occur.”43 It may be asked in what sense was Adam the head



of humanity? What was the peculiar relationship that existed between the first man and woman
and their posterity? The 1689 Baptist Confession tells us that:They being the root, and by God’s
appointment, standing in the room and stead of all mankind, the guilt of sin was imputed, and
their corrupted natures conveyed, to all their posterity descending from them by ordinary
generation. Their descendents are therefore conceived in sin, and are by nature the children of
wrath and all other miseries, spiritual, temporal, and eternal, unless the Lord Jesus sets them
free.44Here we see two effects, not only is Adam’s posterity polluted by sin, having “corrupted
natures,” but the “guilt of sin” is imputed to them. The first might be called the “realistic union”
with the second, the imputation of sin, often referred to as the “federal” or “representational
union.”Regarding the realistic union, to quote Martyn Lloyd-Jones: “Adam was the totality of
human nature. In that one Adam was the whole of human nature. He was the father of all
mankind. In him, therefore, according to this view, resided the whole of human nature and, the
human nature of every person who has been born.”45 Perhaps the best way of explaining this is
to make reference to an incident that occurs in Hebrews 7:9–10. In this text the writer is referring
to an event that occurred in the fourteenth chapter of Genesis where Abraham paid a tenth of his
spoils to the mysterious Melchizedek. Although the writer’s purpose here is to prove the
superiority of the Melchizedek priesthood, and hence Christ’s superiority because he was a
priest after the order of Melchizedek, this concept can be applied to the “realistic union” of
humanity’s relationship with Adam. Melchizedek met Abraham “returning from the slaughter of
the kings and blessed him” (Heb 7:1). Abraham paid a tenth of his spoils to him. The lesser is
giving to the greater (v7). Then the writer comes to the heart of the matter by stating that Levi,
the one from whom the Levites came, gave a tenth of the spoils to Melchizedek, “for he was still
in the loins of his ancestor when Melchizedek met him” (v10). The point here is that Levi,
although he was the grandson of Abraham, is said to have paid a tenth in virtue of his being in
the body or loins of his grandfather. The same principle can be applied to humanity’s position in
Adam. When Adam sinned, we sinned in him in the same way that Levi paid tithes through
Abraham. As Sproul put it, we can say, “from a genetic standpoint that our great-grandchildren
are already present in our bodies, but we do not mean that those actual children are present in
us.”46 Whichever way it is communicated, something of the consequences of the first sin can be
found in our genetic makeup. Our genes became reprogrammed. We are often told that death is
as natural as being born, this, however, is not the case. Our genes have been programmed for
us to die, with death being the result of God’s curse.The “realistic union” concerns our being
made sinners intrinsically, with the pollution of our natures, whereas the federal or
representational union is extrinsic and concerns the imputation of Adam’s sin to all of humanity.
This was the “only time, apart from the cross, in all human history when we were perfectly
represented.”47 Because Adam was “the federal representative of the race, his disobedience
affected all of his descendants, as Paul tells us, ‘by one man’s disobedience many were made
sinners” (Rom 5:19). In his righteous judgment God imputed the guilt of the first sin committed
by the head of the covenant to all those that are federally related to him.”48 Having made Adam,



to quote Lloyd-Jones, God:said to him in effect: “Adam, I regard you as not only the first of a
series, not merely in the natural sense of all who are going to come out of you, I constitute you
the representative head, the federal head of all humanity; I am going to make a covenant with
you, and I am going to deal with you as the representative head of the entire human race of
which you will be the progenitor. I intend to make a covenant with you to this effect that every
benefit you enjoy will pass upon your progeny.”49When Adam sinned we all became guilty
because he was our federal head before God. His sin became our sin because of our
relationship with him. It is a guilt by association. We will see later that the same applies to Christ,
the second Adam, in regard to his righteousness.About Adam’s fall Arthur Pink comments:Man’s
defection from his primordial state was purely voluntary and from the unconstrained choice of
his own mutable and self-determining will. Adam was “without excuse.” By eating of the
forbidden fruit, he broke, first, the law of his very being, violating his own nature, which bound
him unto lowing allegiance to his maker: self now took the place of God. Second, he flouted the
law of God, which requires perfect and unremitting obedience to the moral Governor of the
world: self had now usurped the throne of God in his heart. Third, in trampling upon the positive
ordinance under which he was placed he broke the covenant, preferring to take his stance
alongside his fallen wife.50God’s holiness is such that he cannot so much as look upon sin (Hab
1:13). It is a holiness which, because of its nature, demands that all sin be punished. Setting his
wrath against sin, in the words of Hugh Martin, is “the necessary aspect or expression of the
Divine nature and perfections . . . It originates not in the will of God; for in that case, the same will
of God might set it aside or depart from it without satisfaction or pacification—without
appeasement or atonement at all. But it originates from the Divine nature, and that
necessarily.”51This punishment is essentially separation from God. It is seen in the way God has
barred the way back to him. Following Adam’s expulsion from the garden God placed a
“cherubim and a flaming sword that turned every way to guard the way to the tree of
life” (Gen.3:24). Because of humanity’s relationship with Adam we are all, from birth, estranged
and alienated from God. Without the intervention of another party, there can be no hope of a
reconciliation.The apostle, writing under divine inspiration, states that “Sin entered the world
through one man, and death through sin, and in this way, death came to all men, because all
sinned” (Rom 5:12). We are all by nature “children of wrath” (Eph 2:3). “The very truth is, Adam
by his fall threw down our whole nature headlong into the same destruction, and drowned his
whole offspring in the same gulf of misery.”52Nehemiah Coxe gives a graphic description of
man’s sinful condition:He sinned and fell short of the glory of God (Rom.3:23). And now instead
of that original righteousness with which he was first beatified, there was nothing to be found in
him but abominable filthiness and horrid deformity. His mind was covered over, even possessed
with hellish darkness. Hatred of God reigned in his heart and his affections were no longer
subject to right reason but became vile and rebellious.53Or as Walter Chantry put it, “From our
mother’s womb we have been corrupted, from the time of our conception, death stalks us with
the awful assurance that we are his, and all because of that one act of the one man.”54In regard



to doing anything good i.e., acceptable to God, man is now like the Ethiopian, unable to change
his skin, or the leopard his spots (Jer.13:33). He is “dead in sins and transgressions” (Eph.2:1).
The awful thing is that not only can man of his own do absolutely nothing to rectify matters, in his
sinful state he does not want to do anything, as Thomas Watson put it: “When Adam lost his
righteousness, he lost his anchor of hope and his crown, there was no way for relief, unless God
would find out such a way as neither man not angel could devise.”554The Plight of Man Under
the First AdamWhen God first created Adam, he made him in his own image and after his own
likeness (Gen 1:26). Adam was in possession of a will that was free, and the very laws of God
were written upon his heart:The law given to him was both of a natural and positive kind. God
who is the creator of all, Judge of all the earth, and King of the whole world, has the right to give
what laws He likes to his creatures, and they are bound as creatures, and by ties of gratitude, to
observe them. The natural law, or law of nature, given to Adam, was concreated with him, written
on his heart, and engraved and imprinted in his nature from the beginning of his existence, by
which he was acquainted with the will of his maker, and directed to observe it.39In his state of
original innocence God chose to test Adam’s obedience by the imposition of a single precept.
Why God chose this particular method lies outside of his revelation to us. The important point to
grasp is that God was testing Adam’s faithfulness and presenting him with the possibility of
eternal life for both himself and his posterity on the condition of his obedience.In his original
righteousness, the law of God written upon Adam’s heart assured him that all was well. It was a
law unto life. This law was “the reflection of God’s own moral character, which he was
determined to share analogically with his human partner.”40 The law served to vouchsafe to
Adam that all was well in his relationship with God. Should he, however, fall short of the law’s
requirements by failing to abide by God’s condition, he would find that the law which pronounced
life would become an agent of condemnation. To quote Buchanan, “The law provided for the
justification of the righteous only. It was evidently adapted to the case of man while he was yet,
not only innocent and sinless, but possessed of original righteousness, enjoying the favour of
God, which is life, and retaining the divine image in which he was created.”41Adam was
essentially on probation under the terms of the covenant of works. Life was promised to Adam
and all of his posterity, should he but fulfill the condition. This was the basis of the covenant. God
commanded Adam saying, “You are free to eat from any tree in the garden; but you must not eat
from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, for when you eat of it you will surely die” (Gen
2:16,17). Adam failed to abide by the condition, and subsequently, he incurred the wrath of God,
dying spiritually, and, eventually, physically. The righteousness in which he was created was
forfeited, and the law became, not a law unto righteousness for the righteous, but, rather, a law
unto death for the guilty. The law that was written upon Adam’s heart now served only to
condemned him.In his failure to keep the condition Adam did not only bring spiritual death, that
death which entails separation from God, upon himself alone, but also upon his posterity. In his
sinful partaking of the forbidden fruit Adam committed an act in which we all shared, “The law
was Adam’s lease when God made him tenant; the conditions of which bond he kept not, he



forfeited himself and all of us.”42Man now had to live with the consequences of sin. One should
bear in mind that “Original sin does not refer to the first sin but, rather, to its consequences.
Original sin describes our fallen sinful condition, out of which actual sins occur.”43 It may be
asked in what sense was Adam the head of humanity? What was the peculiar relationship that
existed between the first man and woman and their posterity? The 1689 Baptist Confession tells
us that:They being the root, and by God’s appointment, standing in the room and stead of all
mankind, the guilt of sin was imputed, and their corrupted natures conveyed, to all their posterity
descending from them by ordinary generation. Their descendents are therefore conceived in sin,
and are by nature the children of wrath and all other miseries, spiritual, temporal, and eternal,
unless the Lord Jesus sets them free.44Here we see two effects, not only is Adam’s posterity
polluted by sin, having “corrupted natures,” but the “guilt of sin” is imputed to them. The first
might be called the “realistic union” with the second, the imputation of sin, often referred to as
the “federal” or “representational union.”Regarding the realistic union, to quote Martyn Lloyd-
Jones: “Adam was the totality of human nature. In that one Adam was the whole of human
nature. He was the father of all mankind. In him, therefore, according to this view, resided the
whole of human nature and, the human nature of every person who has been born.”45 Perhaps
the best way of explaining this is to make reference to an incident that occurs in Hebrews 7:9–
10. In this text the writer is referring to an event that occurred in the fourteenth chapter of
Genesis where Abraham paid a tenth of his spoils to the mysterious Melchizedek. Although the
writer’s purpose here is to prove the superiority of the Melchizedek priesthood, and hence
Christ’s superiority because he was a priest after the order of Melchizedek, this concept can be
applied to the “realistic union” of humanity’s relationship with Adam. Melchizedek met Abraham
“returning from the slaughter of the kings and blessed him” (Heb 7:1). Abraham paid a tenth of
his spoils to him. The lesser is giving to the greater (v7). Then the writer comes to the heart of
the matter by stating that Levi, the one from whom the Levites came, gave a tenth of the spoils to
Melchizedek, “for he was still in the loins of his ancestor when Melchizedek met him” (v10). The
point here is that Levi, although he was the grandson of Abraham, is said to have paid a tenth in
virtue of his being in the body or loins of his grandfather. The same principle can be applied to
humanity’s position in Adam. When Adam sinned, we sinned in him in the same way that Levi
paid tithes through Abraham. As Sproul put it, we can say, “from a genetic standpoint that our
great-grandchildren are already present in our bodies, but we do not mean that those actual
children are present in us.”46 Whichever way it is communicated, something of the
consequences of the first sin can be found in our genetic makeup. Our genes became
reprogrammed. We are often told that death is as natural as being born, this, however, is not the
case. Our genes have been programmed for us to die, with death being the result of God’s
curse.The “realistic union” concerns our being made sinners intrinsically, with the pollution of our
natures, whereas the federal or representational union is extrinsic and concerns the imputation
of Adam’s sin to all of humanity. This was the “only time, apart from the cross, in all human
history when we were perfectly represented.”47 Because Adam was “the federal representative



of the race, his disobedience affected all of his descendants, as Paul tells us, ‘by one man’s
disobedience many were made sinners” (Rom 5:19). In his righteous judgment God imputed the
guilt of the first sin committed by the head of the covenant to all those that are federally related to
him.”48 Having made Adam, to quote Lloyd-Jones, God:said to him in effect: “Adam, I regard
you as not only the first of a series, not merely in the natural sense of all who are going to come
out of you, I constitute you the representative head, the federal head of all humanity; I am going
to make a covenant with you, and I am going to deal with you as the representative head of the
entire human race of which you will be the progenitor. I intend to make a covenant with you to
this effect that every benefit you enjoy will pass upon your progeny.”49When Adam sinned we all
became guilty because he was our federal head before God. His sin became our sin because of
our relationship with him. It is a guilt by association. We will see later that the same applies to
Christ, the second Adam, in regard to his righteousness.About Adam’s fall Arthur Pink
comments:Man’s defection from his primordial state was purely voluntary and from the
unconstrained choice of his own mutable and self-determining will. Adam was “without excuse.”
By eating of the forbidden fruit, he broke, first, the law of his very being, violating his own nature,
which bound him unto lowing allegiance to his maker: self now took the place of God. Second,
he flouted the law of God, which requires perfect and unremitting obedience to the moral
Governor of the world: self had now usurped the throne of God in his heart. Third, in trampling
upon the positive ordinance under which he was placed he broke the covenant, preferring to
take his stance alongside his fallen wife.50God’s holiness is such that he cannot so much as
look upon sin (Hab 1:13). It is a holiness which, because of its nature, demands that all sin be
punished. Setting his wrath against sin, in the words of Hugh Martin, is “the necessary aspect or
expression of the Divine nature and perfections . . . It originates not in the will of God; for in that
case, the same will of God might set it aside or depart from it without satisfaction or pacification
—without appeasement or atonement at all. But it originates from the Divine nature, and that
necessarily.”51This punishment is essentially separation from God. It is seen in the way God has
barred the way back to him. Following Adam’s expulsion from the garden God placed a
“cherubim and a flaming sword that turned every way to guard the way to the tree of
life” (Gen.3:24). Because of humanity’s relationship with Adam we are all, from birth, estranged
and alienated from God. Without the intervention of another party, there can be no hope of a
reconciliation.The apostle, writing under divine inspiration, states that “Sin entered the world
through one man, and death through sin, and in this way, death came to all men, because all
sinned” (Rom 5:12). We are all by nature “children of wrath” (Eph 2:3). “The very truth is, Adam
by his fall threw down our whole nature headlong into the same destruction, and drowned his
whole offspring in the same gulf of misery.”52Nehemiah Coxe gives a graphic description of
man’s sinful condition:He sinned and fell short of the glory of God (Rom.3:23). And now instead
of that original righteousness with which he was first beatified, there was nothing to be found in
him but abominable filthiness and horrid deformity. His mind was covered over, even possessed
with hellish darkness. Hatred of God reigned in his heart and his affections were no longer



subject to right reason but became vile and rebellious.53Or as Walter Chantry put it, “From our
mother’s womb we have been corrupted, from the time of our conception, death stalks us with
the awful assurance that we are his, and all because of that one act of the one man.”54In regard
to doing anything good i.e., acceptable to God, man is now like the Ethiopian, unable to change
his skin, or the leopard his spots (Jer.13:33). He is “dead in sins and transgressions” (Eph.2:1).
The awful thing is that not only can man of his own do absolutely nothing to rectify matters, in his
sinful state he does not want to do anything, as Thomas Watson put it: “When Adam lost his
righteousness, he lost his anchor of hope and his crown, there was no way for relief, unless God
would find out such a way as neither man not angel could devise.”55
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when baptism is a Christian rite. Overall a book that makes convincing arguments based on
sound reasoning from Scripture. For this reason I give it five stars.”
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