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STUDIES IN BAPTISM ‘ .
by Ray R. Sutton

No. 2: Famity Solidarity

“For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the
wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the
husband: else were your children unclean; but now
are they holy” (1 Corinthians 7:14).

Historically, paedobaptists have emphasized that the
clause, “but now are they holy;’ implies the apostolic prac-
tice of infant baptism. They maintain that there are two
types of holiness in the Bible: rea/ and ritua/. Since the
passage says that the children are holy, the question
comes as to whether a real or a ritual holiness is meant. If
real holiness were in view, the passage would mean that
children are born into this state. This was the view of Pela-
gius, who maintained that children were born good. A var-
iant of Pelagianism was advocated by the 19th century
theologian, Horace Bushnell, called “natural regeneration.”

Orthodox paedobaptists, therefore, hold that the chil-
dren can be declared “holy” only by some kind of ritual.
That rite is called “baptism” in both testaments of Scrip-
ture (Hebrews 910-19; Acts 2:37 ff.). Although some paedo-
baptists have taken the clause under consideration differ-
ently, and opted to build their case from other passages,
certainly most have taken it as a strong indication of infant
baptism.

Baptists, naturally, have resisted this interpretation, and
point to certain complications that arise from it. For in-
stance, if “holy” means sanctification by water baptism,
then the same Geek word translated “sanctified” in refer-
ence to the unbeliever should also be taken as pointing to
baptism. Thus, the adult unbeliever would be baptized on

‘the basis of the faith of the believer.
This leads to a second problem. Since baptism is a sign

of judgment unto redemption, as well as a sign of submis-
sion to Christ’s government, a difficult problem is created.
To be baptized is to be in the church. If unbelieving adults
are to be baptized, then professing unbelievers will be in
the church, which will then have to excommunicate them
immediately, a ridiculous situation.

Baptists such as Paul K. Jewett (h?fant Baptism and the
Covenant of Grace, Eerdmans, 1978) are quick to point out
that infant baptism also puts potential unbelievers Into the
church, but the cases are not analogous. The professing

,, .“ ,

., .-

. . . .

unbeliever, indicated by Paul’s calling him or her “un&-
Iieverf’ is not in the same situation as the secret unbeliever,
such as Simon Magus. The secret unbeliever, analogous to
a reprobate infant, can never be detected anyway by ~a
“believer’s baptism” doctrine (better called “professor’s
baptism”).

The problem with the interpretation remains, however.
Paul is building a case for the believer to remain with the
unbeliever, but if the unbeliever is baptized and immediate-
ly excommunicated, that would not be possible. There are
two basic avenues to the resolution of the problem. One
approach says that “sanctify” in this verse has nothing to
do either with ritual holiness or with real holiness. The
other approach maintains that “sanctify” has slightly dif-
ferent implications when applied to unbelieving adults and
to the children of believers.

Jewett argues that “sanctify” here simply means “legiti-
mize.” He is not able to supply any Biblical texts, however,
to back up the notion that “sanctify” means “legitimize.”
His primary proof for taking the word that way is the an-
cient Jewish commentary, the Mishnah. He even tells the
reader that the sections of the Mishnah where the Old
Testament word for sanctify is used were written after the
New Testament. This approach is certainly less than con-
vincing, but sadly not inconsistent with the general bap
tistic approach to word study, as when Greek sources are
cited to prove that “baptize” means “immerse,” when every
Biblical usage of the term implies sprinkling (e.g., Heb.
9:10). We must maintain, however, that the Bible is the final
authority, and external sources can only be secondary con-
siderations when interpreting the Scriptures.

Jewett’s interpretation creates a more obvious problem
as well. According to his view, the apostle Paul argues that
the unbeliever and believer should remain married because
the fact that one is a Christian “legitimates” the marriage.
What this implies, however, is that non-Christian marriages
are always illegitimate ! Following on this, Jewett argues
that the children are made “legitimate” through this mar-
riage. This would mean that the separation of the married
couple would render their children bastards ! The strictest
view of divorce and separation, however, has never argued
that divorce retroactively illegitimate children. Thus, Jew
ett’s objection to the inconsistency of the paedobaptist  in-
terpretation has not been replaced by a Biblically consis-
tent argument.
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Turning, then, to the eecond line of approach: any recoin
sideration of this passage must explaln  the meaning of the
Greek word haglazo,  translated “sanctified” and “holy” In
the verse. Clearly the word means  the same thing both ‘
times, but does It impfy the same things? Clearly it has the
same denotation both times, but has it the same connota-
tion? If the implications of sanctification are different for
the unbelieving spouse and the child of a beiiever, there
must be evidence in the context which indicates that this is
so. The qualifying comment in reference to the chiidren,
“eise were your chiidren unclean;’ provides this evidence.

This phrase sets up a contrast. By means of the sanc-
tification spoken of in this verse, the chiid has passed from
a condition of uncleanness to one of cieanness. Sanctifica-
tion, in the case of the chiid, impiies cieansing. On the
other hand, in the case of the professing unbeliever, sanc-
tification does not impiy cieansing, as the very use of the
term “unbeliever” indicates. ‘

Sanctified yet unciean? To understand this we need oniy
iook at the condition of one kind of unbeliever in the Oid
Testament, the stranger in the iand. Since he was in the
iand, he was sanctified, but he was not ciean. He was to
keep the iaw of the iand, inciuding the sabbath, keeping it
ho/y. On the Day of Atonement, he was expressiy com-
manded not to do any work (Lev. 1629), and this sabbath
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obsewance was conformity to hoiiness (Gen.2:3;  Ex.31 :13).
At the same time, however, the sacrifice of the Day of
Atonement “did not cieanse him (Lev.16:%ff.);  it oniyI
cleansed the citizens of the kingdom.

Against this it might be argued that the stranger couid
be pronounced ciean after vioiating the iaw against eating
animais that die by themselves or are torn (Lev.17:15,16).
Yet, Deut.1421 teiis us that the unbeliever may indeed eat
such food; it is oniy forbidden to the israeiite. Thus, the
idea is that the Hebrew is obiiged to ciean$e himseif, whiie
the stranger is not obiigated  to do so, but may wish to be
cieansed  so that he can carry on normai business reiations
with his Hebrew neighbors. it is an.dogous to a criminai’s
being deciared “not guilty” in the civil realm, but still being1
regarded as guiity by God and by the church.

it is important to see that it was his proximity to the
believing community which ied to his being regarded as
holy. As an unbeliever, he certainiy would not keep the iaw
of God in any other culture, and that iaw would not be ad-
judicated anywhere else. it was the influence of the word
of God in the life of the believing community which sanc-
tified him. By iiving in the same sphere of iife as the
believer, he was sanctified indirectly by the word of God,
which was appiied directiy to the unbeliever (i Tim.4:4-5).

With this background, we are abie to understand Paui’s
statement in i Cor.7:14, “the unbeliever is sanctified by the

I believer.” He does not beiieve in the true God, but is sanc-
tified by the relationship which he sustains to his spouse.
He may remain in that relationship as iong as he desires,
and of course iives in generai obedience to the iaw of God.
if, on the other hand, he desires to ieave, then iike the Oid
Covenant stranger in the land, he is free to leave (i Cor.715)

By way of contrast, the chiidren are said to be no ionger

unciean, whkh means they have been cieansed. Aii cieans=
ings In Scripture are by the sprinkling or pouring of water,

t
t and this implies water baptism.

To draw this out somewhat: first, the oniy individuals
designated ciean in the New Covenant are those in the
church (Eph.526). In contrast to their unbelieving parent,
these ciean chiidren are regarded as in the church. One is
added to the church by baptism (Acts 241,47).

Second, the ceremonial cleansings of the Oid Covenant
are caiied baptisms in Hebrews 910. Oid Covenant bap-
tisms, no less than Oid Covenant circumcisions, were fre-
quently piaced on entire households, as in Numbers 1918,
and this again impiies that the chiidren of a beiieving
parent are sanctified and cieansed by baptism (as impiied
in Acts 1615).

Third, children are not in the same category as the strang-
er in the iand. The stranger is a free man, but chiidren are
categorized with sewants (Gai.41-2). in the Oid Covenant,
servants were circumcised as soon as they joined a He
brew househoid, even if ignorant of the faith (Gen.171~
Ex.12:44). Circumcision and cieansing-baptism  are united
in the New Covenant rite of Hoiy Baptism (Coi.2:1 1-13), and
baptism is appiied to those in the househoid of Abraham
(Gai.329).  Here again, then, we see a category distinction
between the hoiy but unciean unbelieving adult, and the
hoiy and cleansed child of a beiieving parent. in terms of
the Bibiical  structure as a whoie, the unbelieving stranger
in the iand cannot be circumcised or cieansed  except voi-
untariiy; but in terms of the Bibiicai structure as a whoie,
the chiid and the sewant in the beiieving househoid  are
automatically cieansed upon entry into the household.

in summary, the sanctification of the unbelieving spouse
simpiy means that he of she has come within the circie of
the infiuence of the kingdom. The sanctification of the
chiid, however, means that he or she has been set apart
and cieansed  by baptism.

Some practical observations: First, in an atomistic cul-
ture, such as ours and such as that of ancient of Corinth, it
is the covenant of God which brings families into a unity,
even embracing cooperative unbelievers. Second, Baptists
who refuse the sacrament to their children have piaced
them in the situation of the stranger in the iand, instead of
in the situation of the children of the covenant. Just as the
strangers were sometimes converted, so the children of
Baptists are influenced by the life of the covenant. The
children of Baptists are holy, but not cleansed. This is not
to excuse their misinterpretation of and disobedience to
Scripture, however.

Third, in the event of separation or divorce, the chiidren
must go with the Christian parent, for they are Christian
children. Fins//y, from this passage can be seen the power
of the New Covenant, in that the unbeliever does not defiie
the Christian, but rather the beiiever sanctifies the pagan.
Life flows from Jesus Christ, overcoming death and defile-
ment (Luke 8:40-56).  The resuit wiii be not oniy the re-
establishment of Godly famiiies, but of Godiy civilizations,
since the “promise is to you, your children, and to those
who are afar off” (Acts 2:39ff.)
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AN ECONOM9C COMMENTARY “
ON THE BIBLE

by Gary Nodh

No. 2: The Common Purse

My son, if sinners entice thee, consent thou not
(Prov. 1:10).

“Crime does not pay.” This Is a familiar slogan in the
United States. Yet It is obvious that crime is on the increase
In the secular humanistic nations of the West. The ability of
criminals to steal, defraud, and murder the innocent has in-
creased rapidly since the 1940’s. The police arrest few
criminals, the court system frees them, and they go out to
commit crimes again. So few criminals are brought to
justice that the expected penalties of crime are insufficient
to reduce significantly the number of crimes that are seen
by the criminals as economically beneficial.

As the cost of crime prevention by the civil government
increases, and the cost of criminal acts by the criminals
decreases, we see an increase in the number of crimes. It
is in part simple economics. The expected benefits
outweigh the expected costs of crime. But Proverbs points
to a world of cause and effect. Even though the civil
government has failed in its task of reducing crime, the
costs to the criminal are still high. There is a built-in self-
destruct mechanism in all criminal conspiracies. There is
no honor among thieves, contrary to the familiar Western
proverb. There is only criminal behavior.

The sinners entice a man into crime by offering him a
share in the proceeds. “Cast in thy lot among us; let us all
have one purse” (Prov. 1:14). They call a man to entrap the
innocent, to spill innocent blood. The goal is great wealth,
to “fill our houses with spoil” (l:13b). But who is to police
the thieves? Who is to monitor the purse? If it pays to spill
innocent blood, why shouldn’t it pay to spill the blood of
one’s partners in crime? The restraint of God’s law is not
part of the psychological makeup of criminals. There is not
the same degree of self-government that we find in
societies that bring up their children to fear God and
respect His law. Therefore, coercion within conspiracies
must be far greater. Fear governs them.

The writer is contrasting two ways of life: God-fearing
and God-hating. He is contrasting the economic results of
the two ways of life: prosperity and destruction. The
righteous bring good judgment to their daily lives; the
unrighteous bring bad judgment, violence, and destruction.
The evil that men practice against the innocent becomes
part of the psychological make-up of the evildoer. They
cannot escape habitual patterns of existence. They lash
out against their colleagues.

( The author of Proverbs understood this. “For their feet
run to evil, and make haste to shed blood. Surely in vain the
net is spread in the sight of any bird, And they lay wait for
their own blood; they lurk privily for their own lives. So are
the ways of every one that is greedy of gain; which taketh
away the life of the owners thereof” (1:1619). The criminal
conspiracy, the secret society, the brotherhood of blood: all
are caught in the inescapable ethics of their own presup-
positions. They believe that other men are fit for the
slaughter. This attitude cannot be restricted easily to the
world outside the “household” of the brotherhood.

The common purse Is their downfall. How can men

aeeeaa the economic value of the contrlbutlona- of other “”
men? The free market gives an assessment of each man’s
contribution to production. The competitive auction for
labor, for capital goods, for raw materials, and for all other
scarce economic resources provides prices by which we
can evaluate what we are worth to others In the market, as
well as what they are worth to us. This competitive struc-
ture is based on open competition in the absence of coer-
cion. Free pricing, the profit-and-loss sheet, and the legal
right to transfer ownership are essential to our knowledge
of what different things really cost. Economic freedom
brings us accurate knowledge, and therefore more wealth.

The criminal conspiracy is coercive. It is a collective.
Like the socialist economy, it cannot permit open competi-
tion for men’s services. Criminals cannot openly advertise
their services to other “consumers.” Also, most brother-
hoods are closed societies: membeis cannot leave in res-
ponse to higher bids from other criminal conspiracies.
Thus, it becomes difficult — in fact, almost impossible
—for the members of a criminal band to assess the eco-
nomic contribution of each member.

Here is the curse of the common purse. The way that
criminals decide who is to receive what portion is by coer-
cion. The strongest get the largest portions. But this places
a premium on ruthlessness. The bloodthirstiness of
criminals is enhanced by the very nature of collective
ownership. They all share one purse. The source of the
capital in the purse is not economic production, but rather
economic pi//age and destruction. This is why criminal
conspiracies and socialist governments are often run by
the same people. The concept of the common purse which
is filled by means of stealing the wealth of the productive is
common to both crirnlnal  conspiracies and socialist and
communist political conspiracies. In both cases, to cite
Hayek’s chapter in The Road to Serfdom (University of
Chicago, 1944), the worst get on top.

Secrecy is basic to such societies. But this secrecy is
not limited to those outside the brotherhood. “Surely in
vain the net is spread in the sight of any bird” (1 :lT). Those
who are intent on snaring unsuspecting birds become
masters of concealing nets. Traps are sprung on those who
least suspect them. For this reason, every member knows
that he is a potential bird, and he “must live a life of con-
tinual wariness. To escape the trap, and to set an even
more secret trap, are thoughts on the minds of all members
of the criminal band. They snare the helpless as a way of
life. These habits are not abandoned within the conspiracy.

Satanism exhibits certain recurring features: secret
oaths, signs, and communications; death threats to any
who would break the vow of secrecy; malicious intent
against those outside the secret orde~ the quest for.yvealth
and power by means of coercion against the productive
members of society; and the common purse. It was not an
accident that Judas was a thief, that he secretly conspired
against Christ, that he was possessed by Satan, and that
he controlled the apostles’ purse (John 126). the tempta-
tions associated with the common purse are so great, that
the Bible specifies that those who control church finances
must live otherwise blameless, public lives (1 Tim. 3). What
goes Into the purse in a godly society is limited: the tithe
for the church, and minimal revenues for the civil govern-
ment in its purse. The society of Satan is the society of the
universal common purse.



CHRISTIANITY AND THE CALENDAR
by James B. Jo&an

No. 8: The Old Covenant Sabbath . .

“And the LORD God commanded the man, saying,
‘From any tree of the garden you may eat freely; but -.
from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you ~
shall not eat from it, for in-the day that you ea~ from it .
you shali sureiy die.!’( Genesis 2:161~ NASV). 8 ~ ~ B

The Old Cdve’nant,;made with, Adam in the’ beglnriiig,
was probationary.’ It was” up to “Ad.arn “to keep it or not to
keep it. if Adam broke the covenant, in that day he wouid
die. As we know, Adam did faii, and so the Oid Covenant
became a covenant of judgmentand death to him.

How does the sabbath fit in with this? Weii, the sabbath
was inaugurated when God rested from His works (Gen.
21+). Man aiso was given works to accomplish, under the
Oid Adamic Covenant. The weekiy  sabbath was a picture
(type) and foretaste ‘of the r6ward that wouid come when
the Oid Probationary Covenant was finished. Adam wouid
be seaied in an estate of righteousness and blessedness,
and wouid rest with God forever. [Let us postpone for the
time being a consideration of what rest in the Bibiicai
sense invoives.]

The sabbath, coming at the end of the week, was the
time of evacuation or judgment. On that day, God iooked
over aii His works, and reiaxed and appreciated them. So
too man, on the weekiy sabbath, was to reiax and enjoy the
Person of God, the works of God, and his own good works.
On the finai sabbath, God wouid pronounce ail of
mankind’s faithfully performed works good, and man
wouid receive the eschatoiogicai  biessing  of uniosabie and
eternai  iife. This wouid be a New Covenant, not proba-
tionary but indefectibiy established. Mankind wouid be
transfigured, given a Spirituai body (in the sphere of the
Spirit), and heaven and earth wouid be joined.

This did not happen. Adam sinned, and so on the sab-
bath day of judgment, when it camej God pronounced man
evii and aii his works bad, and sentenced him to uniosabie
and eternai death. This happened on the day of the LORD,
on the day of judgment, on the day he ate of the fruit.

God, however, determined to save humanity. To do so,
two things had to be accomplished. First, the terms of the
Old Covenant had to be met. A new Adam wouid have to
act as covenant head and fuifiii the terms of the probation.
This would secure the New Covenant for humanity.

But seoond, the curse of the Old Covenant had to be
removed: he new Adam would have to take the piace of
the first Adam and undergo the judgment of the Oid cove
nant, which is death, separation from God. Jesus Christ,
very God and very man, did these two things. By taking the
curse of the Oid Covenant, He removed His peopie from its
bondage. By fuifiiiing the terms of the Oid Covenant, He
seaied His peopie into the promised New Covenant.

The Oid Covenant has @en fuifiiied “by Christ. He has
entered into the finai sabbath rest. He has been given the
transfigured, Spirituai body, now “caiied a “reSu’rr@ion”
‘body ~cause it is given on the other,side of a“ passage
through ‘the death-curse of the Oid Covenant. Heaven and
earth are sacramentally joined, as the Spirit brings His true
body and biood to His peopie each Lord’s Day. As Scrip-
ture says of Him, “The One who has entered His (God’s)
rest has Himseif aiso rested from His works, as God did
from His.” (Hebrews 4:10)

Christ no ionger  keeps the weekiy sabbath day. in Him,
the type has reached fuifiiiment.

How about us? it might seem that, since we are in
Christ, and thus in the New Covenant, and no ionger under
the probationary Adamic Oid Covenant, that we are in a
continuai sabbath. This is true. insofar as we are in Christ,
we are in the fuifiiiment  of the sabbath. There is no sab-
bath day in the New Covenant; the New Covenant is a con-
tinuai sabbath. -

BUT, we have not personally yet moved into the sphere
of the resurrection body. We stiii iive in the first, or oid,
creation. We are stiii supposed to carry out the Adamic
cuiturai mandate. This is an Oid Covenant task, but it is
fuifiiied now in the oniy way it can be, with New Covenant
power. The New Covenant reestablishes the Oid Covenant
tasks in the sphere of non-probationary Spirituai power.
The New Resurrection Covenant is being appiied in the Oid
Preresurrection Creation environment.

Because of this, we stiii iook forward to the return of
Christ, the finai Day of Judgment, and the eternai sabbath
rest. As Hebrews 4:9,11 say, “There remains therefore a
sabbath rest for the peopie of God . . . . Let us therefore be
diiigent to enter that rest, iest anyone faii...  .“ insofar as
we have not yet come to the eternai sabbath, the weekiy
sabbath is stili important for us. As iong as we are stiii in-
voived in work (for six days), we are aiso invoived in rest (on
the seventh day).

●

The Ganeva  Papem are published evq  month by Geneva Divlnlty School. They are mailed free of charge to those who ask to
be put on the mailing list. Addreae: 708 Hamvassy Drive, ~ler, ~ 75701. Donations are tax deductlbl~ checks should be made

I out to Geneva  DMnlty Sctmol.
1 J


