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AN OLD LANDMARK RESET.

OUGHT BAPTISTS TO INVITE PEDOBAPTISTS TO PREACH IN
THEIR PULPITS ?

4
BY J. M. PENDLEI‘OI} D.D.

In the discussion of this question opinions which
have originated from our feelings and partialities
should, as far as possible, be discarded. An hon-
est and an earnest desire to know the truth should
gain ascendency of the heart; for then there will be
a willingness to adopt the conclusions to which the
truth leads. ¢ Buy the truth and sell it not,”” is the
language of reason as well as revelation. There is
no advantage in error. So far from it, it is mms-
chievous, hurtful, pernicious. A false principle in
gcience operates injuriously until its unsoundness is
detected. An error committed in laying the foun-
dation of a government diffuses its influence through-
out the superstructure reared on that foundation.
Error can never be harmless, and even should it be
apparently go, it is owing to the counteracting pres-
ence and operation of truth. There is no truth so
important as that which God has rev&(ﬂgfimm his
word AT other truth yields ml)enon value
of ¢ truth divine. The injunction—*¢ Buy the truth
and sell it not ’—is eminently wise. The truth is a

jewel of guch transcendent worth that it ought to be
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bought at any price and sold at no price. Let him
who secures this jewel retain it. Let him not con-
sider its alienation from him a possible thing. Let
life be surrendered rather.

The question, Ought Baptists to recognize Pedo-
baptist preachers as gospel ministers ? must re-
ceive either an affirmative or negative answer. It
does not admit an ambiguous response. The truth
is in the affirmative or negative. And the writer
will aim to show that truth requires the question to
be answered negatively. Some, perhaps, will say
there is great uncharitableness in my object, and
that nothing but bigotry could prompt me to attempt
the execution of such an object. Others in their
sudden astonishment will probably say, ¢« He is be-
side himself.”  And others still may exclaim, ¢« He
is throwing himself beyond the circumference of the
sympathies of all evangelical denominations.’’ < But
none of these things move me.”” < With me it is a
very small thing that I should be judged of man’s
judgment : he that judgeth me is the Lord.” .

To present the subject as impressively as possible,
and especially to propitiate Pedobaptists to a calm
examination of it, I avail myself of some extracts
from the celebrated letter of Dr. Griffin on ¢“Open
Communion.”* Dr. G. was for many years the
distinguished President of Williams College. No
Pedobaptist Rabbi of New England had a more en-

viable reputation.  He died beloved and lamented.
In his letter he says :

i lett 3 :
243-249. €T may be seen in J. 3. Fuller's work on Communion, pp-

—
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< T agree with the advocates for close communion
in two points : 1. That baptism is the initiatory ordi-
nance which introduces us into the visible church;
of course, where there is no baptism there are no
visible churches. 2. That we ought not to com-

mune with those who are mot baptized, and, of
course, are not church members, even if we regard

them as Christians. Should a pious Quaker so far
depart from his principles as to wish to commune
with me at the Lord’s table, while he yet refused to
be baptized, I could not rececive him; because there
is such a re]amm‘ﬁ'étween the ordi-
nances that I have no right to separate them; in
other words, I have no right to send the sacred ele-
ments out of the churcl. —The only question then is,
whether those associations of evangelical Christians
that call themselves churches, and that practice
sprinkling, are real churches of Christ; in other
words, whether baptism by sprinkling is valid bap-

tism.

<« If nothing but immersion is baptism, there is
no visible church except among the Baptishm
certainly God has owned otlier associations of Chris-
tians as churches. He has poured his Spirit out
upon them in their assemblies, and what is more de-
cisive, at the table of the Lord; and has communed
with them, and built them up by means of that ordi-
nance, which, were they not churches, it would be
profanity to approach.

««What is a church? It is a company of believ-
ers, in covenant with God, essentially organized ac-
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cc?rding to the gospel, holding the essential doc-
trines, and practicing the essential duties. If you
demand more, you may not find a chureh on earth.”

It is seen from the foregoing that Dr. Griffin
fully admits that where there is no baptism there
are no visible churches.” This is the belief of Bap-
tists. Indeed, the declaration may be considered a
scriptural axiom. We can reason from it. He
says : ¢“The only question then is, whether those
associations of evangelical Christians that call them-
selves churches, and that practice sprinkling, are
real churches of Christ.’”” This is the question,
plain to those who wish to understand it, but Dr. G.
gives it a simplifying touch, and makes it too plain
to be misunderstood. He brings the whole matter
into this narrow compass—:: whether baptism by
sprinkling is valid baptism.”

No one who deserves the name of Baptist will
hesitate to answer, ¥o. I use Dr. G.’s expression,
fully aware of the solecism couched in the phrase,
¢« baptism by sprinkling.” It is as philologically
objectionable as the phrase, immersion by sprink-
ling.

It is the universal belief of Baptists that the action
of sprinkling or pouring, so far from being baptism,
does not bear the remotest resemblance to it. They
cannot imagine how any analogy can be detected
even with the aid of a theological microscope.
Robert Hall, who is considered a liberal Baptist,
and whose argument for ¢¢ mixed communion " is an
'"genious web of magnificent sophistry, endorses

;
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immersion as the only baptismal action. He com-
muned with Pedobaptists with the express under-
standing that he believed them unbaptized. And if
he so regarded them every other Baptist certainly
does.

««The only question,’’ says Dr. Griffin, is, ** whether
baptism by sprinkling is valid baptisn.”™ It would
be very easy to show that it is not, were this the
time and place to enter into an investigation of the
matter. However, this is unnecessary; for the ob-
ject of the writer is not so much to convince Pedo-
baptists that they are in error, as to fasten on Bap-
tists the conviction that they ought not to counte-
nance that error.

Dr. Grifin concedes that if sprinkling is not
baptism PedobapHist organizitions are not visible

churches of Christ] for; says he, ¢ where there is no

baptism there are no visible churches.”™  From this
preuiise, laid down with admirable clearness and
candor, every Baptist is irresistably and inevitably
led to the conclusion that there are no visible

churches of Christ aIIlOIl’m() aptists. To show
that ~T do—Tot misconceive or mmisrepresent Dr.

Grifin’s view, 1 again quote the following: ¢<If
nothing but immersion ISEIPBSI“’ t‘llere is, ‘L‘Liisiﬁlé
churel except among fhe Baplists.™ ™+ Nothing but
immersion ismza\y'f‘li'é Baptists of Asia,
Europe, Africa, and the isles of the sea, while in
America, from Maine to California, the same decla-
ration is made beside a thousand streams, filling the
valleys with its delightful echoes, and making the

e T
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hills vocal with its triumphant reverberations. Bap-
tists must, therefore, Dr. G. being judge, look alone
among themselves for visible churches of Christ.
The unwarranted substitution_?)?_g—prinkling for
baptism of itself invalidates the claim of Pedobap-
tist societies to be considered churches of Christ.
But there is another fact which renders that claim
utterly worthless. 1t is the element of infant mem-
bership in those societies. Why is the distinctive
epithet Pedobaptist applied to them? Because they
practice what is called infant baptism. They seem,
in the judgment of Baptists, at least, to make a
specific effort to subvert the foundation principles of
New Testament church organization. They intro-
duce unconscious infants into their churches falsely
so-called—thus practically superseding the necessity
of personal repentance, faith and regeneration .in
order to membership. If it were the object of
Pedobaptists to thwart the purposes and the plan of
Jesus Christ in reference to the organic structure of
his churches, I cannot conceive how they could do
so more effectually than by making infant member-
ship the predominant element of their organizations.
It ¢s the predominant clement. This arises from
the well-known fact which secures an increase of
population, namely, that there are more children
than parents. How then can it come within the
limits of the wildest possibility for a Pedobaptist
society to be a church of Christ, when the infant
enters more largely than the adult element into its
composition ¢ True, the members of such a society

——
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say they are in favor of believers’ baptism. This,
however, is a mistake. It is transparent sophistry.
For let the sprinkled infant become an adult and be-
lieve on Jesus Christ—then when Baptists insist on
the baptism of such a believer, behold Pedobaptists
wish the sprinkling of the unconscious infant to be
received instead of the baptism of the believer !
Yet, they say, they are in favor of the baptism of
believers ! Greatly in favor of it, truly! They
allow the sprinkling of a babe to supersede the bap-
tism of an accountable agent! And they know,
too, that if their principles should universally pre-
vail, the baptism of believers would be banished
from the world. It would become an obsolete
thing. There would be only a historical knowledge
of it.

Pedobaptists, then, so far as an overwhelming
majority of their subjects of baptism is concerned,
have no baptism. They have improper subjects,
even if the action were right. But the action s
wrong. They sprinkle or pour water, refusing to
do what Christ commanded. This remark applies
to the great body of Pedobaptists. Some of them,
it is true, will immerse rather than lose valuable ac-
cessions to their societies. But the opposition to
immersion is becoming very decided. May the day
soon come when Pedobaptist societies shall univer-
sally refuse to practice it. ~ Then.the parties in the
baptisnml controversy will stand in their proper

places.
It Pedobaptists fail to exemplify the precepts of
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the Ne.w Testament in reference to the subjects and
the action of baptism, they have no churches among
them.  They have theiy organizations, but they are
hot gospel organizations. It will he said that there
are good, pious men among Pedobaptists. This i8
Clleel‘fully conceded, but it proves nothing as to the
evangelical nature of those organizations. There
ar.e good, pious men in Masonic Lodges, Bible Soci-
etfes, Temperance Societies, and Oolon’ization Soci-
eties; but Masonic Lodges, Bible Societies, Temper-
ance Societies, and Colonization Societies are not
churches of Christ. Nor are Pedobaptist gocieties.

In this day of Spurious liberality and false charity
much is gajq about evangelical denominations and
evan.gelical churches. What is an evangelical de-
lomination? A denominatioy whose faith and prac-
tice correspond with the gospel. What is an evan-

gelical church? A chyrely formed according to the
New Testament mode]

1 Ndomﬁflsﬁ denominations,
there ore, are not evangeli

as tl . cal. Pedobaptist churchefi,

1€y are called, are not evangelical. There 18
Supposed to he g wonderful virtue in the epithet
evangelical, Tt ig used as a balm for many a wound,
a8 a plaster for many a sore. Its application -
a denomination is thought to bring the denomination
at.once within the pale of respectability and fellow-
.slnp. It is used with an injurious latitude of mean-
lflg- It giVGS currency to many doctrines and pl“dC'
tlce‘s which deserve emphatic condemnation. ¢¢Evan-
gelical Alliances,” g called, may, for aught I know,

h
ave done some good work; but there is danger lest
18
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they infuse greater vitality and energy into the
errors of those who enter the co-partnership. The
religious nomenclature of the age requires serious
revision. It is high time to call things by names ex-
pressive of their properties. The language of Ash-
dod should not be heard within the precincts of
Zion. Nor should the language of Zion be employed
in describing what belongs to Ashdod. More, per-
haps, is meant by ¢ the form of sound words” than
most persons imagine. But to return from this ap-
parent digression.

If Pedobaptist societies are not churches of Christ,
whence do their ministers derive their authority to
preach ? 1Is there any scriptural authority to preach
which does not come through a church of Christ?
And if Pedobaptist ministers are not in Christian
churches, have they any right to preach? That is to
pay, have they any authority according to the gospel 2
They are doubtless authorized by the forms and reg-
nlations of their respective societies. But do they
act under evangelical authority? It is perfectly evi-
dent to the writer that they do not. It would be
strange indeed for them to act under a commission,
gome of the injunctions of which they utterly disre-
gard. The ordinance of baptism in its action and
subject they pervert. They change the order of the
ascending Saviour’s last commission, and administer
what they call baptism to infants who give no proof
of discipleship, and who are naturally incapable of
going through the process of discipleship. Are we
st liberty to bid those men “God speed” and aid
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the.m .in deceiving the world, by acknowledging their
societies as churches, and themselves as veritable
gospel 1inisters, who invert the order established by
the Head of the church ?

Would Pedobaptists recognize as a minister of
Christ a good man whom they consider unbaptized,
and consequently disconnected from what they
would term every ¢¢hranch of the clurch?’’ They
would nor, They would say to such a man, < We
w.onld not judge your heart—we do not deny your
Plety, etc., but we cannot countenance you as &
'Pl‘.eacher as long as you remain unbaptizedd and sus-
tain no ecclesiastical relation.”> This is in substance
what they would say, and I ask if Baptists should
not look on Pedobaptist ministers just as the latter
would look on unbaptized men who might choose to
go forth and preach? If Pedobaptists are unwilling
to r_ec.ognize as ministers of the gospel men who, i
%lflzilltldgl)nlent, have never been baptized, Wj})jﬁl\lﬂ‘jld

¢ 8 be expected to do so 7 Consistency, so far
from. requiring ity requires tlie very opposite. Pedo-
baptists cannot reasonably complauiu of us, for in this
We act on the principle which their practice sanc-
tions.  Believing their preachers unbaptized, we can-
not with the shadow of propriety recognize them a8
go.sl?el ministers. If Jesus Christ intended that his
ninisters should be the servants of the church—and
have the sanction of the church in their work—Who
ca.n be a minister of Christ, according to the gOSPeI’
without belonging to the church? No one will say
that a chureh can send forth a man to preach who
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does not belong to her body, and over whom she has
no jurisdiction. The writer does not say there are
not pious, devoted men in the Pedobaptist ministry,
but he denies that they have scriptural authority to
preach. He denies in reference to them just what
they would deny in reference to a pious Quaker min-
ister. The so-called baptism of a Pedobaptist
preacher is no more authority for preaching than the
no-baptism of a Quaker. The former is as evidently
out of the church as the latter. It is as well to dis-
card an ordinance altogether as to pervert and cari-
cature it. Neither Pedobaptists nor Quakers have.
baptism among them, and ‘¢ where there is no bap-
tism there are no visible churches.”

Now, if Pedobaptist preachers do not belong to
the church of Christ, they ought not to be recognized
as Tiinisters of Chirist. But they are so recognized
wmﬁ%}ﬁﬁt ministers invite them to preach or
exchange pulpits with them. As to calling on them
to pray, it is a different matter; for men ought to
pray whether they are in the church or not.* But

—
they ought not to preach unless they have member-

s}uw@{?)ﬁ/m_ﬁlsﬁ To this all will agree

who have scriptural baptism, as well as those who
substitute it for that which is no baptism. Baptists
and Pedobaptists differ materially. Their views are:

* But to invite them into our pulpits to pray, is to recognize them before
the world as gospel ministers, since custom consecrates the pulpit to ac-
knowledged gospel ministers, and therefore, when we act with them in
a ministerial capacity, speak of them as gospel ministers, or receive
their acts as those of gospel ministers, we plainly and ‘‘more loudly
than with trumpets,” proclaim them gospel ministers, and consequently
their societies as gospel churches—and if so why not commune with them®

—J. R. Graves.
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totally dissimilar as to the design of baptism, the
elements that enter into the composition of a gospel
church, the form of government, etc. These differ-
e'nces are by no means non-essential; but a recogni-
tion of Pedobaptist preachers as gospel ministers is
a virtual proclamation of their non-essentiality. The
people so understand it. They are ready to say that
tl}ere ¢an be no material differences between the
views of ministers who exchange pulpits and per-
form other acts of ministerial 1-ec5gniti011. And thus
the custom of exchanging pulpits, originating, as it
Probably did, in the excess of an unscriptural char-
l?y, has a tendency to obliterate the Jine of demarca-
tion between truth and error. Many a man no
doubt has become 2 Pedobaptist because Baptists
have 50 acted as to make the impression that there is
No great difference between them and their oppo-
nenlts. Alas, that there are some Baptists whose dis-
position to compromise with adversanéﬁﬁﬁélpem
t'.o ac.t as if t €y were not only ashamed of Eﬁ;i—r_dis-
tinctive principles, but wished Eﬁﬁ"gﬁ;}o e
1 am Tieartily ashamed of snel, Baptists.

If it is not absurd tq suppose such a thing, let it be
S}IPPOSGd that there were persons in the apostolic
times corresponding to modern Pedobaptists- Can
any Baptists belicve that Paul, beholding the prac-
tices of such persons-—seeing the sprinkling of in-
fants substituted fop the immersion of believers—
YVOHId recognize the ministers of such sects as min-
1sters of Christ, acting according to the gOSPel?
Surely not. Paul would have protested against such

3
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a caricature of the Christian system. He would
have said to such ministers, < Will ye not cease to
pervert the right ways of the Lord?” The great
apostle would have done nothing that could have
been construed into a connivance at error. And
why should Baptists now ?

We have reasons ‘‘to thank God and take cour-
age ’’ that our number in the United States is now
over 4,000,000 members, and that it is constantly
increasing. But would we not have been much
more numerous than we are it we had had no more
religious intercourse with Pedobaptists than in the
days of the persecution in Virginia and Massachu-
getts? There cannot be a rational doubt of it.  All
tageous to Baptists, and they will always be. These
dishonorable compromises have ever involved an
implied understanding that Baptists were not to
preach the whole truth on the subject of baptism.
The teachings of the New Testament on this subject
are held in abeyance. No man, it is true, can preach
the whole gospel and Iedg}ammri'ITtllese
ﬂm&gmfg?it\ig‘ﬂibﬂﬁ-g_lﬁﬁaﬂfaleave it out for
the sake of harmonious co-operation. It is to be
hoped that the day of these Union Meetings is
passed away, never to return. It is time folr/i'ti’l;g‘ be
understood that Baptists and Pedobaptié?é‘aan not
«¢walk together,” bngﬁ'é"thé‘y are not ‘“agreed.”
The impossibility of ‘¢ walking together” without
agreement was recognized in the days of the
prophets, and why should there be a vain effort to
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make an impossibilit

Y then a possibili 2
such effort is unwise possibility now #  Every

ti I

ixlconl:iszf:z;ys‘ilxlld' by. 'Pedoba'ptists that Baptists act
with them, while ltI}lvmng. their ministers to preach
Lord’s tab,le I Ley fail to recognize them at the
is a ﬂagrant. incjc nowledge tfle inconsistency. It
it. Booth, in hj ?‘S;;Fen?y_ ' No one ought to deny
the Cllarg(; of B? . m‘dlcatlon of the Baptists from
Pedobaptists at tlli(z)tIlJy .“i refusing to commune with
not refute this of ord’s table,” does not and can-
refutation, and ilal‘ge o Inconsistency. It defies
take aw. ’ the Onl?’ way to dispose of it is to

way the foundation on which it rests. Let

aptists cea > )
ase to recognize Pedobaptist preachers as

ministers of ,
: the gospel, by Tivi ing them to preach,

and the ¢ :

1arge of in 3 ——
nore, B 2oy, Wil bo Jihrg no
——

Our 1

Out—oltf' iﬁfeu;:ittil commune with Pedobaptists grows
the church, We 1at they are unbaptized, and out of
asmiZed e‘Sayrthey have no right to commune
as much rightptol sons. Pedobaptists, however, have
to preach unha t~cm,nmmle unbaptized as they have
right to do eithp '12ed, Tllwwﬂe no
nilulion ” })Ossgel.) The Baptist argument on ¢‘Com-
- whenever Ped Sscs great power, but it is pamlyzed
ministers to 00 a})tlst.s can say, ¢ You invite our
commune wi{huf l)ll’l’plts, but you do not invite us to
consistency tha)tou. Let Baptists repudiate the in-
for half g ¢ . most of them have been guilty of
entury, and then their Defense of Close
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Communion will be perfectly trimmphant. It will
stand a tower of strength, against which- Pedobap-
tists will vainly turn their artillery. No Baptist
WWPedobaptist preagﬁgx&msters
will ever write am_:'l‘_;e\_aase on Communion.
It is high time for all our brethren to know this.
Consistency requires that while we fail to invite
Pedobaptists to the Lord's table, we should not main-
tain ministerial intercourse with their preachers.
And another thing follows: The official acts of
Pedobaptist preachers have no validity in them.
Their falsely so-called baptisms are a nullity—their
ordinances are a nullity. Immersions administered
by _them ought to be repudiam How
is it? Pedobaptist ministers are not in the visible
kingdom of Christ. How then can they induct
others into it by baptism? Can they introduce
others where they have not gone themselves ? Would
it not be a violation of all governmental analogies to
allow those to act as officers of a kingdom who are
not citizens of that kingdom? It may be argued
that in case of necessity an irregular act is not an in-
valid act. As to immersions by Pedobaptist preach-
ers there is no necessity, and never was. There are
Baptist ministers enough to administer baptism, and
they love t(f'(lt():j_tmi'g}f‘t'i'h'iémf(’ﬁ'mthbsé who
ri’d\iaﬁ;immersion, and yet perform it rather than
lose a valuable member, to be discountenanced.
They deserve the contempt of all honorable men.
They are willing, for selfish and sectarian purposes,
to perform an act in the name of the Sacred Three,
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fmd yet make light of that aet !

in Ithle hands of 5 merciful God.
1av :

I Baet.now attempted to establish the position

Pusts ought not to recognize Pedobaptist

preachers ag gos ..
pel ministers. . .
complished my o 1] ers. Whether I have ac

conclusion, T wi]] notice s

Such men I leave

eave for others to say. In
will probably b ome of the objections which
sented, p g ¢ urged against the view here pre-

. edobaptists will say, This doctrine repels

us f[‘om our ¢ .
whe )+ Baptist brethren.»  The time has been
en this wonlg have

\—'V\w—_’_‘
ratherthan e been a recommendation of,
davs e .dn objection to, the doctrine.  In other

<> tepulsion from, was considered

than attpqet: d more desirable
fraction to, ‘“ Baptist brethrey. The senti-

Ine
IIIWIWWGPC
not witnessed I;lmumon tables. What country lias
has not been gt o martyr-sufferings?  What soil
been pePSecutzsllefl With their blood? They have
Papal; for the 1 ) .Rom.e Pagan and by Rome
former. Rome ]atter inherited all the cruelty of the
argument, 1as ever found v1rg her most effectual
I
1’1g'l:tl :’lfleL(::;l;grsEag fOf the. sixteenth century the
Europe’ and Bapt; clormation began to dawn on
selves that the (}1) l-Sts prOb?b]y began to flatter them-
But this wag nota}S of their persecution were ended.
Tningligs 3 80.  Luther was not their friend—
g1us thought them wort 7 oF desti—smd the

true idea .

0 . .
vin'’s mind f ?11@0“8 liberty never penetrated Cal-
) hese eminent Reforiners were in sev-
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eral respects more nearly allied to Romanists than
to Baptists.

And who does not know that Protestant England
has had a prominent agency in the work of persecu-
tion? Who does not remember the inhuman saying
of Rogers-at the burning of a Baptist # *¢Burning
alive,” said he, ‘was mo cruel death, but easy
enough.”

It seems from testimony not to be disputed* that
Edward Wightman was the last person ¢¢that suf-
fered this cruel kind of death [burning] in England;
and it may be remarked that William Sawtre, the
first that suffered in that manner for his religious
opinions, was supposed to have denied infant bap-
tism; so that this sect had the honor both of leading
the way, and bringing up the rear of all the martyrs
who were burnt alive in England, as well as that a
great number of those who suffered this death for
their religion, in the two hundred years between,
were of this denomination.”

This is Pedobaptist testinony, and let it speak for
itself.

Who has not read the story of Baptist suffering in
the Colony of Virginia before the Revolution ?
There are persons now alive whose ancestors
preachied fhirongh prison grates in that renowned
Commonwealth. —And the sterile soil of Massachu-
etts has been enriched with Baptist blood. Puri-
tans shed it—men who braved the dangers of the

deep that they might enjoy religious liberty. This

»See the * Religious World Displayed,” vol. 8, p. 86. By Rev. Robert-
Adam, Minister of the Church of England.
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18 perhaps the most
tory. The Rey
religious liberty
risen in the geal
once looked on
ance with them,
ping and fining
methods by whie
embrace of app
death,

interestg

})aradoxical fact recorded in his-
olution established the principle of
» and since then Baptists have so
e of respectability that sects, which
them witl disdain, now court alli-
Be\.vare, Baptists, beware. Whip-
and imprisonment are not the only
h you can be injured. There is the
Error lzzzztt(jo";;’ "f’hich is the embrace of
of truth suffe ; ¥y itself with truth and the
It will probably b r Y every such alliance.
of this treatige ig, be said .the position of the author
gospel. If g0 “'tm' Conﬁ1et with the charity of the
N0 term uged I';lorel; fls & grievous fault.” There is
lone more gtrap ;‘eque.nt]y than charity—there is
charity is generq“g?y Imisunderstood. A man of
termed “libera{ ) .su}.)POSed to possess what are
these liberal pri p-mlclpl_esa” and those who have
have no fixed }})Jri;cl-plesa In nine cases out of ten,
IN THE TRyTg.» ';lﬁ);fs.at all.  ««Charity rejoiceth
18 & spurious charity which
truth as a jewel of pricelee;s value.
charity has ever be that th.e severance of truth and
een considered a possible thing.

True charj v o connive
arity wij

o Yy will prompt Baptists not t nni

; 0 ewdob \-‘-' \'\—-\_'—%—W‘/

at the errors o aptists, but to protest perpet-

ually against those e
= € those é"’"‘\‘——»\ e S
effectua 5—'\5§\ rrors.  And this is done most

a deeic
emphatic condenm(:géd advocacy of the truth and an
it. How can lon of whatever militates against

Banpti
effective protest ptlets utter a consistent, sensible,
=5t 8gainst the many errors of Pedo-

(Iioes not recognize
t is g misfortun

g
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baptism if they recognize Pedobaptist preachers as
gospel ministers ? It cannot be done. But a refu-
sal to recognize them in this capacity is an impres-
sive condemnation of their errors. True charity

prompts this course.

Some faint-hearted Baptists may say that if the
gentiment advocated by the writer is made practical
it will bring great unpopularity and odium on the
Baptist denomination. This objection is scarcely
worthy of consideration. The question refers not to
unpopularity and odium, but to right and truth.
What is right ? is the inquiry. What does a jealous
inaintenance of truth demand of us?  Popularity is
a bauble, dependent for its existence on the capri-
cious direction public opinion takes. Jesus our
Saviour was unpopular. His doctrines were unpop-
ular.  The first Christians were unpopular. We
shall have illustrious predecessors in unpopularity.
And the advantage of our consistency will more
than neutralize the disadvantages of unpopularity.

Odium ! What Baptist is afraid of odium? If
our people are not yet familiarized with it they
ought to bej; for the very day Paul was taken a pris-
oner to Rome our gect ‘‘was everywhere spoken
There has been time enough and oppor-
from then until now to learn to bear
We see the law of adaptation
Light is adapted to the
ds to the air—fishes to
There is no cause

against.”
tunity enough
odium patiently.
illustrated all around us.

eye—sound to the ear—bir
the water and Baptists to odium.

of complaint.



An Olg Landmark Reset.

It will :
views Wi]]pg(;b:obliy tbe said t.hat the tendency of these
neighborhoods mg ere Wfth the social relations of
otherwise. W 'd communities.  The writer thinks
L T}]ly silf)uld there be any rupture of
lere is no necessity for it. I will
Masonic lodges are not in-
1alls and vice versa. This

IS no interf
ere ; .
nee with the social relations of the two

orders,
Eplscopa] preacher
ers of other denomin
do I know that the go
are affected thereby
they shoylq be. |

St.do not recognize the preach-
a ..
' ll(’“s as gospel ministers, nor
Cl; relations of neighborhoods
: here is no good reason why
would have Baptists, as neigh-
e : : :
Semphfy every social virtue;
construed into g conpg 1at which will inevitably be
terial erro Ivance at what they d -
¢ I's. . y deem ma
Whar 15 — ;rhzquesmon of questions must be,
¢ ND 'PHE\' M T
LEI)EONSEQUENCES BE AS THEY :SI PARETO DO RIGHT,
Reform 2X.
ers
hothing, boow, » ALtas Campbellites, 1 have said
they oot blSe, as they reject infant baptism,
baptists. Im )e Placed in the same class with Pedo-
fira ]‘dtter, wg‘i)ll(‘itagt arguments, conclusive against
their applicat ¢ without force or pertinency in
that m}zsi:t:at'm{l to the former. | take Ii)t for grax‘?,ted
Baptists 'm?ini) and religioug intercourse between
fiable. They daigpbellltes would be utterly unjusti-
er fundamentally in their views of

repentance

: €, Tait I 3

b » 'egener S e————

fluence 5 the S ation, justification, the in-
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etc., ete. They are not ‘¢ agreed,” and they cannot
walk together. An attempt to do so would involve
deep hypocrisy and a culpable sacrifice of principle.

If. for the sentiments presented in this treatise,
the author should be stigmatized as a bigot, while
the justice of the charge is positively denied, he is
willing, if need be, to wear the stigma till death

shall efface it.

»
”

APPENDIX.

The doctrine of the ‘¢ Old Landmark ™ has been
written against and repudiated by able men. If the

many efforts that have been made to prove it false

have been unsuccessful, the fact of itself furnishes

prima facia evidence that it is true. This little

treatise has certainly undergone a severe scrutiny.
By some objectors its leading views have been em-
phatically condemned; by others they have been
virtually sanctioned, though the author’s conclusions
from those views have been disavowed. I ought,
perhaps, to feel myself complimented that so many
distinguished Doctors have considered the ¢¢Land-
mark » worthy of their consideration. ~ Drs. Waller,
Cosssitt, Hill, Lynd and Everts have em-
pens against it, while Prof. Farnam has
I know of no

Burrows,

ployed their
had no small share in the discussion.
gentleman more worthy than he of the title LL.D.

Others have written against the ¢ Landmark” to
whom I shall not refer particularly, because their
objections will be met in the response to the indi-
viduals named, and because some of them have

written over fictitious signatures.



An Old Landmark Reset.

ﬁrsItt ;)vlllllili:irzll%embéred that the ¢¢ Landmark > was
about to beeis mdﬂ_’e Tennessee Baptist, and when
tised with Othzl‘le N Pa.lnphlet form it was adver-
““ New Issues nl ];\;"Odu.ctlons under the caption of
N Issues"’ o othing was xfleaut by the phrase,
this little ma,ttel‘ clept new publications. I refer to
stand the allugi that the reader may fully under-
Recorder, Se tB 1011; of Dr. Waller in the Western
views Pl‘t;sent}; g 20, 1854 Referring to the
““ These viewm o Lan(.lmm-k " he says :

They are Publis}s gre SOnlvethmg new under the sun.
the sentiments 1ef Ts ‘ New Issues.’ They are not
days of Poper © élose BaPFiStS who, in the dark
as the witnesseg :fn tl persecution, are now regarded
‘wondered after t] 1e truth, when the whole world
England, when p N be{?St" The Baptists who, in
. Who, i resbyterianism had the ascendency,
ca\‘lse'they Wereent to dungeons and to death be-
taught such doctrig mmml‘k 'ero‘gyﬁ’ never
England, nor the Be. Nor'did the Baptists of New
cuted in every Wava})tISts'of Virginia, when perse-

Y that Ingenuity could invent or

malice co oA
uld 1 .

bigotry nlict, by Puritan and Episcopalian
SOy, assert these ¢ new issues.’ *’ I 1

foregoing.

Somg thiigs Sﬁi;?v:r I;ad an opportunity to explain

on some points Whic}Te( ex})]anatiOn, and to enlarge

It is useless now t cer.talnly require amplification.
0 conjecture what he would have

There can be no reasonable

f demo]ishing the ¢ Land-

written had hLe lived.
doubt that the work o

<7
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mark ”’ would have been committed chiefly to his
hands. His success in that work would have been
another matter.

What are the ¢ views '’ contained in the ¢ Land-
mark??  That Pedobaptist societies are not gospel

churches—and that Baptists should not, therefore,

recognize Pedobaptist preachers as gospel ministers.
It is strange if these ‘‘views »” were not entertained
by Baptists ¢¢in the dark age of Popery.” Were
the opposite views entertained ? Was it then be-
lieved that the Pedobaptist societies were gospel
churches? Where is the evidence? Were Pedo-
baptist preachers then recognized as gospel minis-
ters? Where is the proof? Had Dr. W. lived he
would no doubt have sought for the proof, but
he would, I imagine, have sought in vain.

It is stranger still if the English Baptists when
«« Presbyterianism had the ascendency ” and con-

signed them ¢ to dungeons and to death BECAUSE
THEY WERE DAPTISTS,
W\,—-——/_

"were opposed to the views set

forth in the ¢ Landmark.”” Presbyterian preachers,
be it known, had much to do in instigating the per-
secution which drove Baptists into ¢¢dungeons,”
ete., and did those Baptists recognize those preach-
ers as gospel ministers? Did they while musing in
prison feel reconciled to their lot because members
of «gospel churches had decreed that lot? Were
their chains less galling because fastened on them
by order of the members of a so-called EVANGELICAL

church ? When they were ¢¢sent to death because

they were Baptists,” (Dr. W. intimates no other
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reason) did the fires burn less severely because they
Were EVANGELICALLY kindled? Did those Baptists
say the men who have instigated this persecuting
policy and deem us fit for the stake simply BECcAUSE
WE ARE Barrists, are gospel ministers, and it miti-
gates the agonies of death to know that they are in-
flicted with the approbation of the members of gos-
pel churches ! | venture to say such views as these

never alleviated the excruciating pains of a Baptist
martyr,

But itis strangest of it all if, when Baptists of New

England anq Virginia were ‘‘ persecuted in every
way that ingenuity could invent oy malice inflict,”’
they considered thejy persecutors members of gospel
churches, anq the most influential of them gospel

Ministers ! Cay credulity itself believe this ?

Did those Baptists in New England who were

whipped unti] the blood Tan—t7 heir lacerated
h?mmm ac-
cordance mmmmmea&w urch?
Dr. W.og grandfather pm'm grates of
a Virginia prison. Episcopalian bigotry ** would
not allow him to preach elsewhere, and was unwill-
ing for him to preach there. Did that persecuted
man of God look oy Episcopalians as ¢ a branch of
the church of Christ 2 No, he regarded the Epis-
copal hierarchy as a part and parcel of Babylon the
great.  How could the persecuted Baptists of Vir-
ginia recognize the ‘“ parsons ”’ of the «<Qld Do-

3 bR ] . . . .
minion ’ gg gospel ministers ? To me it is incon-
ceivable,

19
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Dr. Waller, to make out a strong ca:le, ;;i‘:ltj
that Baptists when suffering the' mOS't Cl‘ﬁerspas gos-
tions have recognized Pedobap.tlst preac bt i
pel ministers—have so recognized them N the work
preachers have had a prominent ag‘enc?v H}rom (his
of persecution.- I dissent emphatlcatloz qrguxrmlt's
view, but suppose I were to concede, Whact then? I
sake, what Dr. W. contended for. ch a belief on
would urge most strenuously that su ented all the
the part of Baptists would have prev  alod Bvmn.
Persecutions they ever suffered PramL 59
gelical Pedobaptists. . Pedobaptists? Be-

Why were they persgg}ltfi vﬂ\ /'e\"/\'zfl d practices
causefthey could not conform to V-le;v Sd for non-con-
of Pedobaptists. They were punis .e ? And why?
formity. Why could not they COnfoLm .tist oot
Because they did not consider Pedo ap edobaptist
gozlm ¢ no 1'800%}1111:‘? gaw not in
prmel mimsters.] enis of which a
Pedobaptist organizations the e elrzi A
New Testament church is compose f.rom the teach-
every such organization a depal‘tl,uie they could not
ings of Christ—a departllf‘e whl(zll —_— )the price to
8anction, even though their blood v But they could
be paid for their refusal to do so. d evang(;lical—
have sanctioned anything they .deeme reachers they
they could have fraternized with any c}::ording to the
considered set apart to the ministry a

er-
»tists have been p
8ospel. The very fact that Bapista v r

- .oves that there ¢
— a tlStS roves
;facluted b celdol;ntrll
ia ments
14l and funda

e T RS

differences between them.
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Would the latter have persecuted the former for dif-
ferences considered immaterial ? Would the former
have submitted to the persecution of the latter for
unimportant differences ! Surely not. They would
have yielded all points of difference had they been
considered non-essential. On the other hand, the
persecuted Baptists regarded the views and placﬁices
of the Fedobapti Sﬁ'O"‘CO’htfaff’F(?’fHé:gés_pﬁl that
qonformity to those vmgmﬁgggges_ zva,s,l.ooked
uw&aziﬁtﬁﬁgfﬁﬁﬁﬁéonment and

death. Hence Baptist blood was poured forth like
water.

Hexce the numerous martyr-fires that have
burned so brightly in times past. Indeed, it may
be said for substance, that Baptists have been per-
secuted by Pedobaptists because they considered
themselves and were considered by their persecutors
¢¢ Landmark ** men.

How to reconcile the quotation I have made from
Dr. Waller with his article on the ¢« Reformation,”’
as Rublished in the first volume of the Christian Re-
pository, I do not know. In that article he says :
“ We have shown from the Scriptures, as interpreted
by the Reformers themselves, that the Papism is
neither trE church nor a BRAN(mmfch-”
Nor 18 this all. He refers to-tlre Lutheran, Presby-
terian and Episcopal churches, so-called, as daugh-
ters of the ¢¢nother of harlots,” and argues that in
the evidence of Baptists (that is, those holding Bap-

B aongh ik slayy callod BEFEGH, deom
€ 2ays of the Apostles, is illustrated the truth of

the Saviour’s declar\atfon, «« And the gates of hell

shall not prevail against it,” that is, the church.
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Again says Dr. W., ¢If the Romish church was
the true church, then the founders of the Reformed
churches were deposed and excommunicated; and if
she was not, then they have no ministry, no ordi-
nances, no ecclesiastical existence. If ghe was not
the Church of Christ, then they are not the churches
of Christ, themselves being witnesses.” )

Let it be remembered that ¢ the Papism is neither
THE church nor a branch of the church.” Then it
follows irresistibly from Dr. W.’s logic that ««the
Reformed Churches are not the churcheq _of _Qhrist.”
A)'émfs,—\“'ﬂﬁi"h‘év‘exﬁo\ MINISTRY, NO ORD,I-’-
NaNcEs, xo ECCLESIASTICAL EXISTENCE.
This sentence is, to say the least, as sweeping and
denunciatory of Pedobaptist organizations as any-
thing in the ¢ Landmark.” How its author coulf
have opposed the doctrine of the <« Landmark
Without retracting this sentence (and indeed the
whole of his article on the ¢ Reformation ™), I_ pres
fess not to understand. 1f Pedobaptist gocieties
have « o ministry,” ought their preacllfers to be
recognized as gospel ministers ? The question really
Amounts to this: Ought they to be recognized as
bei“g what they are not* And the substant.:e 01;
this question is, Ought hypocrisy to be prz.tctxcedIé
Which everybody will answer in the negative.
Pedobaptists have ¢ no ordinances,”’ are we to rec-
Ognize their ordinances, so-called, a8 ¢ ggﬂ?fl_?jd"
Nances? Surely not. Agaim, i they have *no
ecelesiastical “existence,’’ sh aw_?ﬁ@ﬁ’,fﬂggmzé
thg,hi\societies 45 ghuﬁqllgs_‘;ﬁf,,ﬁllnist——-c]1urches or-

,}7

R
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ganized according to the gospel? This would be
absurd; for it would be recognizing as a fact a thing
that has no existence. So much for Dr. Waller’s
opposition to the ¢¢ Landmark.” * .

Dr. Burrows, pastor of the First Baptist C.hurch,
Richmond, Virginia, and editor of -the .Baptzszf Met:
morial, notices the ‘¢ Landmark® in his paper o

February, 1855. He is opposed to. the doctrme‘l?
inculcates, because he says, ‘¢ There is no necessary
Scriptural connection between baptism and preacl;—
ing. We shall adhere in this matter to the bro‘a
license given in our authorized standard, ‘Let him
that heareth say come.’

When I saw this notice of the ¢ Landmark” I
proposed to Dr. B., through the Zennessee Baptist,
a series of questions, to which he courteously re-
sponded in the March number of his paper. The
first five questions had reference to the Scriptural
priority of baptism to preaching. Hence Dr. Bur-
rows answers them together. He says: ¢ To the
first five we reply, that in al] probability there were
no unbaptized preachers in apostolic days. There
Was no controversy on the manner of baptism, and
consequently all who united with the churches were

immersed ¢inthe Tame of the Father ang of the Son
and of the Holy Spirit.>
If this is not an abandonment of tle position that
. ;
“there is no necessary Scriptural connection be-

*T have considered it due to the inter

€nce t. sas ) .
© the writings of Dr. Waller. Hig Very name is regarded by mul-

titudes ag g "
mation -,Sha tower of Strength.” T think in his article on the *“ Refor-
€ appears ag g « Landmark Baptist.

ests of truth to make this refer-

_
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tween baptism and preaching,” I do not understand
the force of language. If ¢ preachers in apostolic
days * were baptized—if ¢¢ all who united with the
churches were immersed ”’—what Scriptural author-
ity have unbaptized men to prMst not
the Tale w ich governed THEN gmw ? Or are
We left without rule ? There is a Scriptural connec-
tion hetween baptism and preaching. Jesus was
baptized before he preached; and in this, as in other
€Spects, he left us an example that we should fol-
low hig steps. I will not here enlarge on this topic,
for 1 consider Dr. B. as having surrendered the
Point he first made. As to the expression, ‘¢Let
him that heareth say come,” it is difficult for me to
attempt smriousry to show that it contains no au-
thority for an unbaptized man to preach. It has.no
More reference to preaching than it has to pf‘a)’mg
Or singing or shouting. Let the opposite view be
faken, and it follows that when a wicked man, an
Impenitent sinner, hears, he must preach! ¢ Let
im [whether saint or sinner] that heareth say
fome.” A wicked father may with propriety speak
to his children of the ¢ great salvation,” but he
Must not become a preacher. Who will say that he
Ought ¢

One of my questions to Dr. B. was in .these
Words: «Had there been Pedobaptist preachers in the
Postolic age, would Paul have recognized thfem as
808pe] ministers 2’ His answer to that: It Paul

. rejoice when wicked men preached the gospel
‘thl‘ough envy and strife,’ he would doubtless have

29
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rejoiced too to know that it was preached by a godly
Pedobaptist, if such an anomaly had been known
. . ”»

A ';;:;isdagr;swer does not fully meet the question.
Paul’s rejoicing that the gospel was preached was
one thing—his recognizing those who preachefi it las
gospel ministers was another thing; otherw,l,se 1€
must have recognized those ¢¢ wicked men w.ho
preached ‘¢ through envy and strife ’’ as gospel min-
isters, which is absurd.

Dr. B. says: ¢« We cover the ground of the whole
series as well as the last three questions by the fol-
lowing lessons from the inspired word : ¢« And John
said, Master, we saw one casting out devils in thy
name, and he followed not us. But Jesus said,
Forbid him not, for there is no man who shall do a
miracle in my name that can lightly speak evil of
me. For he that is not against us is on our part.”

‘Some, indeed, preach Christ, even of envy and

strife, and some also of good will. What then ?

Notwithstanding every way, whether in pretense or

in truth, Christ is preached, and I therein do rejoice,
yea, and will rejoice.’

And what have these Scriptures to do with the
recognition of Pedobaptist preachers as gospel min-
isters ? Nothing,\absolutely _qg_thing. Dr. B. must
coucede this ; for he thinks g ¢« Pedobaptist » would
have been an ‘“anomaly ”’ in the apostolic age. It
would be well for the editor of the ¢«Memorial,”’
when he writes on this subject again, to inform his
readers how what would have been an ¢ anomaly ”’

] @ T $Twww
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in the days of the apostles can be metamorg)}‘lols{ei
into g gospel minister in the present age. - 1s
will be generally admitted that though Dr. Bu];l"(’)‘lﬁ

has 1made an attempt to remove the ¢ Landmark ™ he
has not succeeded. It still stands. )

Dr. Cossitt, a prominent Cumberland Presblzted
vian, and a Professor of Theology in the Cumber (;Iio
University, Lebanon, Tennessee, has been ,1’)1(3;;: .
employ his pen against the ¢« Landmark. o Latial
tempts to show that a ¢ rejection of .Pe N a-}') ht
Ministers and churches is incOnE’i'Sten.t ) = thf lflg* #
of private judgment in matters of religious be 1: (.3011-

[ take pleasure in saying that, as & courte]c;u' g
troverialist, 1 know of no one who exce.ls 1:11 o
8itt. It need not be feared that a discufssl,o.n N 1,1ich
his part, degenerate into those person?'htl}e-s “;,s an
are 5o offensive to good taste. I recognize him
®levated and a refined gentleman.

While I cheerfully sga,y all this, and would byun;
Means treat Dr. C. with disrespect, Shau} OccrOPP'
but litt]e space in replying to him because t1e: Pme
Osition he aims to establish is, a8 it E‘eems] t(z) rec’.
self-evidently untenable. How can & refufw'niisters,
Ognize Pedobaptist preachers as gospel mlbe «¢in-
and Pedobaptist societies as gospel Chm'(-}h?]s,ment in
COnsistent with the right of private Ju tgent with
Mattery of religious belief ?”’ Inconslst of Pedo-
the right of whose private judgment? rl-‘hli for them-

Aptists? How so? They are left to thin right of
Selves. There is no interference with any

= 1855.
Beg Tennessee Baptist, February 17th and 24th,

3
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private judgment or public action. Baptists have
the right of private judgment as well as others, and
if, in the exercise of that right, they come to the
conclusion that they ought not to recognize Pedo-
baptist preachers as gospel ministers, must they not
act out their convictions? How can they as honest,
Christian men do otherwise’ They have the right
of interpreting the Scriptures for themse'lves3 and
this right involves the kindred right of acting in ac-

cordance with their interpretations. o

How the sentiment of the ‘¢ Landmark’ is ¢¢in-

> : . : : 7 dee.
consistent with the right of private judgment, "
utterly defies my comprehension. If it interferes in
the least with the right of private judgment in Bap-
tists or Pedobaptists, it is to ine strangely inconceiv-
able.

As to'the effort of Dr. C. to construe my ‘‘repu-
diating sentiment ”’ (a8 he pleased to term it) into a
persecution of Pedobaptists, I have only to say it ig
s'ingular persecution! Do we persecute men by let-
ting them alone? O that the milljong of Baptist

—

martyrs had only been persecuted in ‘thig way—
BY BEING LET ALONE! t consider lv'
* him-

Wi]l he say Unitarians,
rists? So I say of Pres-
I do not believe that the
10dists, ete., are so seri-

niversalists, etc., are erro
byterians, Methodists, etc.
errors of Presbyterians, Met}

S ——
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Ous as those of Unitarians, etc. There are gradua-

tions error. But as to the principle involved
there ig 1o difference. Dr. C. refuses to recognize a

Ditarian preacher as a gospel minister. Why?
‘Because in the exercise of the rights of private
Judgment he decides that the errors of such a
Preachey require and justify the refusal. This is
trie of e in regard to Presbyterian preaehers. Dr.
C. Y®monstrates against this, but in so doing he on!y
¢ondemns in me what he allows in himself. And in
condemning me he ought to take care lest he .in-
fringe on ¢“the right of private judgment,” of which
€ is 8o jealous.

The truth is, there is no room for controversy be-
tween Dr. C. and myself, except on the baptismal
duestion. We both believe that baptism is a }?re—
Tequisite to mmh st.
ere-
Tequisite to g scriptural consecration to the work of
the ministry. Wherein, then, do we differ? A..s to
the question, What is baptism? and who are entl.tled
0 it? With his views he supposes persons baptized
and in the church whom I regard unbaptized aI.ld.Ollt of
the church, He therefore considers those eligible to
the ministry of the gospel who in my judgment are
SCripturally ineligible. The difference betvlveen fl;:
'8 about baptism, and as this is not the place ol
? discussion of this topic, 1 take a most respec
€ave of Dr. Cossitt. .

Dr., Hill, editor of the Presbyterian f[erald:‘liouxg:
Ville, Ky., has expressed his opposition to the ¢¢ Lan
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mark.” He admits, however, that the position ad-
vocated is consistent with Baptist principles—that
the logic is with what he terms the ¢ Baptist High
Church party ’>—that the error of ¢¢Landmark”
men is not in their conclusions, but in their prem-
ises—the same premises which lead to close com-

munion, ete. I can but be gratified that a gentleman .

of Dr. Hill’s learning and intelligence makes these
admissions. As I have addressed a letter to Dr. H.,
which will be found in Appendix No. 3, I say no
more of him in this connection.

Dr. Lynd, President of the Western Theological
Institute, and one of the leading Baptist ministers of
Kentucky, has identified himself with the opponents
of the ¢ Landmark.” He has expressed his regret
that the little treatise was ever written, and seems to
think its author will regret it too. Dr. Lynd’s de-
cided opposition to the ¢¢Landmark” is very re-
markable in view of the following facts :

In the <“Oross and Baptist Journal of April 15,
1836, he expresses himself thus: ¢ [ assume the
position that Baptists and Pedobaptists differ on
ESSENTIAL points, ESSENTIAL to the honor of Jesus
Ao & a;gultgehiit: “the commiey {he churche,
Have Baptists for ottI:ncotI}?mumty Under'stand it
occupy? Have theg forgot el vifton 'Whmh they
e die constitugi’on god that the difference in-
i R e “IR;I government of gospel
that the union o% B ptists i feared for some time

aptists with other denominations

WCTII]]’(} Prove to be an alliance of much ultimate
evil.
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Who would have thought that after writing thus
= L. would oppose such a separation between Bap-
tists ang Pedobaptists as the ¢« Landmark >’ recom-
mends?  But this is not all.

In the Wester, Recorder of January 10, 1855, Dr.
Lynd uses the following language: ¢ The constitu-
nts of 4 church, according to primitive model, are
Such persons as have been baptized upon a credible
Profession of repentance towards God, and faith in
the Lorq Jesus Christ.” In the same paper of April
25, 1855, he says : ¢ Churches organized, according
1 primitive us;ge, are those in which the constitu-

©Nts are immersed believers, called the saved and the

sanctified. Ministers of the gospel were appointed
by the churches, and recognized, fellowshipped, and
S€t apart to full official authority, by the elders of the
chlll‘ches. 2]

From this definition of « gospel church, it follows
irresistibly that Pedobaptist societies are not gospel
chlu-ches. They are not composed of ¢ such p(?rsons
38 have beer baptized upon a credible profession of
Tepentance towards God, and faith in the Lord Jesus
Chrigt, * The ‘¢ constituents > of these societies are
DOt ¢ iimersed believers.” From the premises of
Dr. Lynd, as well as those of Dr. Waller, the con-
lusion is inevitable that Pedobaptists can la).f no
valid claim to ¢ ccclesiastical existence.” Thfs is
the doctrine of the ¢ Landmark,”’ and why is it
Worse in me to publish it than in Drs. Lynd and
Waller 7

Bllt, says Dr. L.,

<« Ministers of the gospe] were

3
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appointed by the churches,” etc. The persons ap-
pointed were of course members of the churches, or
otherwise the churches would have no jurisdiction
over them. If they were members of the churches,
they were, according to Dr. L.’s definition of a
church, ¢“immersed believers.” So be it. Then it
follows that in apostolic times none were appointed
““ministers of the gospel” who were not church
members, and consequently ‘‘immersed believers.’’
And here the perplexing question arises : Can men
now be ministers of the gospel who are not members
of churches formed according to the gospel ? I say
they cannot; and. therefore, they ought not to be
sO recognized. Thismﬂié;l of the ¢¢Land-

~—————
mark.

Some, however, have made a distinction between
a minister of the gospel and a preacher of the gos-
pel. They say a minister must belong to a gospel
church, having been immersed on a profession of
faith, but that a preacher does not of necessity be-
long to a gospel church, and that immersion on
a profession of faith is not a prerequisite to preach-
ing. But can it be shown that unbaptized men—
and consequently sustaining no church relation
—were, in primitive times, permitted to preach ?
Was there a class of men analogous to modern
Pedobaptist preachers who were not recognized as
ministers of the gospel, but were considered preach-
ers, and invited to preach, and allowed to immerse,
though never immersed themselves ? The truth is,
there is no scriptural authority for making a distinc-
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tion between a minister of the gospel and a Prea?h.e r
of the gospel. Paul speaks of himself as a t‘ ml?l'S-
ter and a “preacher,” and says to Timot 1Y,
“Preach the word,” and in the same chapter,
“ Make full proof of thy ministry_” Pr. j o 7Sitilys
that <‘ministers of the gospel were appointed t.))} 1i
churches.” I ask if preachers preach'ed‘ wit 10111).
such appointment? To suppose they did is afn tahe
surdity. We have only to read the Acts 01' -
Apostles to see the priority of church-membership
Preaching the gospel. i
After gi-eadifg the preceding extracts floirllla?;t;
Lynd, the reader will be surprised to know sae
the Western Recorder of May 16, 1855, l.le sa')’ii"i;'es
T have never denied that Pedobaptist BIOCI?nlis-
are churches, or that their elde.rs are gospzr Ilrxleter-
ters. T hope I never shall, be it OrthOd(-)X ity when
0dox.” Dy, L. had lost his usual equammlky a cer-
he wrote this. For him to hope never o mz,kee it, is
tain denial, though it be heterodox (;ul)lt :thm )
doing injustice both to his he?:i i 0 ospel minis-
How Pedobaptist ««elders are' .g Swere ap-
ters,” when, in apostolic times, «¢ minister e
; » gnd the churches
pointed by the churches, g .. " is too much for
Composed of “immel‘seﬁ_ b?h\eY?w, ily understand
mortal comprehension. 1 could as Eas e
how two and four make twent}"-z fr.Ju.I;e 6, 1855,
kindly prophesies in the SABIIPEST O‘der theological
that when I shall have utakel.l a v
range” I will change my position.

Alas, that so
i » wider than the
Mmany take a ‘‘theological range
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New Testament! If I reason from premises that
Dr. L. has laid down I must conclude that the doc-
trine of the ¢“Landmark’ is true; if I conclude
that it is false, I must first repudiate his premises,
and then take a ¢¢theological range’ beyond the
limits of truth. From taking such a ‘‘range” I
must be excused. I protest most earnestly and sol-
emnly against it.*

Dr. Everts, pastor of the Walnut-street Baptist
Church, Louisville, Kentucky, has perhaps written
at greater length against the ¢ Old Landmark *’ than
any other individual. His views may be seen in the
Christian Repository for January, April and May,
1855. In the January number Dr. E. thus ex-
presses himself : ¢¢In its Scriptural and primary dis-
tinction, a church is an assembly of believers, called
out of the world.” Then it follows that baptized
infants constitute no part of the church of Christ.
They do not enter into its composition at all. Pedo-
baptists, however, say they do. Dr. E. then must
of necessity admit that Pedobaptist organizations
are churches in a sense which they themselves do

not recognize. For we shall see that he concedes
these organizations to be churches. Again, says
Dr. E., “As believers they are naturally‘combined
under some form of discipline and ordinances.”’
What << form of discipline and ordinances ?* I ask.
Must it not be the ¢ form

- which the Scriptures en-
join ?

Believers, in their regeneration, are called
*To understand fully the references

{nember that several communications f
‘ Landmark " have been published in th

to Dr. Lynd the reader will re-
rom him and the author of the
e Western Recorder.
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out from the world in one sense, and in the most

important sense, too. God looks upon them as sep-
arate from the world. But then there is t.o be a
visible separation from the world. There 1s to b.e
the combination to which Dr. E. refers. How is
the visible separation to take place ? How is the
combination to be effected ? Is it not by })apns'm ¢
And if so, can there be a church Organizat,l?.n.w_ltl.l_
out baptism? Let all the Doctors of Divinity 1n

Dr. Griffin said truly, «“Where
isible churches.”

there is no baptism there are no Vv A
Wr discipline
‘“ But,” says Dr. E., hurch.
does not enter into the essence of the cu. be-
Without these they [believers] may be SaV(l%d,d(?l(,us_
long to the church universal.” Yes, bu?,t , 1si)lout
sion is not about the ¢ church univer.sal, but'?j sal
visible churches of Christ. There IS.I{O]un::l?ll'(;‘l
visible church; and if the universal mvu;;b‘ eEc Call;,
composed of all the saved, has What} tl'.t is. We
““form,”’ it is impossible to know W-”Tb-ll-t .
have no idea of ¢ form " apart from v]Sl. i‘lli:\l;ey e
Of Pedobaptist societies Dr- E.Isa);sr. ik o
churches, but churches i’”per.fec”.r r med disobe-
disciplined; churches in partial erro t;ral in their
dience; churches irregular and unscrip y to this?
ordinances and polity. , what a
We can learn fll)'omythe Scriptures sé::;; t‘l‘llel ma-
church is, for the Scriptures a,lOI'lC pre of organiza-
terials of which it is composed, 1t3 fo:llllul-ches ‘¢ UN-
tiOn, etc. How then there can be olity” T cannot
BORIPTURAL in their ordinances gl P

Christendom answer.

What shall I sa

____
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conceive. To say that the Scriptures provided for
the existence of unscrrpTURAL churches is an absurd-
ity. Dr. E. first speaks of Pedobaptist communi-
ties as ¢¢churches imperfectly organized and disci-
plined ’—then as ¢¢churches in partial error and
disobedience ”’—and lastly, as ¢¢churches irregular
and unscriptural in their ordinances and polity.”
Thus he ends the sentence, but it is incomplete, and
always will be, till he adds that ‘¢ unscriptural
churches ” are not churches at all. A visible church
without baptism. How can this be? The various
sects of Pedobaptists themselves say it cannot be.
Baptists once said, whatever they may say now, that
a church is composed of persons baptized upon a
credible profession of faith in Christ. The day
has been when Baptists had never heard or thought
of a visible church without baptism—nor had Pedo-
baptists. The times are now changed, and Baptists
may be found who are determined on having Pedo-
baptists in the visible churches of Christ without
baptism—a thing that Pedobaptists themselves con-
sider impossible.

Dr. E. says again : ¢ Though we look for visible
churches only where there is baptism, or intended
baptisn,” ete. I need not quote further. This is
the first time I have known a Baptist minister to
make ‘“intended baptismn >’ answer the purpose
which baptism answers! <« Tell it not in Gath !
lest Presbyterians rejoice and Methodists triumph I
What is this ¢“intended baptism 2 It is of course

not baptism. It is intended as baptism. What
20

L ’ 7
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; i nds
does the intention amount to? If Chx:lst c?n;rsnaand
believers to be immersed, as he certalnly' d 0b ,sub-
they intend ever so sincerely to obey 1111111 ;Y obey
mitting to the sprinkling of water, tor £ :

. . : In other words, does
him? This is the question. B Yo it vight ?
sincerity of intention in doing a thing maxe 1 th?ngé
If s0, Saul of Tarsus did right in (},Olng It?lany
contrary to the name of Jesus of I\g}zare f' a church

After all, Dr. Everts’ conceptions Ob - of the
seem to be confused; for in the Ma.y number e
Repository he speaks of ¢ Pedobaptist commltlions "
as ¢“in a scriptural sense Christian coxcllgre%;: s
churches,” and yet he says, We o-ned acct;)rd-
Pedobaptist communities churches organiz declara-
Ing to the gospel.” To reconcile these two How
. . rm.
tions is a task I have no capacity todl')erfoto the gos-
communities not ¢organized accor lnCghrirstian con-
: iptural sense,
pel” can be, ‘¢in a script ore than I ever expect
gregations or churches, '15 m. ible, cannot be
to know. The thing being 1mpOSSIDI®,

e i i ly no
Dr. E. does me injustice——unmtentlonal)
r. E.

: istinction
doubt—bv representing me as making a distinc on
bet:::eenb)‘" chll)n'Ches of Christ, ”,?ndl ) cakll;:arz}:)essuch
ganized according to the gospel. § NONYIMOUS.
distinction. 1 use the phrases as r?; I use no
Indeed, where Dr. E. quotes frorr.l ol oS
phrase as explanatory of the Othel’The effort of
that I regard them as equivalent.

ieti f
Dr. E. to prove Pedobaptist societies o Ical;m;icslzs(:o
Ch.l‘ist.” is generally regarded among Dap

P ———
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far as I have learned)
being the fact, I
There is another
that < pr

as a signal failure. This
shall not enlarge on the topic.
point made by Dr. E., namely,
. eaching the gospel is mnot exclusively an
oﬁ'iclz.zl act;” but as I shall have occasion to notice
this in meeting Prof. Farnam’s objections, I here
take leave of the pastor of the Walnut-street Church.

Prof. Farnam is, in some respects, superior to all
the opponents of the ‘“ Landmark ”” who have yet
takex.l part in the discussion. He lhas a deeper pen-
etration and superior logical acumen. He thinks
more closely. This, at least, is my opinion. It
would be very difficult to have his professorship in
the Georgetown College more ably filled.

As to the discussion on the
tion between Prof. F. ap
Baptist, 1
directly and
sary ; for Pr
(which con

‘¢ Landmark ” ques-
d myself in the Zennessee
s.hall not now refer to all the points
1ndirect1y presented. Nor is it neces-
Of'. F. in the Baptist of August 18, 1855,
siguod fifs tamﬂ'llis 'last .article) says: ‘I have
Pedobane: quest}m} with him on the hypothesis that
© obaptist societies are not gospel churches.”
Ag'am, relerring to me, e says :"WTHe/pTc;position
which he ought to have proven in the outset is,

THAT
NO UNORDAINED CHRISTIAN HAS 'IHE RIGHT TO
PREACH!’,

What make
may,
tive,
laws

I marvel at this from so acute a logician.
i S it my duty to prove a negative ? Men
if they choose, attempt the proof of a nega-
as I did in writing the ¢¢ Landmark,” but the
of logic do not demand it of them. Why did
ove that private Christians have a

not Prof, F. pr

— —

Pillars of Orthodoxy, or Defenders of the Fuith.

right to preach? He is in the affirmative, an?’if he
can establish this proposition the ¢« Tandmark 7 falls
—aye, more than this—it will follow that our
churches, from the days of the apostles, llnave per-
formed a work of supererogation in. sett.lng. men
apart to the ministry. It is important 1n this dlsfzus(i
sion to have a definite conception of the ‘ wor

PREAcH. There are not less than six terms fi the
original Greek of the Acts of the Apostles Wth}‘l a.re
translated prracs. This word PREACH must be a re-
markable one if it conveys all the ideas expressed by

i ) - eans TO
8iX Greek terms. One of these terms m

. kY AS A HERALD?Z
PREACH - -TO PROCLAIM PUBLICLY—-TO CRY A

loe scond term
~—and there is but one that does. A sc,.t Lt
GOOD TIDINGS, and 1 : y
A third term simply

10 REASON, & fifth To
soLpLy. Yet they are

means To COMMUNICATE
done publicly or privately.

means o DECLARE, o fourth
SPEAK, and the sixth TO SPEAK Bheiin g
all translated PREACH. T am conccrn'e e e
troversy with the first tWO of the six terms.

 <vi 15, Luke xxiv. 47:
first of the two is used, Mark xvi. 15, L” i
1 to every creature ~—

i : yroclaim
cte.  The word here certainly means to

... . «Philip went

publicly. It is used Acts Vlll.d51'REAEHEI)})C]11'ist
: qmaria and P 7

down to the city of Samar ed in the fourth verse

unto them.” But it is not us
_ e 1t
of the same chapter, Where Jiere vrEACHING the
were scattered abroad went everyw rse of the chap-
word:” nor is it used in the 35th ve
Y

9
i (¢ pREACHED Jesus
ter where Philip is said to

“Prracn the gospe
Pentance and remission 0

ig said, ¢“they that

have

_
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to the Ethiopian,

In these two verses the second
Greek term i8 emp

loyed which means To coMMUNI-
CATE GOOD TIDINGS. The first of these terms is
KERUSS0, the second EUANGELIZO,

It will throw some light on the subject to ascer-
tain how the first of these terms is used in the Greek
version of the (]q Testament. It is employed Gen-
esis xli. 43, «Anqg they criep before him, Bow the
knee,”” oo, [ is used Jonal i. 2, ¢‘Arise, go t0
great city, and cry against it,” etc.;

“Preacn unto it the preacHiNG that
““And he crin and said,”’ etc. ¢S50
Nineveh believed God and procLAIMED
“And he caused it to be rrocLaimep,’’ ete.
have the terms cry, preacu and PROCLAIM,
but in the Greek version one term, and that the one
employed by Christ, Mark xvi, 15, Ttjs evident, there-
fore, that the word'in the Septuagint means to PROCLAIM

Nineveh, that
also ijj. 2,5,
I bid thee.”
the people of
a fast,”
Here we

— . . in the
PYUBLI(JL\' And that it has the same meaning 1n

) i . 8,8"
New Testament, may be seen from a variety of P
sages in w

ST n
hich it ig translated to preach, and fro’
Rev. V. 2’ “And 1 5

with a Joyq voie

tament g firg

Whe L. Tt 5 4
Jesus py

aw a strange angel rrooLAIMING
¢, ete. This word in the New Tes-
t applied to John the Baptist, M.att.
sed also Matt, jv. 17, «From that time
GAN TO PREACH,™ etc, And this passage,

. . .]v the
E‘ldex J. S. Bakey has argued, shows very clear lyt
dlstinction betw divine
thillgs and p
things

Cen TALKING, CONVERSING OT divine
1V
REACHING. Jesug had TALKED ON

ir-
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; : ionificant fact. If Jesus
Hzed.  And this is a N ?l»gmﬁcaas baptized, what
did not prern to preach till he Wt o T
authority does the New Testament g
tized man to pre?.ch? cording to the gospel,
My position is that, ac God. emanate from
authority to preach must, undgence’membel‘s of a
2 visible church of Christ. :ble to the work of the
visible church alone are elig :ontrol of those who
ey dor a ohncl hasPncéoba})tist gocieties are
do not belong to it. But .e How thenhcan they
ot visible churches of ChrlSt.ach 7 Prof. Farnam,
confer gospel authority to é)reark” question on the
llov'vever, argues the “La.n & jeties are not gospel
hypothesis that Pedobaptist .soclt jous Pedobaptists
churches, and he refers to 111118(11'0f God to preach.
ru0; Jio Tisa me; dowbt, ware calleZ:‘rod’ss call must, ac-
This presents no difficulty; for b
: be succ / s
cording to the gospel, : ven by
cal] aﬁd recognigzed in the cl-edenmIals oglfarther i
chu;ch to the individual called'diblegvoicea as loud
ith an &1 tist
8a if God were, W1 a Pedobap
asy},let;?:;’s mightiest thunder,‘to cti:ild in departing
to preach, we would not be ]‘lﬁt'1 divinely told the
fr01}:1 the écriptures, paleasne .weleded to supersede
utt of that voice were inten Such informa-
th:zzzsﬁ?ﬂgs of the New T%t{lmen;' a new economy,
tion would intimate the beginnu:tgd(i)spensation. ;
and I am writing of the presen F.. to maintain his
I need not enlarge. Piob thz;; the lay-members
position, must not only show ht to preach, but e
of a vis’ible church have the righ
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must show that unbaptized persons (and consequently
In no seriptural sense, members of a visible church
of Christ) have the same right. This, I am sure, he
can never do, and because he cannot do it, the ¢ Land-
mark ” stands, and is, I think, likely to stand.

1 have now noticed the most prominent objections
that have been made to my little Tract; and though
some of them at first view may appear plausible,

yet x.vhen analyzed, not one of them, as it seems to
me, is valid.

Publisher’s Appendix
have mentioned the fact that Dr-
of the editors of the Tennessee Ba ptist.
s had long published that paper in
rlz'rs..);Jh. I—I\V\ Pendleton and A. C. Dayton
WIith him. He was already engaged fo
i:ff;: Oméo columns a week for the pa;er,gwas a
N\Urfr:esnb ent hfor other papers, was pastor of the
Universityo;(:,s urch, was theological professor in Union
other classles gclivmg f?U" hours a day besides in teaching
differed with ha.n fvyorkmg on his farm for recreation. He
and radicall IS Triends, Graves and Dayton, materially
doctrine of S:’fm:r?gard to the war, particularly on the
adjust their da.fes rights. When they found it impossible t0
as friends Dl erces they parted company, but parted
Graves anéi Dr. Pend',efon adhering to the Union, Drs.
Injustice to Day'ron going with the Southern Confederacy-
Wwas an ““Ab o Pgnq!efon it ought to be said, that he never
olitionist,”” meaning by that that slavery was in

Incidentally |
Pendleton was one
Dr. J. R. Grave
Nashville; in 1858

it .
C(S)ilsf @ Sin to be abolished by force, regardless of
equences, but was an “’Emancipationist,’ believing

that
iusﬂ;,'avery ought to be done away with gradually and

according to State Constitution and law.

Tennessee’s Pioneer Baptist Preachers.p- 407

From the time of the meeting above referred to, |
became a regular contributor to the Tennessee Baptist, a
weekly sheet published in Nashville, J. R. Graves, editor. |
Wrote on various subjects and was requested to write
several artices on this question: ‘‘Ought Baptists to
Recognize Pedobaptist Preachers as Gospel Ministers?*’ |
answered in the negative, and wrote four articles which
were afterward published in pamphlet form under the
title, ““/An Old Landmark Re-set.”” Bro. Graves furnished
the title, for he said the ’Old Landmark’’ once stood, but
had fallen, and needed to be ‘’re-set.”” So much for the
name. This tract had a wide circulation, for the copy now
before me has on the title page the words, ‘’Fortieth
Thousand.”” The position | had taken was most earnestly
controverted by a large number of brethren. Drs. Waller,
Burrows, Lynd, Everts, and Prof. Farnam, among
Baptists, took part in the discussion, and Drs. Cossitt and
Hill, who were Presbyterians. | replied to them all in an
Appendix to the ‘“Landmark,”’ and after more than thirty
years have passed away, | still think that | refuted their
arguments. | do not wonder therefore, that Dr. N. M.
Crawford, of Georgia, said that | had never been
answered. The ““Old Landmark’’ has been out of print for
many years and it would be very difficult to obtain a copy,
but the discussions connected with it have modified the
views of many Baptists in the South, and some in the
NO"’[H.‘ controversy was and is a strange one: In one
) all Roman Catholics and all Protestant
the side of the “LLandmark.”” That is to
and their practice of infant baptism
that baptism must precede the regular
This is just what Landmark
in addition, that immersion
e to entrance into a gospel
h must emanate

sense,
Pedobaptists are on
say, they believe,
compels the belief,
preaching of the gospel.
Baptists say, and they say.
alone is baptism, ir;dispenzital i
, and that from S nat
gt‘fjr:;rny? under God, fo preach the gospel. All ggnsﬁ;
implied in the immemorial _c.usfom, amongCh Bpu'r |
churches, of licensing and ordaining men fo preach.

7
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will not enlarge: | have said this that my chlld'l‘(‘?lnvfansl
grandchildren may know what the ““Old Landmar o
and why | wrote it. Baptists can never protest effe;}:ers of
against the errors of Pedobaptists while the preac

S - eis
the latter are recognized as gospel ministers. This to m
very plain.

-105
Pendleton’s Reminiscences. pps. 103

Note: | have added these comments from Burn]‘:‘;f
Sketches, 1919, and Pendleton’s own Reminiscences, t he
Written by him in the |ast year of his life to show tha b
held to the old Baptist positions 11 the ‘end %
withstanding the false and opposite claims of libera dld
Surely, dear reader, Dr. Pendleton knew if he left of
Landmarkism or not! Should we Mmisrepresent the vsewg
our sainted dead when we have their own testimony?




